
 
 

       1  

 
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Information Fair 
Trader Scheme 
Report 
Medicines and Healthcare products 
Regulatory Agency 

December  2013 

 



 
 

       2  

 

PART ONE: IFTS ASSESSMENT 3 

PART TWO: ACTIVITIES CARRIED OUT BY THE VERIFICATION TEAM 5 

PART THREE: HIGHLIGHTS AND AREAS FOR IMPROVEMENT 7 

MAXIMISATION 7 
SIMPLICITY 7 
TRANSPARENCY 8 
FAIRNESS 9 
CHALLENGE 10 
INNOVATION 10 

APPENDIX 1: SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDED ACTIONS 11 

APPENDIX 2: PROGRESS ON RECOMMENDED ACTIONS 12 

APPENDIX 3: IFTS WEBSITE ASSESSMENT 13 

APPENDIX 4: LICENCE REVIEW 18 

 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Visit: May 2013 
Report Published: December 2013 
 
 
© Crown copyright 2013 
 



 
 

       3  

PART ONE: IFTS ASSESSMENT  

 

Overall Assessment 

1. The Information Fair Trader Scheme (IFTS) is the best practice model 
for public sector bodies wishing to demonstrate compliance with the 
Re-use of Public Sector Information Regulations 2005 (the 
Regulations). IFTS ensures that re-users of public sector information 
can be confident that they will be treated reasonably and fairly by 
public sector information providers.  

2. The Medicines and Healthcare products Regulatory Agency (MHRA) 
was assessed against the IFTS principles by the Office of Public Sector 
Information (OPSI), part of The National Archives, in May 2013. MHRA 
has been accredited to IFTS based on the results of this assessment. 
MHRA displayed  good practice in the areas of Maximisation, Fairness 
and Challenge, but with development needed in the area of 
Transparency. This reflects, overall, a mature set of practices, some of 
which could profitably be revised or simplified,  

3. A wide range of information is made available by MHRA, including: 
details of licensed medicines and medical products, and alerts about 
potential risks associated with them; reference materials such as the 
British Pharmacopoeia and Guidance on Good Clinical Practice; 
information services on licensed products and medicines; and large 
anonymous datasets of patient information suitable for use in the 
clinical trials process for medicines and medical products. 

4. MHRA was first accredited to the Information Fair Trader Scheme as a 
full member in October 2006. It was subsequently re-accredited in July 
2008.  

5. Since July 2008 a number of significant changes affecting re-use have 
occurred at MHRA: changes in senior management including achange 
of Chief Executive in 2013; introduction of new products such as the 
Guidance on Good Clinical Practice; the initial stages of an expansion 
of the General Practice Research Datalink (GPRD) into the Clinical 
Practice Research Datalink (CPRD); and the incorporation into the 
organisation of the National Institute for Biological Standards Board 
(NIBSC). 

 
IFTS Performance Management Framework 

6. MHRA has scored as a low-risk organisation when assessed against 
the OPSI risk criteria. MHRA can therefore expect further re-verification 
in around 3-5 years. Re-verification will focus on implementation of the 
recommendations made in this report and key changes to the 
organisation. MHRA progress before re-verification will be monitored 
through action plans to address the recommendations in this report. 
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7. Below is a table rating MHRA’s performance against the IFTS 
principles.  It indicates that in most respects MHRA’s performance 
against the IFTS Principles is good or satisfactory. MHRA’s 
performance is strongest in the area of Fairness and while this report 
makes a number of recommendations around Transparency and hence 
this is classified as an area in which development is needed. 

Maximisation 

 

Good 

Simplicity 

 

Satisfactory  

Transparency 

 

Development area 

Fairness 

 

Good 

Challenge 

 

Good 

Innovation 

 

Satisfactory 
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PART TWO: ACTIVITIES CARRIED OUT BY THE VERIFICATION 
TEAM 

 
Methodology 

The IFTS procedure against which MHRA has been verified reflects recent 
information policy developments. An IFTS Strategy1 and Performance 
Management Framework2 have been produced which embed 
transparency and robustness to the IFTS process. 

