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C ID AND BLOOD DONATIN 

Thank t ou for your notedated Ii May 2000 and copy correspondence. 1 a-ule ms . tee re 
delay in %eliding which was due to "ay absence after an g,?r 4, to breaKmy f . 

However, I have newhad a  t0i, at the a ers and my  views  are as to11,, Ows. 

1. I do not consider that the 1)at a Protection Act 1998 (t WA) :A) will present an oe.. tac e 
to the proposed extended sha ug of data. . t seems to rue that condition 8 of Se ner ule 3 of 
the 1)PA world apply on the bas's that. the purpose. falls 9. id it 11l e3 medical r~~,tt :;ti4 :~ ~ut ~ rrfl~::cal 
purposes' as se„ out in the Schedule. Nevertheless, since rue informancri information is cort.tidential 

health infurmanon, the common law of conridenrialitv continues to apply (and inceed, is 

part of the lawful processi x requirement under the D Al and, as Professor Will l has 
already recognised, it is this that mUtht c{ rse problems s rather than the seeriti.c provisions 
of the DPA. 

2, To recap on the law of corticientiality, there will generally be a public interest 
just zieaaon for the notifications proposed but as concerns the axtenoed notification scheme, 
the issue may turn on whether or not this would be regarded as proportional. It seems to 
me that three matters in particular are likely to weigh 11e> vtiv in the consideration by a 
Court. These are, ;first, the risk factor. Secondly, the , o .sihiity or viability of obtaining 
consent. Thirdly. whether a,,onvmisddd iofurrT avcor would suffice. As ever in public 
interest cases, tndiv-..d..al assessments will teed te be race. 

I hope this helps. Happy to discus.. 
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