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1. Executive Summary 

The Freedom of Information (Jersey) Law 2011 currently applies to government 

departments and a limited number of public bodies (Andium Homes and the 

Childrenôs Commissioner).  

Recognising the need to modernise and strengthen transparency, the Council of 

Ministers launched a Review of the Law in March 2025, which examined the possible 

inclusion of additional bodies, including strengthening the Law, improving internal 

processes and reducing the impact of requests (including vexatious and repeat 

requestors). The objective is to enhance openness while ensuring that any changes 

remain proportionate and practical. 

Between September and November 2025, a public consultation gathered views from 

122 individuals and 40 organisations through surveys, focus groups, and written 

submissions, providing a comprehensive range of perspectives.  

Key Findings 

This report summarises the findings from stakeholder consultations and public 

survey responses on the proposed expansion of the Freedom of Information (FOI) 

Law.  

Strong support was expressed for including States-owned entities and statutory 

bodies within the scope of the Law, subject to a phased implementation and 

adequate resourcing. Respondents emphasises that inclusion should not rely solely 

on funding levels; decisions instead must consider organisational size, governance, 

capacity, resources, and existing accountability measures.  

Protection of sensitive information was identified as a critical priority, with calls for 

strengthening exemptions and safeguards. Stakeholders recommended that any 

expansion should be underpinned by detailed impact assessments and cost-benefit 

analyses.  

Concerns were raised about administrative and financial burdens, particularly for 

smaller organisations and those operating in competitive markets. To mitigate these 

risks, respondents highlighted the need for clear guidance, tailored training, ongoing 

support, and access to legal advice and compliance funding. 

Overall, the consultation reaffirmed the importance of transparency while 

underscoring the need for a careful, proportionate approach. Early engagement, 

practical timelines, and robust support mechanisms will be essential to achieving the 

Lawôs objectives without compromising operational efficiency or service delivery. 
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2. Introduction 

2.1 Background to the consultation  

The States Assembly approved a proposition (P.149/2014) to extend the scope of the 

Freedom of Information (Jersey) Law 2011 (the ñLawò) to include: 

¶ Andium Homes, the States of Jersey Development Company, Jersey Post, JT 

and all other companies wholly- owned by the States, and 

¶ the Jersey Electricity Company, Jersey Water and all other companies in 

which the States hold a controlling interest as a majority shareholder. 

The Chief Minister was also requested to investigate whether the scope could be 

extended to include entities that receive a majority of their funding from the States of 

Jersey. 

At present, the Law has not been amended to include any arms-length entity apart 

from Andium Homes and the Childrenôs Commissioner. The scope also includes 

Government departments and the parishes. 

In March 2025, the Council of Ministers initiated a review of the Law to ensure that it 

remains up to date and aligned with international best practice. The review includes 

the following areas: 

1. The extent to which additional information can be provided in the public 

domain.  

2. Exemptions, cost considerations, provisions for repeat and vexatious 

requests.  

3. Extending the Law to include other public bodies.  

4. The structuring of the Law, including treating each Scheduled Public Authority 

as a separate body.  

5. Any other legislative improvements to support transparency and the 

objectives of the review. 

6. Any other operational improvements, including applications for AI or more 

automated mechanisms for compiling, assimilating and releasing information 

to support transparency and the objectives of the review. 

In September 2025, the Assistant Chief Minister, Deputy Malcolm Ferey, published 

an Interim Report R.138/2025, providing an update on the review of the Law. The 

report outlined progress made and recommended a public consultation focusing on 

the extension of the scope of the Law.  

 

 

 

 

https://statesassembly.je/publications/propositions/2014/p-149-2014
https://statesassembly.je/getmedia/a5896ce4-553e-4fbb-bad2-cd8e703949f0/R-138-2025.pdf
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2.2 Consultation process  

The objective of the consultation was to understand: 

¶ whether certain types of organisations, such as wholly or partly States-owned, 

or statutory bodies, should be brought within the scope of the FOI Law; 

¶ whether the amount of public funding an organisation receives should 

influence its FOI obligations; and 

¶ what challenges, exemptions or support may be needed if the Law is 

extended 

The consultation ran from 15 September to 10 November 2025. Members of the 

public and organisations were able to provide their feedback through: 

¶ an online survey; 

¶ a written submission via email or post; or 

¶ a paper copy of the survey via post. 

In addition, organisations included in the scope of the consultation were offered the 

opportunity to provide their feedback by attending a focus group. 

Paper copies of the survey were available to download online. 

Twelve focus groups were held with a range of organisations included in the scope of 

the consultation. The purpose of these sessions was to gather: 

¶ views on the potential inclusion of these bodies within the scope of the Law; 

¶ risks, challenges, and opportunities that might arise from their inclusion; and 

¶ types of support required to help these organisations implement the Law 

effectively. 

Appendix I provides further details on how the survey was promoted. 

Appendix II provides the survey questions used in the online survey. 
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2.3 Respondents  

The consultation process gathered input through multiple channels. The breakdown 

of responses is as follows: 

Online survey 

¶ 128 responses received 

¶ 3 out of the 128 responses were excluded for potential duplication. όSee 

below for more information regarding excluded responses)  

Written submissions 

¶ 16 responses received  

¶ 14 responses were received from organisations 

¶ 2 responses were received from members of the public 

Focus groups 

¶ 25 organisations attended a focus group. 

Appendix III provides a list of the organisations that responded to the consultation.  

Appendix IV includes the written responses that the consultation received from 

some of these organisations and that provided a permission to publish their 

response.  