The IFTS principles are:  

 Maximisation – an obligation to allow others to re-use 
information; 

 Simplicity – facilitating re-use through simple processes, policies 
and licence terms; 

 Innovation – supporting the development of new and innovative 
forms of re-use; 

 Transparency – being clear and up-front about the terms of re-
use, and the policies around it;  

 Fairness – applying terms without any discrimination;  

 Challenge – ensuring that re-use is underpinned by a robust 
complaints process.  

Together with the principles and performance management framework, the 
verification team considers the organisation’s governance and culture, risk 
management, re-use policies, licensing, pricing, and approach to customer 
experience and feedback. 

Documentation review 

MHRA provided documentation in support of the Chief Executive Officer’s 
commitment which was reviewed by the team prior to the onsite 
verification.  

People and Practices 

In order to see how people in the organisation work and how their work is 
impacted by the Information Fair Trader commitment, OPSI interviewed a 
range of MHRA staff at all levels who are involved in the policy or practice 
of providing information. The interviews took place on 8 and 9 May 2013. 

Licence File Review 

A sample of MHRA licensing customer files was examined.  The licence 
file review provides evidence of adherence to corporate policy and the 
Regulations in actual transactions.  

                                            
1
 http://www.nationalarchives.gov.uk/documents/ifts-strategy.pdf  

2
 http://www.nationalarchives.gov.uk/documents/ifts-performance-management-

framework.pdf  

http://www.nationalarchives.gov.uk/documents/ifts-strategy.pdf
http://www.nationalarchives.gov.uk/documents/ifts-performance-management-framework.pdf
http://www.nationalarchives.gov.uk/documents/ifts-performance-management-framework.pdf
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Website review 

A review of the MHRA website was made from the viewpoint of a potential 
re-user of information – to assess how easy it was to use and the extent to 
which relevant information was available. The results of the website review 
are at Appendix 2 to this report. 

Licence review 

This element of the re-verification considers how far the legal agreements 
used by an IFTS Member support its performance against the IFTS 
Principles. Reviews of the MHRA’s template copyright release letter and in 
the Clinical Practice Research Datalink’s Study Dataset Agreement are 
therefore attached as annexes to this report. 

Complaints process 

The MHRA customer complaints process was examined by the team. 
Consideration of the organisation’s complaints process, both policy and 
practice, reveals how committed an organisation is to meeting customer 
needs. 
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PART THREE: HIGHLIGHTS AND AREAS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

 
Maximisation 

 
‘An obligation to allow others to re-use material.’ 

 
8. MHRA is performing at a good level with respect to the principle of 

Maximisation. This is because the agency generally has policies which 
permit re-use of its information, or in the case of a novel request would 
enable it to consider allowing re-use. Most MHRA information is 
available in some form; although access may be limited in some 
instances on the basis of field of application or commercial sensitivity. 
These issues are discussed below and in the discussion of 
performance against the Innovation principle. However, MHRA’s 
approach towards re-use is more passive than active and it is for this 
reason that performance is deemed good rather than best practice. 

9. For example, the CPRD provides anonymised access to UK patient 
records. An expansion programme aims to increase coverage from 
around 8% to 25% of the population. The programme also aims to link 
patient records to other relevant sources of data so as to expand its 
range of application. This will serve to increase the CPRD’s usefulness 
in the development of new medicines and devices, promoting better 
health in the UK. A potential economic benefit is that of attracting more 
medical research business to the UK. In terms of the Maximisation 
principle this is good practice, as it represents the facilitation of 
access to information whose utility had not previously been realised. 
However, the field of permitted use for CPRD may be narrower than 
strictly necessary, and issue which is discussed further under the 
Innovation principle below. 

