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Data Access Advisory Group (DAAG) 
 

Minutes of meeting held 12 April 2016 
 

Members: Joanne Bailey (Chair), Eve Sariyiannidou, Peter Short, James Wilson 
 
In attendance: Noela Almeida, Frances Hancox, James Humphries, Julia King, Dickie 
Langley, Stuart Richardson, Vicki Williams 
 
Apologies: John Craven, Dawn Foster 
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Declaration of interests 
 
No conflicts of interests were declared. 
 
Review of previous minutes and actions 
 
The minutes of the 5 April 2016 meeting were reviewed and subject to two minor changes 
were agreed as an accurate record of the meeting.  
 
Action updates were provided (see table on page 4). 
 
Out of committee recommendations 
 
No recommendations had been made out of committee. 
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2.1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Data applications 
 
Group application for 5 CCGs1 – eMBED Health Consortium (Presenter: Julia King) 
 
Application:  This application was to renew and amend an agreement for the flow of 
Secondary Uses Service (SUS) data identifiable at the level of NHS number (weakly 
pseudonymised) under the section 251 support for stage one accredited safe havens (ASH). 
The application had previously been considered at the 5 April 2016 meeting, when DAAG had 
been unable to recommend approval. Clarification had been requested regarding the receipt of 
identifiable data by a non-NHS organisation under this section 251 approval, as well as 
clarification of the role of the different data processors and the outputs expected. In addition 
DAAG had raised concerns regarding the CCGs’ fair processing materials. 
 
It was noted that this application incorrectly referred to the Health Informatics Service and that 
this reference would need to be removed. 
 
Discussion: DAAG discussed the additional information that had been provided regarding 
HRA CAG’s view on non-NHS organisations receiving data under the section 251 support for 
stage one ASH. DAAG agreed that the update provided was not as clear as they would have 
hoped and appeared to be open to interpretation. However DAAG accepted the HSCIC view 
that there was an appropriate legal basis in place for this flow of data.  
 
The role of the different data processors was discussed, and DAAG noted that while 
clarification had been provided about the expected outputs there remained some uncertainty 
regarding what data management would be carried out by each organisation and why data 

                                                 
1
 NIC-21595-F9R4B NHS East Riding of Yorkshire CCG; NIC-21610-M0X7Q NHS Leeds North 

CCG; NIC-21614-J7R4K NHS Leeds South and East CCG; NIC-21618-X9X5F NHS Leeds 
West CCG; NIC-21959-N8S2V  NHS Rotherham CCG 
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2.2 
 
 
 
 

needed to be transferred between this number of different organisations. It was acknowledged 
that eMBED Health Consortium had only recently assumed the data processing role previously 
fulfilled by Yorkshire and Humber CSU and that it was therefore likely work would take place 
over the coming months to review and potentially rationalise the different data flows. DAAG 
suggested that under the circumstances it would be appropriate for a six month approval to be 
granted and that the applicant should provide additional clarification at the end of that period to 
support a renewal application. It was felt that this renewal application ought to be subject to 
appropriate independent scrutiny and that this application would therefore not be suitable to be 
extended or renewed via the HSCIC delegated authority process discussed at the 5 April 2016 
meeting. In addition, it was agreed that the current application should be updated to include a 
statement that data would only be processed by employees of the data processors for the 
purposes outlined within the application. 
 
DAAG discussed the updated fair processing information that had been provided and indicated 
that this still appeared to require updating in order to be in line with the ICO privacy notices 
code of practice. In particular it was suggested that fair processing notices should provide a 
clear explanation of how individuals could opt out of data sharing without confusing this with 
references to consent or objections, and the notices should clearly describe what data would 
be used, particularly any identifiable data, and how the data would be linked or otherwise 
processed. DAAG also suggested that organisations should avoid using overly technical 
language and should endeavour to make fair processing information more accessible to the 
general public. 
 
DAAG emphasised the importance of ensuring that any returning applications clearly indicated 
what changes had been made, for example by using tracked changes, to ensure efficient 
review. It was noted that this application had been updated since the 5 April 2016 meeting to 
remove references to Doncaster CCG, but that in some places this CCG was still referred to or 
an incorrect number of CCGs was stated and that this would need to be corrected. 
 