Excluded survey responses:  Responses were verified using IP addresses to 
ensure that individuals did not submit multiple entries to influence the results. A 
total of 12 IP addresses recorded two or more responses. Of these, 11 were 
reviewed for similarities and showed no consistent pattern of repetition, so they 
were retained in the analysis. Only one IP address contained responses with 
notable similarities and was therefore excluded from the final dataset. 
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3. Consultation feedback 

3.1 Online survey feedback 

The survey was designed to capture views from both members of the public and 

organisations on the potential extension to the scope of the Law. A total of 20 

organisations responded to the survey, of which 2 were outside the defined scope of 

the consultation. 

The organisations were asked additional questions to capture more specific 

feedback around challenges or risks of inclusion, specific types of data to be 

protected and support needed by organisations to implement the Law effectively.  

Type of respondent 

The first survey question asked respondents to indicate whether they were providing 

feedback as an individual member of the public or as a representative of an 

organisation. This distinction was essential to ensure that the analysis could 

differentiate between personal perspectives and organisational viewpoints, allowing 

the review to capture both individual experiences and sector-specific considerations. 

Of the 125 responses received to the survey, the majority (84%) were from members 

of the public, and the remaining 16% of responses were from organisations. 

 

States (fully and partly) Owned Entities 

Respondents were asked to disclose whether they thought entities owned or partly 

owned by the States should be included in the Law. Of the 125 respondents who 

answered this question 62% considered that the Law should include all States 

Owned Entities. 
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A thematic analysis was used to compile an overview from those who selected 

óotherô and provided additional comments. Each response was read and assigned to 

a category. From this, 8 themes were identified: 

¶ Cost of Inclusion 

¶ Size of Organisation 

¶ Level of Public Funding 

¶ Proportionality 

¶ Commercial Sensitivities 

¶ Consider each organisation individually 

¶ Defined areas of inclusion 

¶ Exemptions for disclosure 

Table 1 below, presents selected quotations from respondentsô free-text submissions. 

Respondents provided additional clarification on their views and suggested criteria 

for consideration when determining the inclusion of further organisations in the scope 

of the Law. 

Table 1 ï Selected free-text submissions to Question 2 of the online survey. 

Do you agree that Jersey's FOI Law should be extended to include all States 
(fully and partly) Owned Entities? 

Respondent Quote provided 

Organisation ñI think depends on size of organisation and 
practicality/cost of inclusion. Also, potential commercial 
sensitivities.ò 

Member of the public ñYes, but a level of proportionality must be applied in doing 
soò 

Member of the public ñYes, it should apply to all bodies, however in the case of 
partly owned entities it may be fair to define the areas you 
would expect FoI to apply (or not apply) so public impacting 
decisions and money for exampleò 

Member of the public ñYes, to all States Owned Entities, however, there should 
be exceptions where disclosure could hamper an 
investigation of constitute as tipping off.ò 

Organisation ñThe question of whether to apply the FOIL to all States 
bodies is one for the Assembly to decide, but blanket 
decisions to either include all, or exclude all, do not always 
achieve the desired objectives and a better approach might 
be to consider each organisation individually. There should, 
however, be a general premise in favour of transparency so 
long as that does not compromise an individual's right to 
privacy, commercial confidentiality or other legitimate 
interest test.ò 
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Bodies established in Statute 

The third question of the survey asked respondents whether the establishment of a 

public body in the Law should be a criterion for its inclusion in the scope of the 

Freedom of Information (Jersey) Law 2011.  

Of the 125 respondents who answered this question 57% believed that the Law 

should include statutory bodies. 

 

A thematic analysis was used to compile an overview from those who selected 

óotherô and provided additional comments. Each response was read and assigned to 

a category. From this, 3 themes were identified: 

- Additional safeguards (limitations) 

- Additional resources 

- Adjustments to timelines 

The themes are drawn from fewer than the 6 responses because one respondent did 

not have an opinion on the question and the remaining 2 respondents quoted their 

response in question 2. 

Table 2 below, presents selected quotations from respondentsô free-text submissions.  

Table 2 ï Selected free-text submissions to Question 3 of the online survey. 

Should the establishment of a body in statute (e.g. Comptroller and Auditor 
General, Jersey Financial Services Commission) be a criterion for its 
inclusion under the Freedom of Information Law? 

Respondent Quote provided 

Organisation ñSubject to receiving resources both in time and money to 
support what is often a time-consuming task. Would like to 
see adjustments to timelines if no resources are made 
available.ò 

Member of the public ñThere should be categories and limitations - more than 
those currently imposed - answering the same question 
over and over again every 6 months is a waste of public 
time and money - and one has to ask about the motives of 
the people behind the questionò 
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Public funding and proportionality 

The fourth question of the survey asked respondentsô views on whether public 

funding should affect the level of transparency and accountability expected from an 

organisation.   

The number of responses to the options in this question varied therefore no specific 

conclusion can be drawn between the receipt of public funding and the level of 

transparency and accountability expected of an organisation. 

 

A thematic analysis was used to compile an overview from those who selected 

óotherô and provided additional comments. Each response was read and assigned to 

a category. From this, 4 themes were identified: 

- Sensitivity of role 

- Amount of influence 

- Size of organisation 

- Other routes of transparency and accountability 

One of the submissions was not assigned to a theme because the respondent did 

not have an opinion on the question. 

Table 3 below, presents selected quotations from respondentsô free-text submissions.  

Table 3 ï Selected free-text submissions to Question 4 of the online survey. 

Do you agree that the level of transparency and accountability required of an 
organisation should be proportionate to the amount of public funding it 
receives?   