10. The RamaXL product facilitates access to information on licensed 
medicinal products. However, use of the product is limited to a 
company’s own medical products. The IFTS team understands this is 
due to confidentiality considerations. Best practice against the principle 
of maximisation would suggest further efforts by MHRA to explore how 
more material could be made accessible to a wider range of users.  

 

Simplicity 
 

‘Facilitating re-use through simple processes, policies and licensing terms’ 
 

11. Where re-use of classes of information is handled centrally within 
MHRA, the licensing procedure is through a form to be submitted via 
email to a dedicated copyright inbox. For the majority of minor 
requests, permission is granted via a simple email. This maintains a 
low level of complexity for the re-user. However, MHRA must take care 
to ensure consistency of terms and conditions across re-users; in 
particular where details of the permitted products are written in on a 
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case by case basis. It may therefore be advisable to further 
standardise template letters to avoid this possibility. Alternatively, as 
discussed further below, MHRA could consider use of the Open 
Government Licence for material that would be licensed at no charge. 
This has the advantage in terms of simplicity of making material from 
different organisations available under the same conditions and 
therefore decreasing complexity for re-users. 

 
12. MHRA publishes the British Pharmacopoeia and the Good Clinical 

Practice Guide through a private sector partner, The Stationery Office 
(TSO). This provides MHRA with the benefits of access to the expertise 
of a specialist publisher. However, it may result in a less than clear set 
of policies for re-use. For instance, the British Pharmacopoeia 
Commission website (pharmacopoeia.gov.uk) claims the body holds 
copyright in its own right (though with secretariat based in MHRA). On 
the other hand (pharmacopoeia.co.uk), run by TSO, has a separate set 
of copyright policies controlled by TSO. The copyright policy on the 
TSO-run website, which provides access to the online version of the 
product, suggests that commercial re-use of the material is not 
permissible. On the other hand, print versions of the product seen by 
the team carry a more encouraging statement suggesting requests 
must be made in writing.  
 

13. Recommendation 1: MHRA to review the copyright policies that 
should be applied to products managed under contract with third 
parties, ensuring consistency across formats and with the MHRA policy 
of material being available for re-use. 

 
Transparency 

 
‘Being clear and up-front about the terms of re-use and the policy around 
it’ 

 
14. It would not be immediately apparent to a potential re-user that much of 

MHRA’s corporate information is available to re-use at no cost under 
relatively permissive terms and conditions. As such MHRA should 
publish a standard letter of terms and conditions of use for material 
caught under its default corporate policy. Where material is not 
charged for, an alternative would be for MHRA to use the Open 
Government Licence; as this offers a tested and standardised 
approach to such circumstances 

 
15. Recommendation 2: MHRA to publish a template copyright 

permission letter. Alternatively, in the case of material for which 
charges are not raised, MHRA could apply the Open Government 
Licence. 
 

16. MHRA’s published charging policy is in need of revision in order to 
maintain its relevance to licensing practice. Most licences covering 
corporate information do not carry a fee. Also the published corporate 
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policy does not discuss the costs of re-use of particular materials such 
as CPRD, an important omission. The publically available pricing 
information for CPRD is not sufficiently specific to be useful for 
particular re-users. 
 

17. Recommendation 3: MHRA to revise and expand information 
available on pricing. This should be comprehensive by continuing to 
cover corporate information, but also particular products such as CPRD 
and British Pharmacopoeia. 

 
18. MHRA demonstrates an understanding of the need to separate 

upstream and downstream activities. A consistent finding during the 
onsite re-verification was that staff were aware of a strong agency 
policy against cross-subsidisation of activities. This policy was 
implemented effectively, for instance with internal recharging where 
consultancy services utilised MHRA databases. This is an area of 
good practice. 
 

19. MHRA has developed, but not yet published, a statement of public 
task. The Agency has communicated with The National Archives in the 
course of developing this statement. A statement of public task informs 
user expectations of service standards from a public body while 
clarifying the public body’s duties with respect to provision and re-use 
of information. 
 

