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TUBERCULOSIS The facts for 1957 are given in the tables. A feature of
interest was our endeavour to obtain notification of the diseaae
from the medical practitioners engaged in mass-radiography in
accordance with their statutory duty under the 1952 regulations.
In 1956 the mass-radiography unit visited an institution in this
district and in 1957 the director kindly let me have the statistics,
for which I thanked him, and asked for the notification of the
cases enumerated therein as "considered tuberculous". TWith the
backing of the Ministry of Health the director declined to let me
have these notifications and unfortunately this Couneil could not
enforce the regulations az we did not know precisely the medieal
practitioner who had interpreted the radiographs.

Medical practitioners of the radiography unit presumably go
through two stages of thought in regard to the cases that come
before them., They form an opinion on the examination of the
large radiographs and then form a conclusion when they receive a
clinieal report from the examining medical practitioner. Counsel's
view of the regulations is that a medical practitioner is under a
duty to notify the case where he has perscnally formed an opinion
(using his own powers of reasoning) that tuberculosis exists.
Whether a particular radiograph (with or without a clinical report)
produces this state of mind is a question of fact in each case but
it would require strong expert evidence to the contrary to show that
such an opinion cannot be formed on radiographic evidence alone.

The reasons for medical practitioners engaged in mass-radio-
graphy declining to notify cases of tuberculosis are, I believe,
that the information that comes to them by mass-radiography is to
remain confidential and that cases discovered will ultimately be
notified by the chest physician, Confidentiality, however, is
8till preserved by notification, as the regulations themselves
require every notification to be regarded as confidential. Not all
cases will ultimately be notified by the chest physician, some will
not be seen by him and cases cared for by hospitals generally stand
a 8lim chance of being notified while cases declining to undergo
observation or treatment will never be notified.

Tuberculosis is an important communicable disease and the more
progress that is made towards its eradication the more difficult is
the task that remains to be donme. Bach case of tuberculosis
discovered by mass-radiography is the product of great expense and
effort and the administrative positicn whereby the Ministry opposes
the local authorities who have the statutory duty of enforecing
notification is unsound., If statutory regulations used in the
control of this disease are to be respected, they should be followed,

Either medical practitioners engaged in mass-radiography should

notify in accordance with article 5 of the regulations cases which

i they consider to be suffering from tuberculosis or, alternatively,
article 5 should be amended to make an exception of an opinion formed

from evidence derived solely from radiography, as it does with an

opinion formed from evidence derived solely from tuberculin tests,.

The number on the register is a further increase on that of
the previous year and continues the upward trend of the past decade,
This is partly due to immigration and partly to the register
containing names which should be removed, A meticulous register
whose contents are sound requires much attention but it is no longer
a statutory duty to maintain this register and the statutory code
of practice regarding its maintenance has been revoked; we do our
best but we are dependant on the co-operation of others. Noti-
fication and registration should either be done well or not at all,
if the quality is not to be improved registration should perhaps
cease,





































































































