Respondent Quote provided 

Organisation 
 

ñI think it should be proportionate to the size of an 
organisation in terms of staff and also other issues 
affecting practicality.ò   

Member of the public 
 

ñRegardless of public funding, if the government exerts any 
amount of influence, that influence should be subject to 
scrutiny by the public.ò 
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Organisation 
 

ñWhile receipt of public funding should carry with it 
obligations in respect of accountability and transparency, 
this can be achieved by relevant terms and conditions and 
does not require statutory provisions under the FOIL. 
Making receipt of any public funding automatically within 
the scope of FOI may make some decline to do so. An 
example of where this might be disproportionate would be 
the distribution of funds via the Channel Islands Lottery to 
charities and other good causes?ò 

Member of the public ñSize of organisation and sensitivity of role should also be 
factors such as JACS, JFIU, JCSC.ò 

 

Level of public funding 

The fifth question of the survey asked respondents to disclose the level of funding 

that should be used as a threshold to include an organisation in the scope of the 

Law.  

Responses to this question were divided between any receipt of public funding 

(32%) and a proportion of total income (31%). 21% of respondents provided a free-

text submission. 

 

A thematic analysis was used to compile an overview from those who selected 

óotherô and provided additional comments. Each response was read and assigned to 

a category. From this, 12 themes were identified: 

- Public function 

- Ownership 

- Establishment of a body 

- More than Ã1,000,000 

- More than Ã2,500,000 

- Ã50,000 or more 

- No public funding 

- 100% States Owned 

- Exclude charities 



 

12 
 

- Delivery of services on behalf of the Government 

- Government Influence 

- Public funding should not be a criterion 

Table 4 below, presents selected quotations from respondentsô free-text submissions.  

Table 4 ï Selected free-text submissions to Question 5 of the online survey. 

What level of public funding should serve as a threshold for an organisation 
to be brought within the scope of the Freedom of Information Law?   

Respondent Quote provided 

Organisation 
 

ñIt is hard to set a specific level of funding as this would need 
to be reviewed on a regular basis to keep pace with inflation - 
when we reviewed the Public Records Law we discussed a 
similar question regarding funding thresholds and thought 
that other factors such as public function, ownership and 
establishment of the body were more appropriate criteria.ò 

Organisation 
 

ñThe amount of public funding should not be the only 
threshold, but a set amount would be our preferred way 
forward for clarity. A % of income for example will require an 
annual calculation and this can only be carried out at the end 
of a financial year. In our view however, the level of public 
funding should not be the only factor. Organisations should 
only fall within the FOI Law if they receive public funding and 
deliver services on behalf of the Government. It should be 
exceptional that charities are brought into the scope of the 
FOI Law, even more so arts / heritage / cultural charities/. We 
suggest that greater transparency can be achieved by other 
means, such as Government reporting the amounts received 
by organisations, along with the agreed KPIs with 
Government and progress against those KPIs, or 
increased/improved annual reporting by the charities 
themselves, rather than placing additional significant 
obligations on organisations like [redacted].ò 

Member of the 
public 

ñFunding is irrelevant. if the government has power over 
them, we deserve the right to know.ò 

Organisation ñWe need to ensure the scope and reason for funding and 
the cost of supportingò 

Member of the 
public 

ñDon't think this should be a criterion for decidingò 

Member of the 
public 

ñmore than Ã1,000,000ò 

Organisation ñOver Ã2.5 millionò 

 

 

 

Risks and challenges   
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The sixth question of the survey was only open to organisations. Organisations were 

given the opportunity to disclose any challenges that would arise from their inclusion 

in the scope of the Law. Representatives were able to select any response 

applicable to their organisation.  

Increase in administrative workload and staff training ï capacity to manage FOI 

requests were selected most often as potential challenges. 

 

A thematic analysis was used to compile an overview from those who selected 

óotherô and provided additional comments. Each response was read and assigned to 

a category. From this, 11 themes were identified: 

- No challenges 

- Small amount of relevant information 

- Additional workload 

- Proportionality (financial resources) 

- Assurance to third parties 

- Time for implementation 

- Number of FOI requests 

- Guidance 

- Training 

- Reduction of agility 

- Additional reporting 

Table 5 below, presents selected quotations from respondentsô free-text submissions.  

Table 5 ï Selected free-text submissions to Question 6 of the online survey. 

What challenges or risks do you foresee if your organisation was brought 
under the Freedom of Information Law?   

Quote provided 

ñFOI would serve no useful purpose as the extent of relevant/disclosable 
information is negligible but would still have to be administered and managed.ò 
ñAny extension of FOI to organisations like [redacted] would create significant 
administrative burden and costs. While we support greater transparency this must 
be balanced against the financial / resources impact for charitable organisations 
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such as ourselves (which are likely to differ significantly from other SOEs) and 
proportionality of that impact against the benefit to transparency. We would identify 
the following key challenges/risks for our organisation: - As we are not entirely 
Government funded there should not be an absolute right for the public to request 
information about matters which have not been publicly funded. Drawing this 
distinction isn't however clear as funding isn't linked to specific costs generally. - a 
requirement for clear guidance on exemptions for commercially sensitive or 
confidential information. We would need to give assurances to third parties that our 
sensitive commercial arrangements will not be publicly disclosed, or this could 
have significant impacts on our ability to programme. - It will be essential for there 
to be an adequate lead-in time and support for new entities to implement FOI 
processes. This will need to continue in the long term - Funding or resource 
support for initial implementation and ongoing costs. - Proportionality needs to be 
considered and clear guidance needs to be given. If thresholds for application are 
implemented, then a clear process/timing for entities falling in / out of the FOI 
Regime needs to be identified and timelines for that organization to implement the 
FOI within its organization if required. - Alignment with data protection obligations. 
- Consideration as to how many FOI requests are likely to be received and what 
can be done if that is exceeded. - Consideration as to whether a longer period for 
response / request for fees are required for organisations of our nature.ò 
ñAs the JGC is not currently within scope, we have not considered the resource 
implications of producing an 'Index of Information' as required by the Law. So long 
as the lead-in time was sufficient and training was available, I would expect these 
noted risks to be managedò 
ñNo challenges for Statistics Jersey. Until the Stats Law amendments came into 
force in February, we fell within the remit of the FoI Law and I wish for Statistics 
Jersey to be brought back within this remit.ò 
ñThere will be additional work for Jersey Heritage under the FOI Regulations 
which relate to the records we hold (see answer to 8 below).ò 

 

Prevention of disclosure for specific types of information 

The Freedom of Information (Jersey) Law 2011 includes a number of exemptions 

that can be applied by Scheduled Public Authorities to prevent the disclosure of 

sensitive information (e.g. personal information, commercial interests). 