20. Recommendation 4: MHRA should finalise and publish a statement of 
public task. 

 
Fairness  

 
‘Applying terms without any discrimination’’ 

 
21. From information seen during the review, MHRA treats re-users of its 

corporate information equally by approaching requests in a consistent 
manner under its established policies. This represents good practice 
under the principle of Fairness. 

22. Staff at all levels of the organisation demonstrated an awareness of 
MHRA’s privileged position with respect to the information in its care. In 
particular staff understood the need to consider the effect of policy and 
actions on users and re-users of its information. 

23. For instance, a system of recharging is in place so that where 
consultancy divisions of MHRA use its database, products costs are 
passed on to customers so as not to disadvantage commercial 
providers of similar services. This policy helps to avoid the risk of 
cross-subsidy and unfair competition. 

24. As commented on under Transparency the standardisation of licensing 
terms and conditions with MHRA leaves scope for improvement. The 
relevance of this to the Fairness principle is that the agreements 
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concerned leave the scope of the licensed use to be defined without 
definitive guidance on acceptable scope, leading to the possibility of 
unequal treatment. 

 

Challenge 
‘Ensuring that re-use is underpinned by a robust complaints procedure’ 

 
25. Due to the nature of its work regulating medicines and medical devices, 

MHRA is well prepared on a corporate level for complaints and 
feedback. The complaints team is prepared to take in any issues 
relating to re-use and has appropriate contact with licensing 
practitioners. This facility, though, is rarely needed.  

26. Licensing practitioners in MHRA maintain appropriate contact with The 
National Archives. More regular updates on important changes to 
MHRA information products would be desirable. This will be the case 
with the continuing development of CPRD, due to the significance and 
sensitivity of this resource. 

27. Service standards such as timescales for dealing with re-use requests 
for corporate information are published, and he audit team found that 
these appeared to be observed properly in practice.  

28. Recommendation 5: MHRA should ensure service standards are 
publicised for all of its information products as well as for corporate 
information. 

29. MHRA engages with its user base to solicit feedback. For instance 
running a survey and establishing a virtual engagement panel to 
support the further development of the Central Alert System. This is 
good practice in terms of the principle of Challenge as it demonstrates 
a willingness to listen to the needs of users of information products. 

Innovation 
 
‘Supporting the development of new and innovative forms of re-use’ 

30. Performance against the principle of Innovation was found to be 
satisfactory. Attempts to enable new products and services have been 
made, for instance in the re-use of health alerts. These efforts are 
balanced against a more closed position on other classes of 
information. 

31. MHRA has made some attempts to explore new uses of its material, for 
instance by investigating improved access to alerts to facilitate use by 
a private company in a service for medical practitioners. This type of 
initiative is also useful to medical practitioners where demand exists for 
information to be delivered via alternate formats and channels. 

32. Perhaps due, fairly, to the nature of its role, MHRA adopts a cautious 
approach towards new uses of some of its primary information sources. 
For example, CPRD is seen primarily as a resource for clinical and 
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medical research. We observe that, while MHRA is committed to this in 
principle, there may remain scope for use of MHRA information in the 
development of other types of research or commercial products. 
Consideration of such opportunities should of course be subject to 
MHRA’s usual safeguards relating to developments being in the public 
interest. Such consideration would improve the standard of practice 
against the IFTS Innovation principle. 

33. Recommendation 6: MHRA to consider whether there exist other 
fields of use for its information sources, including CPRD, beyond those 
in which it is typically used at present where doing so would be 
compatible with requirements to safeguard data and maintain public 
trust. 

APPENDIX 1: SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDED ACTIONS 

 
This is a summary of the recommended action to: remedy the weakness 
identified; and, strengthen the commitment to Information Fair Trading. 
 