Outcome: Recommendation to approve for a period of six months, subject to: 

 Changing the proposed agreement end date to six months. 

 An undertaking from the CCGs within two weeks to update their fair processing notice, 
within a further six weeks, in line with the ICO privacy notices code of practice. 

 Updating the application summary to remove references to Doncaster CCG and to 
correct the number of applicant CCGs. 

 Updating the application summary to include a statement that data will only be 
processed by employees of the applicant CCGs and their data processors, and only for 
the purposes outlined within the application. 

 
When submitting a renewal application in six months the applicant would need to provide 
further clarification of the role of the various data processors and how data flows might be 
simplified in future. It was the view of DAAG that this application would not be suitable for 
extension or amendment by the HSCIC delegated authority process. 
 
 
Group application for 16 CCGs2 – eMBED Health Consortium (Presenter: Julia King) 
 
Application:  This application for the flow of SUS data identifiable at the level of NHS number 
(weakly pseudonymised) under the section 251 support for stage one ASH had previously 
been considered at the 5 April 2016 DAAG meeting, when DAAG had been unable to 

                                                 
2
 NIC-21636-W3Z7M NHS Hull CCG; NIC-21638-S3K8V NHS North Lincolnshire CCG; NIC-

21642-W7B4R NHS Scarborough and Ryedale CCG; NIC-21652-T1W1S NHS Vale of York 
CCG; NIC-22093-M3R4P NHS Barnsley CCG; NIC-21659-N1T1M NHS Bassetlaw CCG; NIC-
21684-H6N3X NHS Sheffield CCG; NIC-21689-D1L1K NHS Airedale, Wharfedale and Craven; 
NIC-21695-J4Y7T NHS Bradford City CCG; NIC-21700-P0C2X NHS Bradford Districts CCG; 
NIC-21713-C6Q3B NHS Calderdale CCG; NIC-21723-Q2C6G NHS Greater Huddersfield CCG; 
NIC-21741-Z3X3J NHS North Kirklees CCG; NIC-21748-N8C3K NHS Wakefield CCG 
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2.3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

recommend approval. As with the group application for 5 CCGs, additional information had 
now been provided about the section 251 support, the role of the data processors and the 
expected outputs. 
 
Discussion: DAAG reiterated their previous comments regarding fair processing notices and 
the need for CCGs to ensure that appropriate information was made available to the public to 
support their legal basis to process identifiable data. It was also emphasised that additional 
clarity would be needed in six months regarding the role of the data processors, particularly 
given the inclusion of the Health Informatics Service as an additional data processor in this 
application, and DAAG noted that this application should also be updated to state that data 
would only be processed by employees of the data processors for the specified purposes. 
 
Outcome: Recommendation to approve for a period of six months, subject to: 

 Changing the proposed agreement end date to six months. 

 An undertaking from the CCGs within two weeks to update their fair processing notice, 
within a further six weeks, in line with the ICO privacy notices code of practice. 

 Updating the application summary to include a statement that data will only be processed 
by employees of the applicant CCGs and their data processors, and only for the purposes 
outlined within the application. 

 
When submitting a renewal application in six months the applicant would need to provide 
further clarification of the role of the various data processors, including clarification of the 
function of additional data processors and what outputs and benefits would result from their 
processing data, and how data flows might be simplified in future. It was the view of DAAG 
that this application would not be suitable for extension or amendment by the HSCIC 
delegated authority process. 
 
 
Queen Mary University of London - BEST2 - Evaluation of a Non-Endoscopic 
Immunocytological Device (Presenter: Dickie Langley) NIC-25945-T8Q0Z 
 
Application:  This application to receive identifiable Hospital Episode Statistics (HES), cancer 
registration and Personal Demographics Service (PDS) data for consented participants had 
previously been considered at the 9 February 2016 meeting, when DAAG had been unable to 
recommend approval. More information had now been provided about the data flows and the 
fair processing efforts being undertaken, with confirmation that the study website had been 
updated in February. It had also been confirmed that data would not be used for commercial 
purposes. 
 