However, organisations were given the opportunity to provide their views on 

additional safeguards that should be considered based on the nature of the 

environment that they operate in.  

Organisations were asked to elaborate on the following question:  

ñAre there specific types of information your organisation believes should be 

protected from disclosure?ò 

A thematic analysis was used to compile an overview of the free-text responses to 

the question. Each response was read and assigned to a category. From this, 11 

themes were identified: 

- Information related to children 

- Non-public disciplinary findings 
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- Operational information 

- Adequate cover from current exemptions 

- Personal information 

- Police data 

- Audit functions 

- Commercial information  

- Grant decisions 

- Member details 

- Project partner details 

- Employment data 

Table 6 below, presents selected quotations from respondentsô free-text submissions.  

Table 6 ï Selected free-text submissions to Question 7 of the online survey. 

Are there specific types of information your organisation believes should be 
protected from disclosure?    

Quote provided 

ñOutcome of non-public disciplinary findings (as defined under Law Society of 
Jersey Law 2005). Information and data relating to the operation of the Law 
Society in discharge of its regulatory responsibilities. Financial accounting 
information.ò 
 
ñThe exemptions in the Law provide adequate cover for any sensitive information 
held by the organisation.ò 
ñPersonal data obtained in recruitment processesò 

ñMatters involving the police / criminal matters.ò 

ñGrant award decisions. Member details. Project partner details. Etc.ò 

ñCommercial arrangements between businesses and suppliers. JB is a 
confidential support system for the economy and is built on trust.ò 
ñJACS is a confidential service therefore only information that we already publish 
in our annual report should be available everything else ie more granular detail 
should be protected to avoid the risk of data breaches.ò 
ñInformation related to children - identifying their personal and developmental 
data.ò 
ñIdentifiable information about people and organisations. The Statistics Law 
prevents Statistics Jersey from disclosing such information.ò 

 

Support and guidance 

The last question of the survey asked representatives of organisations about the kind 

of support that they would need to implement the Law effectively.  

ñIf the Freedom of Information Law was extended to include your organisation, 

what support or guidance would you need to implement it effectively?ò  

A thematic analysis was used to compile an overview of the free-text responses to 

the question. Each response was read and assigned to a category. From this, 9 

overarching themes were identified: 
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- Training 

- None 

- Administrative resource 

- Revised timelines 

- Support from law officers 

- Access to policies and procedures 

- Guidance 

- Funding 

- IT costs 

Table 7 below, presents selected quotations from respondentsô free-text submissions. 

Table 7 ï Selected free-text submissions to Question 8 of the online survey. 

If the Freedom of Information Law was extended to include your 
organisation, what support or guidance would you need to implement it 
effectively?      

Quote provided 

ñExtensive support would be required, notwithstanding that it is wholly 
disproportionate and unnecessary for the FOI to be applied to the Law Society.ò 
ñTraining and revised timelines given the limited no of staff.ò 

ñClear communication of the scope of the Law's extension to the JAO, so that 
requests for exempt materials is understood from the start. Some training and 
support from law officers may also be required.ò 
ñTraining and guidance from the Government of Jersey and JOIC, which is tailored 
to organisations of our type and size. - Access to template policies and procedures 
(which are appropriate to organisations of our nature). - Funding for or access to 
appropriate systems to enable compliance - A central point to provide guidance to 
charitable organisations who are subject to FOI would be helpful in the long term, 
to ensure a consistent approach across the sector and a single point of reference 
for queries / issues.ò 
ñAdditional funding for additional resources plus training and IT costs.ò 

ñIn the event that further organisations were brought within scope I would expect 
government to provide a briefing / training session to explain the Law's impact and 
requirements.ò 
ñWe would need support, time, resource and funding. We would also need to 
consider the service impacts as a result and the scope between the reporting now 
public to ensure effective allocation of public money to thisò 

 

 

3.2 Focus groups feedback 

As part of the consultation process, twelve focus groups were convened with 25 

organisations within the defined scope. These sessions were designed to obtain 

detailed perspectives on three critical areas:  

- the potential inclusion of these bodies within the Freedom of Information Law;  

- the associated risks, challenges, and opportunities that might arise from their 

inclusion; and  
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- the types of support necessary to enable effective implementation.  

Representatives of organisations expressed a wide range of considerations 

regarding the potential extension of the Freedom of Information (Jersey) Law. The 

main key themes were: 

¶ Review of the Law 

¶ Governance 

¶ Proportionality 

¶ Existing measures of transparency and accountability 

¶ Commercial sensitivity and competitiveness 

¶ Guidance, training and support 

Review of the Freedom of the Information (Jersey) Law 2011 

When discussing the review of the freedom of information Law, it was suggested that 

a comprehensive review of the Freedom of Information Law should be completed 

prior to extending its scope to other public bodies. 

Emphasis was given to the importance of strengthening existing exemptions, 

particularly those relating to audit functions, to protect sensitive operational 

processes.  

Finally, one participant recommended aligning the scope of the Law with the Public 

Records Law to ensure consistency and coherence across both legislative 

frameworks. 