 

Principle Ref Recommendation 
Priority 

S
im

p
lic

it
y
 1 MHRA to review the copyright policies that should be 

applied to products managed under contract with third 
parties, ensuring consistency across formats and with 
the MHRA policy of material being available for re-use. 

M 

T
ra

n
s
p
a
re

n
c
y
 

2 MHRA to publish a template copyright permission letter 
or consider application of the Open Government Licence 
where appropriate. 

H 

3 MHRA to revise and expand information available on 
pricing. This should be comprehensive by continuing to 
cover corporate information, but also particular products 
such as CPRD and British Pharmacopoeia. 

M 

4 MHRA should finalise and publish a statement of public 
task with respect to its duties around public sector 
information. 
 

M 

C
h
a
lle

n
g

e
 

5 MHRA should ensure service standards are publicised 
for all of its information products as well as for corporate 
information. 

M 

In
n
o
v
a
ti
o

n
 6 MHRA to consider whether there exist other fields of use 

for its information sources, including CPRD, beyond 
those in which it is typically used at present where doing 
so would be compatible with requirements to safeguard 
data and maintain public trust. 

M 
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APPENDIX 2: PROGRESS ON RECOMMENDED ACTIONS 

Recommendations from previous re-verification report (2008) and whether they have been met. 

 

Principle Recommendation Priority Action Taken Status 

O
p

e
n
n

e
s
s
 

We recommend that MHRA updates its Information 
Asset Register entries. 

H MHRA maintains an inventory of its 
information products on the Department of 
Health website. 

Complete 

MHRA should report progress on this initiative to 
OPSI by the end of the year. 

H MHRA maintained contact with OPSI in the 
period since the last verification. 

Complete 

C
o
m

p
lia

n
c
e
 

MHRA should consider the points raised in the 
review when the licences are renewed. 

M MHRA now uses a simpler mechanism for 
granting permission for most corporate 
information. GPRD has evolved into CPRD. 
Recommendations on the current licensing 
suite are made in this report and the 
Licence Reviews below. 
 
 

Complete 

It would be beneficial for the copyright team, BP and 
GPRD to meet periodically to exchange information. 

M Communication channels between the 
teams were open during this reverification. 
The next stage, discussed above, is 
achieving consistency of policy across 
resources. 

Ongoing 
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APPENDIX 3: IFTS Website Assessment  

 
Organisation: MHRA 
 
Date: May 2013 
 
Questionnaire Part 1: Transparent Processes 
 
 
This section considers the transparency of the processes and terms under 

which a Public Sector Body (PSB) licenses information. 

 

Licences 

1. Are the PSB’s licences available online? 

The PSB’s licences are not available online.  

2. How standardised are the PSB’s licences?  

N/A. 

3. Are the purposes of different licences and their intended audiences 

explained? 

For each of the main information products licensed by MHRA the 

licensing route is clear, and so the need to present information on 

various options does not arise. 

4. Is online application possible? 

Yes, for MHRA corporate material, via a standardised application 

template. 

5. Are any exceptions given?  Are they explained/justified? 

Exceptions to MHRA’s primary licensing policy are set out clearly. 

However, the purpose of the exceptions is not explained. 

6. Would the licences harmonise with those offered by other relevant PSI 

providers? 

This would vary across information resources. For website material 

typically licensed at zero price it is recommended that MHRA consider 

using the Open Government Licence to harmonise with other 

providers. 
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Other policy issues 

 

7. Is there a complaints process?  Is it explained?  Is it online? 

MHRA has an established complaints service covering its different 

areas of activity. Service standards are broadly defined on its website. 

The primary access mechanisms are via email and an online form. The 

role of OPSI is noted with respect to copyright, however contact details 

should be updated as the given address is out-of-date. 

8. Is there a charging policy?  Is it online? 

MHRA has an online charging policy for some of its materials, notably 

corporate/website content. However, the policy has stood for some 

time, and would benefit significantly from review. In particular the 

information given would be unlikely to help a user estimate the cost of 

licensing some information, and the formats mentioned are out of step 

with technological changes. 