Discussion: DAAG agreed that the queries previously raised regarding this application had 
now been addressed. 
 
There was a discussion of the request to retain data for 10 years, as DAAG felt that the 
justification for this could have been stated more clearly. However it was agreed that it 
appeared to be clinically appropriate to retain data for this period of time. DAAG expressed 
their hope that results would be made publicly available as soon as it was appropriate to do 
so, rather than waiting until the end of this 10 year period to make any outcomes available. 
 
Outcome: Recommendation to approve. 
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Any other business 
 
No other business was raised. 
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Summary of Open Actions 
 

Date 
raised 

Action Owner Updates Status 

15/12/15 DAAG members to be provided with a draft copy 
of the HSCIC processes relating to section 251 
annual reviews once available. 

Noela Almeida 16/02/16: The draft process had been shared internally for 
comments. Noela Almeida would pick this action up following 
internal comments. 
01/03/16: Ongoing. An update would be provided on 15 March. 
15/03/16: Comments had been received from HRA CAG and it was 
agreed this would be discussed in more detail at the 5 April 2016 
meeting. 
12/04/16: It was agreed an update would be provided by email 
within two weeks, at which point DAAG would agree whether a 
training session agenda item would be needed to discuss this 
further. 

Open 

02/02/16 Peter Short and Garry Coleman to discuss the 
need for transparency regarding data flows where 
the HSCIC acts as data processor. 
 

Garry 
Coleman 

23/02/16: This discussion had taken place, and Garry Coleman 
would feed back to DAAG following further internal discussions. 
22/03/16: Ongoing. DAAG requested a timescale for when this 
would be resolved. 
05/04/16: Ongoing. It was agreed that this would be picked up by 
Peter Short rather than Alan Hassey. 
12/04/16: Some discussions had taken place but the action was 
ongoing. 

Open 

09/02/16 Garry Coleman to consider the criteria for 
applications involving international customers and 
how these could be applied to future applications. 

Garry 
Coleman 

12/04/16: A note had been circulated by email for review by DAAG 
members. It was agreed that following comments from DAAG 
members, a meeting agenda item would be scheduled to discuss 
this further. 

Closed 

09/02/16 DAAG Secretariat to speak to the HSCIC 
Communications team regarding fair processing 
information and the need to ensure the correct 
link is used on clinical audit webpages. 

Vicki Williams 23/02/16: This had been raised with the Communications team and 
confirmation would be sought of whether the update had been 
carried out. 
05/04/16: DAAG were given a brief update on the work underway 
to improve the HSCIC website. 

Closed 
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12/04/16: This action had been completed, although DAAG noted 
that the correct link would also need to be added to the National 
Diabetes Audit page on the HSCIC website. 

16/02/16 Stuart Richardson to seek clarification regarding 
risk stratification and the governance 
arrangements for CCGs to act as agents of GPs 
as data controllers, including contacting Ming 
Tang at NHS England for further information. 

Stuart 
Richardson 

23/02/16: DAAG were informed that the relevant contact at NHS 
England was currently on leave. 
12/04/16: Ongoing. It was anticipated an updated would be 
available the following week. 

Open 

15/03/16 Garry Coleman and Julie Henderson to consider 
an approach for applications involving England 
and Wales cross-border data sharing. 

Garry 
Coleman 

22/03/16: A meeting had been scheduled to discuss this, after 
which Garry would feed back to DAAG. 
05/04/16: The meeting was due to take place on 7th April and an 
updated would be provided following this. 
12/04/16: Ongoing. 

Open 

15/03/16 Gaynor Dalton to provide a report on Local 
Authority privacy notice updates, with a sample of 
notices for DAAG to consider. 

Gaynor Dalton 12/04/16: An agenda item had been scheduled for this to be 
discussed at the 19 April meeting and a paper would be provided in 
time for that meeting. 

Open 

05/04/16 Dawn Foster, Steve Hudson and Peter Short to 
discuss delegated authority and length of Data 
Sharing Agreements. 

Dawn Foster / 
Steve Hudson 

12/04/16: Ongoing. Open 

 