Governance 

Feedback received highlighted potential governance challenges that may be faced 

by organisations if they are included under the Law. Some organisations operate 

under dual boards or across two jurisdictions, creating complex governance 

structures that could conflict with legislative requirements of the countries they 

operate in. 

Participants also noted that boards of certain grant-funded organisations are entirely 

dependent on volunteers, raising concerns about their capacity to manage additional 

compliance obligations.  

Small organisations reported that limited staffing resources make it difficult to 

address governance matters effectively. If they were to be included, they would need 

additional staff to respond to Freedom of Information requests. 

These insights underscore the importance of adopting a proportionate approach that 

considers organisational size, structure, and existing obligations when assessing 

inclusion under the Law. 

Proportionality 

Participants emphasised the need for a proportionate approach to extending the law. 

A case-by-case assessment was recommended to understand whether the inclusion 

of an organisation in the Law would deliver sufficient transparency and 
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accountability, relative to an organisationôs size, resources, role, and existing 

reporting obligations.  

Smaller teams and voluntary bodies raised significant capacity challenges, citing 

risks of administrative burden, particularly with repeat requests, which could result in 

reduced service quality. To mitigate these risks, suggestions included shorter 

response timeframes for small organisations, centralised legal support, and 

additional budget allocations to cover compliance costs. 

Participants requested that consideration would be given to whether legislative 

amendments or improvements in reporting may be more appropriate for some 

organisations. 

Existing measures of transparency and accountability 

Feedback from organisations highlighted the importance of considering established 

mechanisms of transparency and accountability when determining whether an entity 

should be included within the scope of the Law. It was raised that many 

organisations already comply with requirements such as annual reports, audited 

financial statements, and performance monitoring through key performance 

indicators (KPIs) and agreed objectives, particularly where public funding is involved. 

These existing measures, may, in certain cases, provide an adequate level of 

transparency without requiring full inclusion under the Law. Where these 

mechanisms are deemed insufficient, organisations proposed exploring alternative 

routes as a means of achieving the objectives of openness and accountability in a 

more proportionate and targeted manner.  

Commercial sensitivity and competitiveness 

Participants expressed significant concern regarding the potential inclusion of 

commercial organisations within the scope of the Law. They highlighted that such 

inclusion could risk exposure of sensitive commercial information relating to internal 

operations, partners, and members, creating a risk of competitive disadvantage. This 

was seen as potentially undermining trust between organisations and their 

stakeholders and, in turn, affecting the ability of these entities to function effectively. 

Further concerns centred on the operational and financial implications of compliance. 

Organisations raised that they may consider restructuring or ring-fencing services to 

mitigate disclosure risks. Additionally, the cost of responding to Freedom of 

Information requests could result in higher fees for members or customers, reducing 

competitiveness. Participants also noted that increased compliance obligations may 

limit organisational agility and responsiveness to market conditions. 

Guidance, training and support 

Representatives emphasised the need for clear and accessible guidance on the Law. 

Comprehensive training was considered essential to ensure consistent application of 

the Law, and participants stressed that support should be ongoing rather than limited 

to initial implementation.  
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Suggestions included the provision of legal advice, training, and guidance, ideally 

delivered through a centralised function. Smaller entities were identified as likely to 

require additional assistance, either through administrative support from the Central 

Information Unit or through supplementary resources such as additional staff or 

funding. 

Respondents also recommended early clarity on the intended changes to the scope 

of the Law and a phased implementation to enable organisations to plan and adapt 

effectively. They advised that the timing of implementation should take account of 

other structural changes, such as other policy reforms, to minimise disruption and 

ensure a smooth transition. 

Conclusion 

Overall, the feedback received from the focus groups underscored the need for a 

balanced approach that safeguards transparency, while avoiding disproportionate 

burdens or unintended negative consequences for organisations. Stakeholders 

stressed that any implementation should carefully consider operational realities to 

ensure that the compliance requirements do not compromise efficiency, 

competitiveness, or service delivery. 

 

3.3 Written submissions feedback 

As part of the consultation process, stakeholders were also invited to provide written 

submissions. The majority of submissions were received from organisations (14) and 

individuals (2). 

Written submissions from organisations provided detailed feedback on the potential 

extension of the Law. While some respondents supported the inclusion of certain 

bodies, particularly those receiving significant public funding or performing statutory 

functions, others expressed strong reservations.  

Key concerns included the nature of funding arrangements (such as partial 

government ownership, hybrid funding models, or exclusively private funding), the 

perceived disproportionality relative to organisational size, and the administrative 

and financial burden of compliance.  

Respondents also highlighted the need to protect sensitive information, including 

commercially confidential data, personal information, and matters relating to national 

security, critical infrastructure and cybersecurity. 

The feedback received has been categorised into key themes identified through the 

analysis of the submissions. The themes reflect the most significant issues, 

concerns, and recommendations raised by respondents during the consultation 

process. 

Scope of Inclusion 

 

Feedback from respondents revealed a clear divide of opinion on whether additional 

bodies should be brought within the scope of the Law. While some stakeholders 
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viewed inclusion as a necessary step to strengthen transparency and accountability, 

others raised significant concerns about the practical, legal, and financial 

implications of an expansion.  

Arguments for inclusion:  

¶ Charities receiving government subsidies (e.g., Family Nursing & Hospice) 

were cited as examples where inclusion could enhance transparency. 

¶ Foreign parties supported by Jersey resources, funds, or benefits were also 

considered appropriate for inclusion. 

¶ States-owned entities were seen as appropriate candidates for inclusion, 

given their public ownership and role in delivering essential services. 

Arguments against inclusion:  

¶ Charities were regarded as unsuitable for inclusion due to their independence, 

and the administrative burden that compliance would impose. 