9. Does the PSB flag its membership of IFTS?   

Yes, MHRA flags its membership of IFTS and explains some of the 

duties that go with it. 

10. Does the PSB publish its IFTS commitment?   

Yes, this is published. Due to changes of senior management it is 

expected that the commitment will need to be re-signed and 

republished at some point in 2013. 

11. Does it explain its IFTS obligations?  

Some of the information on the IFTS page appears to replicate 

information on the copyright page. It might simplify and enhance the 

website to replace this with a little more detail on standards users 

should expect from IFTS Members. 

12. Does the PSB have other feedback mechanisms?  

Yes, there is a general online feedback form. Extensive contact details 

are provided for staff dealing with specific areas of the agency’s remit. 
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Questionnaire Part 2: Information Availability 
 
 
This sections focuses on the online availability of public sector information 

held by the IFTS Member. 

 

13. Does the PSB make any of its information assets accessible by the 

web? 

Yes – certain MHRA material is made available via the website. 

14. How significant a portion of the PSB’s information assets are available 

via the web? 

The material available is significant, as it includes safety and product 

information announcements. Paid online access is also available to 

MHRA publications such as British Pharmacopoeia. The Clinical 

Practice Research Datalink has incomplete online access – allowing 

participating organisations to define and order desired datasets fulfilled 

offline. This is unsurprising given the controlled nature of the product. 

Online access to regulatory information about medical products is 

available through ‘Rama XL’ – a subscription service whose primary 

purpose is to allow companies to manage their licensed products. 

15. Do methods used to implement web access represent good practice; 

taking into account the nature of the assets in question?   

Broadly, yes. However, MHRA could do more to facilitate access to its 

materials for less conventional purposes. The use cases of products 

are typically narrowly defined and product information not widely 

broadcast. This may unnecessarily limit the extent of re-use. 

16. How does the PSB make discovery of its offline assets possible?  Does 

it have an Information Asset Register or other catalogue? 

MHRA maintains a publication scheme describing the assets it holds, it 

also contributes to the Department of Health’s Information Asset 

Register and. As noted above some CPRD services are designed to 

facilitate users requesting database extracts. 
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17. Does the PSB supply provenance information for the datasets it offers, 

that is information about the quality, collection methods, publication 

frequency etc.? 

This varies from product to product. Reference works such as the 

British Pharmacopoeia are intended to serve as benchmarks for 

industry and are produce to high standards with regular update cycles. 

Similarly MHRA has a vested interest in ensuring health alert notices 

are understood and useable. For example it is currently appealing for 

users of certain alert systems to come forward and engage on how to 

improve information provision and usability. 
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APPENDIX 4: LICENCE REVIEW 

 

LICENCE REVIEW OF CPRD Study Dataset Agreement 
 
Evaluation Criteria 
 

1. Clarity of licence terms 
Check for clarity of language, jargon, legalistic language, plain English 

 
The licence is professionally written and the meaning of most clauses would 
be clear to a lay reader. There is a small amount of archaic language, for 
example ‘hereto’, which could be removed without loss of clarity.  

 
2. Comprehensiveness of licence terms 
Are there any significant omissions? Does the licence contain terms that you 
would not expect to find in a licence? 
 
The approach of the document is thorough. However, this also means that it is 
relatively long. A number of passages detailing logistical arrangements could 
be reduced. 
 
One possible omission in the licence would be how to accommodate research 
in which data formed part of a study publication package, or even provide 
access to those seeking to reproduce results. Undoubtedly MHRA is more 
aware of practices in its domain than is TNA, but data publication appears to 
be a growing trend and one encouraged by UK and European policy. The 
licence document as it is would not appear able to accommodate it (clause 
7.3 in particular). 
 

3. Fairness 
Does the licence contain terms that are unfair or unnecessarily discriminate 
between different user groups? 
 
