
conclusion. None of us who con-
tinue to practise obstetrics has seen a
“significant enough” caseload to war-
rant paying the higher Canadian
Medical Protective Association
(CMPA) dues. The caseload fluctu-
ates from year to year. The present
fee structure of the CMPA does not
seem to reward or recognize those
GP/FPs who have had a clean
record. In every other insurance
scheme, only the members with re-
peat convictions or claims face a stiff,
heavy penalty in their premiums.
The CMPA’s fee structure penalizes
the whole group en masse, so that all
members are continually paying for
the errors of others. The CMPA
should consider introducing a “no-
claim bonus” for members who have
had a litigation-free practice. The
present system is very unfair and will
continue to deter new GP/FPs who
wish to practise low-risk obstetrics.

I. Dan Dattani, MB
Saskatoon, Sask.
Received via e-mail

Disability forms 
and third-party reports

Ifound the article “Disability pay-
ments continue to climb: ‘Tell us

what you see, not what you think,’
CPP tells MDs” (Can Med Assoc J
1997;156:61-4), by Nicole Baer, quite
informative. To those of us in the
trenches, it has seemed that requests
for disability forms and third-party
reports have been increasing, and the
exact burden on the Canada Pension
Plan (CPP) is indeed impressive. The
article also struck an important chord
in its description of the fundamental
alterations of the physician–patient
relationship once a disability form
enters the equation.

It is important to point out, how-
ever, that the statement “Just the
facts, please” is inappropriately sim-
ple. Much of clinical medicine relies

on the patient history. In every clini-
cal encounter physicians covertly or
overtly judge how reliable that pa-
tient history is. Rarely do we assume
that the patient is deliberately mis-
leading us. The relationship is one of
trust. We trust the patient to give us
enough clues to arrive at an appropri-
ate diagnosis, and they trust us to rec-
ommend reasonable and appropriate
therapy based on that diagnosis. This
works well until there is obvious sec-
ondary gain for the patient, but 
patients who intend to mislead are
rarely obvious. Frequently we suspect
that the patient might be misleading
us when the current history conflicts
with other facts we have gathered
about the patient. Often these are in-
timate personal details that were di-
vulged in privileged prior clinical en-
counters, which were based on trust.
Should this privileged information be
passed along to third parties?

In addition to this, we can rarely
test the accuracy of a patient’s state-
ments of function through an ordi-
nary office encounter. We may find
that a shoulder moves normally, with
minimal pain, when we examine it,
but of what relevance is such a finding
to an electrician who complains that
his arm goes numb when he works
with his hands above his head for
more than 20 minutes? Likewise, we
can assess grip strength but we have
no adequate way to test whether a pa-
tient can function in the kitchen, as I
suspect few physician’s offices are
equipped with the saucepans and
utensils needed to conduct such a test.

Physicians are frequently and in-
appropriately asked to extrapolate
from simple office manoeuvres in
making assessments of function that
will determine a patient’s eligibility
for disability payments. We are also
inappropriately asked to judge the
severity of this loss of function. And
we will continue to be asked because
we, as a group, are far too willing to
provide such opinions, even though
the setting provides limited and

flawed information. Do disability car-
riers not have a duty to develop sim-
ple, reliable and accurate clinical tests
that can be completed in the physi-
cian’s office to aid in making these
decisions?

In the meantime, it is the physi-
cian’s duty simply to report the facts,
“as the patient reports them.” Physi-
cians should not have to judge the ve-
racity of patients’ statements. As well,
until there are some agreed-upon
methods that all physicians can use,
we should not have to make arbitrary
extrapolations about function based
upon simple clinical tests.

Paul M. Peloso, MD, MSc
Royal University Hospital
Assistant Professor of Medicine
University of Saskatchewan
Saskatoon, Sask.
Received via e-mail

Drug packaging

The letter on drug-labelling con-
fusion, “Over the counter and

into trouble” (Can Med Assoc J
1997;156:17), by Dr. Catherine
Younger-Lewis, made me wonder
how a human-factors consultant
might approach this problem.

May I offer 10 drug-delivery
principles that I think apply?
1. Labelling

Package labelling should be clear
and unambiguous, with readable
fonts and sharp print contrast.

2. Warnings
Special instructions or warnings
should be highlighted and promi-
nently displayed on the packaging
(e.g., May be sedating — avoid
operating heavy machinery).

3. Product identifiability
All products should include a
product code, lot number, expiry
date and suggested route of ad-
ministration. In addition, tablets
should have unique markings to
allow product recognition.

4. Generic name
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