¶ Certain organisations already report to government departments covered by 

FOI (Channel Islands Brussels Office, Jersey London Office, Bureau des Iles 

Anglo- Normandes). In addition, these organisations operate in other 

jurisdictions, therefore their inclusion may have legal and practical challenges, 

as Jersey cannot legislate for entities sharing jurisdiction with another country. 

¶ Organisations that operate strictly independently were considered 

inappropriate for inclusion. 

¶ The challenges of including partly-owned entities (including JT and Jersey 

Water) were highlighted, with concerns about ambiguity, minority 

shareholders, and unintended legal consequences. These organisations were 

also cited as high-risk due to potential disclosure of information that 

competitors could exploit. 

Considerations for inclusion: 

Respondents provided several recommendations that should be considered during 

the expansion of the scope of the Law.  

¶ Inclusion should be proportionate to an organisationôs size, governance, role, 

resources, and statutory functions or objectives.  

¶ A phased implementation approach should be adopted to provide sufficient 

time for organisations to adjust their operations, policies and resources. 

¶ Each organisation should be considered individually with an impact 

assessment to determine resourcing needs. 

¶ Consideration should be given on the level of record management within each 

organisation.  

¶ Consideration of monopoly status for States-owned entities, compared to 

States-owned entities that operate in a competitive commercial environment. 

¶ Proactive publication of data to help applicants choose the right Scheduled 

Public Authority, in order not to rely on the Central Information Unit. 
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¶ Review and strengthen exemptions related to commercial interests, audit 

functions, national security, and legal advice. 

¶ Introduce safeguards related to critical infrastructure and cybersecurity. 

¶ Consider establishing an Information Notice Power enabling the Jersey Office 

of the Information Commissioner to compel production of information relevant 

to investigations or appeals. 

Administrative Burden and Cost 

Smaller organisations reported operating with limited staffing and budgetary 

constraints, which would make compliance with the FOI Law particularly challenging.  

Respondents expressed concern that meeting the requirements of the Law could 

divert resources away from core statutory functions and the increased costs being 

passed onto customers and potentially undermine commercial objectives.  

Specific challenges identified included the time consuming and complex process of 

indexing, cataloguing, and restructuring records; significant legal costs associated 

with interpreting exemptions and responding to requests; and the need for additional 

systems and personnel to manage compliance effectively.  

Existing Transparency Measures 

Stakeholders noted the principle of transparency is already supported through a 

range of established mechanisms, including the publication of annual reports, 

independent audits, strategic plans and monitoring against key performance 

indicators. Organisations also highlighted accountability to Ministers as a key 

element of existing oversight.  

Additional measures, such as memoranda of understanding, governance 

frameworks, and publicly accessible registers (maintained by bodies like the Charity 

Commissioner) were also highlighted as contributing to openness and accountability. 

Sensitive Information and Exemptions 

The protection of sensitive information was identified as a primary concern among 

respondents. Organisations emphasised the need to safeguard personal data, 

membership details, whistleblower identities, commercially sensitive information, 

legal advice, and data relating to critical infrastructure, cybersecurity, and national 

security.  

One organisation highlighted the specific risk of highly sensitive banking data being 

captured under the Law, noting that such information is held by financial regulators 

under statutory powers and should never be subject to disclosure.  

To mitigate these risks, respondents recommended several measures including  

¶ Excluding ongoing investigations, inspections, and legally required 

notifications from the Law. 

¶ Refining exemptions to protect regulatory integrity and statutory functions. 

¶ Ensuring that disclosures are limited to information about an organisationôs 

internal operations, rather than third-party data.  
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Additional safeguards proposed included the establishment of expert review panels 

to assess FOI responses prior to publication, and strengthening Article 26 to 

guarantee that investigation related information remains outside the scope of 

disclosure. 

Implementation Approach 

Respondents expressed broad support for a phased approach to implementation. It 

was thought that initial inclusion should focus on States-funded entities, particularly 

those receiving substantial public funding, before considering wider inclusion.  

Organisations suggested that an evaluation period should follow the first phase to 

assess impact, identify challenges that arise, and implement any necessary 

adjustments.  

Any expansion should be evidence based, aligned with clear objectives, and 

contingent on the existing FOI system being adequately resourced and trained to 

manage additional responsibilities. Furthermore, inclusion should be achieved 

through targeted additions to Schedule 1 to the Law rather than a blanket application 

of the Law, ensuring a controlled, proportionate and manageable rollout. 

Support, Training, and Guidance 

Organisations will require robust support and clear, practical guidance to ensure 

effective implementation of the FOI Law.  

Respondents emphasised the need for tailored training programmes and 

comprehensive guidance materials, including practical case studies and compliance 

reviews conducted by Law Officers, to reduce reliance on costly external legal 

advice. Bespoke support for regulatory bodies was considered essential, given the 

unique challenges they face in balancing transparency with statutory obligations.  

Additional resources for the Central Information Unit were identified as critical to 

ensure timely and efficient handling of requests, supported by the development of 

clear processes for handling vexatious or repetitive requests. 

It was also recommended that the Office of the Information Commissioner should 

provide guidance and run practical clinics, similar to those offered for the Data 

Protection Law, helping to build awareness, capability, and confidence in 

compliance. 

Trust and Regulatory Relationships 

Respondents expressed concern that the introduction of Freedom of Information 

obligations could erode trust between regulators and the entities they oversee. This 

risk was seen as potentially undermining safeguarding and compliance efforts. 

Specifically, mandatory disclosure obligations may discourage regulated entities from 

sharing information openly with regulators, thereby compromising effective oversight 

and, ultimately, the protection of the public. 