The licence may codify a certain level of discrimination against different forms 
of re-use. In line with its title, the agreement caters only to licensing set forms 
of research. It is not clear how such an agreement could be used to support 
any non-standard or innovative uses of CPRD data. However this is primarily 
a policy issue, and the licence document merely codifies this policy. 
 

4. Consistency 
Does the licence contain any terms which are inconsistent and contradictory? 
 
The issue of destruction of datasets upon licence termination or expiry is 
potentially unclear. The Licence Period is set as default at 12 months. Clause 
16 sets out that copies of the data should be destroyed, unless they are 
needed for regulatory or audit purposes, or in order to complete the Study. 
This is not accompanied by an explicit extension of the licence. As such it is 
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not entirely clear whether what rights the Customer has to continue using the 
Dataset after the Licence Period has expired. 
 

5. Practical Arrangements 
Is it clear what the process is for making payments, amending terms for 
example? 
 
The practical arrangements are thoroughly set out. 
 

6. Restrictiveness of terms 
Are any of the terms unnecessarily restrictive? 
 
The licence may be restrictive, with respect to the scope of its application, 
being valid only for re-use as part of conventional studies for a defined range 
of purposes. This is a matter of policy for MHRA and not an avoidable artefact 
of the licence. 
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LICENCE REVIEW OF Copyright Permission Letter 
 
The document is a short template letter providing permission to use MHRA 
information, for use when a formal licence would be unduly burdensome. It is 
not associated with charging.  

 
Evaluation Criteria 
 

1. Clarity of licence terms 
Check for clarity of language, jargon, legalistic language, plain English 

 
The language used in the letter is relatively plain. Some improvements would 
be possible. For example the document contains the statement: 

We will require the following acknowledgement to be placed against 
any reproduction of this copyright material, 

It may, for example, be simpler to say: 
Please acknowledge the source of the material with the following 
statement 

 
2. Comprehensiveness of licence terms 
Are there any significant omissions? Does the licence contain terms that you 
would not expect to find in a licence? 
 
The letter covers the points that could be expected in a document drafted for 
such a purpose. 
 

3. Fairness 
Does the licence contain terms that are unfair or unnecessarily discriminate 
between different user groups? 
 
There is no wording which would give rise to specific concerns around 
discrimination. However, the greater potential for unfairness would arise via 
use of the blank spaces for relevant material and permitted use. This could 
lead to some users receiving more or less liberal terms depending on how 
their enquiries were phrased.  
 
See also observations below regarding internet publication. 
 

4. Consistency 
Does the licence contain any terms which are inconsistent and contradictory? 
 
The letter may contradict itself on the subject of permitted use and the 
internet. The permitted use, which is not explicitly defined, could encompass 
internet publication or availability. There is a later requirement not to place 
material on computers which could be accessed by ‘unauthorised’ third 
parties. It is difficult to tell what ‘unauthorised’ means in this circumstance, as 
the majority of web use would not involve authorisation of users. A recipient of 
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the permission letter may therefore be unclear on their ability to disseminate 
their work via the internet.  
 

5. Practical Arrangements 
Is it clear what the process is for making payments, amending terms for 
example? 
 
The treatment of practical arrangements is satisfactory for a document of this 
purpose. 
 

6. Restrictiveness of terms 
Are any of the terms unnecessarily restrictive? 
 
As mentioned above, the use of blank spaces for relevant material and 
permitted use raises the possibility of unnecessarily restricting the licence 
given to a user. 
 
It would be preferable for MHRA to define what the maximum permitted use 
would be under this document and insert that into the template. This would 
provide all users with ‘most favoured’ status. 
 
To such an end MHRA should consider the application of the Open 
Government Licence as a potential replacement for this permission letter, and 
other instances in which re-use is licensed with a zero fee. This would assist 
concerns around potential unfairness, and provide greater harmonisation with 
other information sources. 

 


