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I Altended lngfih:.llth Muruh the heeting or Eambers
O the M8, (}‘;,uumlif.m and gip fim'rfuk J"J'!mlr,p, }"!'f;feﬁ.‘;!;l' Witts,
ind Dy, Vahal ,

_ br, Davies, Lhe Chalrman op Lhe Connittes, declared
that the Comnit i pe Bupported the VEOposal thay doctors eshould
Lostperate Iy bendling fp 'eporty on ddverge reactione to the
Cormitien Oh Hafety of lrugs , They haq not, however, been Ziven
® oomplete “BEurance by thelip Bolicitops thet doctorg would be
free from legal aotion,

911 Derpigk Dunlop gaiq that he Understood that any
diFFluuitlna bVer ethical Problems hag been settled, The
Poglatoy Would remutn eontldential , & T'elt that there was
Hitle dtrruvnuue between the Production op Lhe doctop's report
and the Produetion or the Presoription for the drug.

Dr, Cahal indicatea that the date receiyved in the
"eports woylg be coded and followed up i there were other
fdverse react!ong, It weoulqg therefope not bve Poselble tp destroy
the reparty too quickly, byt 1f there vere many advepge reports
and g decinion bhad to be rupldiy taken, 1t would be casler to

Mr, ladgh Tay]op Bald that phe had three Worries. fThe
firet wag thut Boneral Practitionepg were tog Conscious that they
might be llable fop the misuse of a dmg, ang they want 4 blanket
Aaaurance; ang socondiy coroners might méke a hgpqt of agking
doctory 1f they huaq ropopted adverae reactions tg the Compittae,
Thirdly 8olicitopy would dlways wigh to Bee the reports {f they
thought that these might help theip client's cage, Destruction
of' the reports was the only nethod of rencving the doetopg !

own recording, ana they eoulq cither_pretsct themgelveg in theip

I then maqe the point that we Seemed to ngye moved
I'rom the Position under the letter of 3p¢p December, 1963 whepn
the fear Was that g deotopy might pe calleq to give evidence in &
Case againgt g drug firm, I indicated that in BUch a cage a
doctor would be called ip glve evidence apg Lo prodyce his

BNy way have Jeopardigeq him, ag he would be 1iapie to crogg
@xanination on the Tacts of the Case 1f called ag & witnesgg,
then made the Point that ag I gy it, the jague had narroyeq to
gl abllity negligence, Both
T s Taylor and T agreed that/any report would be Bubject to
s fan a qualiried privilege ug being a repopt hade in pursuance of
. o soolal duty, I then emphasised that the inrormation asked fop
T -] 1in the repopt appeared to be Very similap ¢, vhat a doctop woulg

/record



5
iiiiiiiii

TR T

recera.eithar in & hospital note or in his G.F. pecords .
thepefore the fact that the report might pe produced would in
no way add bo what he would normally have to say in the witness
nox or to what should appear in his own records . Accordingly
I exyrasa&é the view that the possibility of the report peing
Q?B&ﬁeﬁﬂ sdded little to whatevelr risk the doctor had. That
risk in fact depended on whether he himself had been negligent
in individual casEs; 1:8e had he yrescribed or administered the
drug with ¥nowledge of adverse reactions, which should have made
jt apparent to him that use of the drug was unsafe?

After a further discussion, Mp. leighTaylor felt able
to advise that if & G.P. wrote in to the Beliehe asking if there

was any risk in naking 8 report, the answer would D€, aimost
certainly, no" .«

Dr. Davies sumparised DY gaying that the Committee still
felt & 1ittle aifficulty and considered +hat the destruction of
the records would help considerablye He hoped the Committee ©n
safety of Dpuss would consider this, but the risks were minimal
and ought not to deter Qractitianers. He hoped to agree a
formula which the B.MA could use in reply to practitioners who
asked if there was any riske
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13th Mareh, 196L .