Conclusion 
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While respondents acknowledged the importance of transparency, they emphasised 

the need for proportionality, robust safeguards, and practical implementation 

strategies. Stakeholders consistently called for clear inclusion criteria, a phased 

rollout, comprehensive impact assessments, and strong support mechanisms to 

ensure that public access is balanced with operational viability and the preservation 

of regulatory integrity. 
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4. Conclusion 

The insights gathered through the survey, focus group discussions, and written 

submissions will play a key role in the development of detailed proposals, ensuring 

that any proposed changes are practical, proportionate, and aligned with the 

objectives of transparency and good governance. 

4.1 Key Findings 

The consultation identified several significant themes that will inform the review of 

the Freedom of Information Law. 

Scope of Inclusion 

¶ Broad Support for Expansion: 64% of respondents agreed that States-

owned entities should be included, and 57% supported inclusion of statutory 

bodies, subject to safeguards and phased timelines. 

¶ Divergent Views on Other Entities: Opinions varied on including charities 

and partly owned entities, with concerns about legal complexity, administrative 

burden, and commercial confidentiality. 

 

Criteria for Inclusion 

¶ Beyond Public Funding: Respondents stressed that public funding should 

not be the sole criterion. Factors such as organisational role, influence, 

governance structure, size, capacity, resources, and existing accountability 

measures should be considered. 

¶ Evidence Based Decisions: Inclusion should be informed by detailed impact 

assessments and cost-benefit analyses. 

 

Implementation Approach 

¶ Phased Rollout: A staged implementation was strongly recommended to 

allow organisations time to prepare and adjust resources. 

¶ Support and Training: Tailored training, ongoing guidance, legal advice, and 

additional resources, particularly for smaller entities are essential for 

successful implementation. 

 

Governance and Capacity Challenges 

¶ Resource Constraints: Smaller entities with complex governance structures 

and reliance on volunteers expressed concerns about compliance capacity 

and potential disruption to services. 

¶ Administrative Burden and Costs: Respondents warned that compliance 

could divert resources from core functions, increase costs for customers, and 

require significant investment in systems, record management, and legal 

advice. 
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Existing Transparency Measures 

¶ Current Practices: Many organisations already provide transparency through 

annual reports, audits, KPIs, and governance frameworks. 

¶ Alternative Approaches: Legislative amendments to body-specific laws were 

suggested as alternatives to full inclusion under FOI. 

 

Protection of Sensitive Information 

¶ Strengthening Exemptions: Respondents called for enhanced safeguards 

for commercially sensitive data, audit functions, national security, 

cybersecurity, and critical infrastructure. 

¶ Additional Measures: Recommendations included refining exemptions, 

excluding ongoing investigations, and introducing expert review panels. 

 

Regulatory Trust 

¶ Maintaining Confidence: Concerns were raised that FOI obligations could 

erode trust between regulators and regulated entities, potentially discouraging 

open disclosure and undermining effective oversight. 
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5. Appendices 

5.1 Appendix I ï Promotion of the consultation 

Government website 

1. Press release 1 (15 September 2025) Islanders invited to give their views on FOI 

Law as Interim Report is published 

2. Press release 2 (6 November 2025) Islanders reminded to give their views on the 

scope of the Freedom of Information Law 

Local media 

3. Jersey Evening Post: Consultation on extending the Freedom of Information Law - 

Jersey Evening Post 

4. BBC article: Jersey people asked for views on new Freedom of Information law - 

BBC News 

Social media  

5. 2 posts in the Government of Jersey Facebook page: Have your say - 

Government of Jersey Consultations | Facebook.  

 

6. Assistant Chief Minister promoted the consultation through posts on his own 

social media platforms. 

 

https://www.gov.je/News/2025/pages/foilawinterimreport.aspx
https://www.gov.je/News/2025/pages/foilawinterimreport.aspx
https://www.gov.je/News/2025/Pages/FreedomOfInformationReview.aspx
https://www.gov.je/News/2025/Pages/FreedomOfInformationReview.aspx
https://jerseyeveningpost.com/news/2025/08/19/consultation-on-extending-the-freedom-of-information-law/
https://jerseyeveningpost.com/news/2025/08/19/consultation-on-extending-the-freedom-of-information-law/
https://feeds.bbci.co.uk/news/articles/c8644lqy195o
https://feeds.bbci.co.uk/news/articles/c8644lqy195o
https://www.facebook.com/groups/haveyoursayjersey/
https://www.facebook.com/groups/haveyoursayjersey/
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5.2 Appendix II ï Online survey questions 

1. Are you responding on behalf of one of the organisations listed in the consultation 

report?   

ᵟ No   

ᵟ Yes ï If so, please provide the name of the organisation and contact email 

address.   

Organisation name:  

Contact email address:  

 

If you answered ñnoò fill in questions 2 to 5.   

If you answered ñyesò fill in questions 2 to 8.    

 

2. To promote greater transparency and accountability, do you agree that Jerseyôs 

Freedom  

of Information Law should be extended to include all States (fully and partly) Owned  

Entities?    

ᵟ Yes ï the Freedom of Information Law should include all States Owned Entities.    

ᵟ No ï the Freedom of Information Law should only include Entities that are fully 

owned by  

the States of Jersey.    

ᵟ No ï the Freedom of Information Law should not include any States Owned 

Entities.    

ᵟ Other, please specify below:    
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3. Should the establishment of a body in statute (e.g. Comptroller and Auditor 

General, Jersey Financial Services Commission) be a criterion for its inclusion under 

the Freedom of Information Law?    

ᵟ Yes, statutory bodies exercise functions on behalf of the public.    

ᵟYes, but only if they receive public funding.    

ᵟNo, statutory bodies should not be included in the Freedom of Information Law.    

ᵟOther, please specify below:    

 

4. Do you agree that the level of transparency and accountability required of an  

organisation should be proportionate to the amount of public funding it receives?    

ᵟ Yes ï organisations receiving more public funding should be held to higher 

transparency standards.    

ᵟ Partially ï funding should be a factor, but other elements (like public impact or 

function) should also be considered.    

ᵟ No ï all organisations receiving any public funding should be equally accountable,  

regardless of the amount.    

ᵟ No ï public funding should not determine an organisationôs obligations under the  

Freedom of Information Law.    

ᵟ Other, please specify below:    
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5. What level of public funding should serve as a threshold for an organisation to be 

brought within the scope of the Freedom of Information Law?    

ᵟ Any receipt of public funding    

ᵟ more than Ã100,000    

ᵟ more than Ã150,000    

ᵟ more than Ã200,000    

ᵟ  more than Ã500,000    

ᵟ A proportion of total income (e.g. more than 50% publicly funded)    

ᵟ Other, please specify below:    

   

If responding on behalf of one of the organisations listed in the consultation paper:   

6. What challenges or risks do you foresee if your organisation were brought under 

the  

Freedom of Information Law?    

ᵟIncrease in administrative workload    

ᵟStaff training and capacity to manage FOI requests    

ᵟNeed for additional financial resourcing    

ᵟClash of FOI requests with the scope of the organisation    

ᵟRisk of disclosing commercially sensitive or confidential information    

ᵟOther, please specify below:    
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7. Are there specific types of information your organisation believes should be 

protected from disclosure?    

   

8.  If the Freedom of Information Law was extended to include your organisation, 

what support or guidance would you need to implement it effectively?    
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5.3 Appendix III ï Organisations that responded to the consultation  

 

States Owned Entities (wholly or partly) 

Jersey Water 

Jersey Electricity 

JT 

Jersey Post 

States of Jersey Development Company 

States Established entities in statute 

Jersey Financial Services Commission 

Jersey Care Commission 

Jersey Charity Commissioner 

Comptroller and Auditor General 

Jersey Resolution Authority  

Jersey Overseas Aid 

Jersey Office of the Information Commissioner 

Jersey Financial Services Ombudsman 

Jersey Competition Regulatory Authority 

Jersey Gambling Commission 

Jersey Law Society 

Jersey Appointments Commission 

Jersey Police Complaints Authority 

Statistics Jersey 

Jersey Advisory and Conciliation Service 

Jersey Legal Information Board 

States established entities not in statute  

Jersey Business 

Visit Jersey 

Jersey Heritage 

Jersey Consumer Council 

Jersey Finance 

Digital Jersey 

Bureau des Iles Anglo-Normandes 

Channel Islands Brussels Office 

Jersey Opera House 

Jersey Child Care Trust 

Non - states established entities that receive grants from the Government 

Jersey Sport 

Art House Jersey 

Genuine Jersey (Jersey Product Promotion Limited) 

Jersey Employment Trust 

Jersey Battle of Flowers 

Citizenôs Advice Jersey 

Brighter Futures 

Jersey Community Foundation 
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De La Salle College 

 

5.4 Appendix IV ï Written submissions provided by organisations 

included in the scope of the public consultation. 

 

1. Channel Islands Brussels Office, Bureau des Iles Anglo-Normandes, Jersey 

London Office 

¶ The overseas offices of the External Relations department comprise the 

Channel Islands Brussels Office (CIBO), the Bureau des Iles Anglo-

Normandes (BIAN) and the Jersey London office (JLO).   

¶ CIBO is a Belgian foundation, operating in Belgium and bound to abide by 

Belgian law.  

¶ BIAN is a French foundation, operating in France and bound to abide by 

French law.  

¶ JLO is a limited company registered in England & Wales, operating in England 

and bound to abide by English law. 

¶ In our view, it is not possible to extend and enforce Jersey legislation to CIBO 

or BIAN given that the offices are located in foreign jurisdictions and answer 

to two governments. The latter is a protection for both Islands ï i.e. in the 

same way, Guernsey cannot extend a piece of Guernsey legislation and make 

Jersey bound by it through CIBO or BIAN. 

¶ The offices sit on the organisation chart and within the reporting structure of 

the Department for External Relations in the Government of Jersey. They are 

therefore not analogous with the other ñPublic Bodiesò cited in Appendix III. 

The work of the offices is focused on engaging with local stakeholders 

(primarily in-country political contacts), horizon-scanning and influencing 

developing policy and/or regulation in their respective jurisdictions that is of 

relevance to Jersey. They report back to the Government of Jersey on these 

issues; reporting lines are to the CO External Relations; the offices do not, as 

a general rule, provide any services to the public. 

¶ As a result, information that could be asked of CIBO/BIAN/JLO under Jersey 

FOI is already available via the Department for External Relations. This is 

evidenced by FOIs that have been issued in recent years regarding 

CIBO/BIAN/JLO; they have been answered by External Relations.   

¶ CIBO has a governance policy on FOI that already states that once office 

information arrives in Jersey it is captured under Jersey FOI Law. The same is 

true of financial information ï this is captured through membership on the 

CIBO Board of officials within the Government of Jersey.  This is the same for 

BIAN and JLO, which also have Government of Jersey board membership, 
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and the offices understand that information sent to and held by the External 

Relations department is subject to Jersey FOI law.  

¶ In this way the objectives of the review: transparency and accountability, are 

already met under the current system.  

2. Channel Islands Financial Ombudsman 
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3. Jersey Care Commission 

 

 



 

36 
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4. Jersey Charity Commissioner 
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5. Jersey Competition Regulatory Authority  
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6. Jersey Gambling Commission  
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7. Jersey Heritage 
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8. Jersey Office of the Information Commissioner 
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9. Jersey Resolution Authority 
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