EARE 6 )
EBRBEZHORXy b v—7

61 H—_A4F VR VAT LD DR

BEBEBAEESXH
R i .
h B B A
HEBEABARBERERRS
il < B A
& W &

X r ® Iz
DEEZOFH 2 BE - BEERIC - THAIBE, EXBREDO +—~41
SvALRERETIHMEE, 20oAHT, RIEERIOQVLDTH B,
RPATL, EMEROZEMF s b 7— 7 ORI, KK 2EBCEE
RBs€9 5LV 5 AT, BOTRELAEREET 5,
R4k, ZORACEBLT, BRZEZ X B3 RRZYy— 15 v A -
VAT ADHEIILERA DT I ZEHET 20

w £ H M
HEEA BABRREERELBOR AT, WRAROBRFHRAELTL
VW, ZOREBOLBRED DL L BIC, BAERICEZBIERBRE S + -
7— 7k LCBBEY—~<1 5 vA - YATABEILL, Zhic LVEFRBE
EfTBucH L, EHEE BT2ILzHML Lk

wo® 5 B
197281 8X9 1976412 AxToM, £2HIC 10 0l EOHERN
BEREPKEL, simplify LABKC L34 FEAHHD prospective A
2fiRRolco R1 BB ITRHKO—MERTH 2,
Surveillance systemfETOFMEEL LT, T ULDRBEEBLUNE

_




AT ERE,LOL D formula At k519721 » 519734 128%FT
DRERR L pilot study b LTHEB IR L LTOEAST 2172 - 2o
BT, BERERBLIUNESZHAERE], Ttk TEBERENS formula
Bick51974F1 A»5128 T (19745 E ) » data % base line
L LT, surveillance system #fEFRL, 197441 H» 51976412
BEColUBEHEHIC W TEBE 3 4, monitoring system L_OV\'C%@

AN EMAT

kB, Fi oWREUEREE L, b, Ro#h, RofER, B4
EHF, ERAHNE L 20 THRFE T2 o

BFFTEBL LTk, BRRBRRFBRBFERETOUNIVAC-1106K
HETFHEE system 2AHL %o

“ o % BB
W o 5
%218, SNEEHOBALE(T) DEEANREN (N), SH(V),
BERZEC(S.DY, BEX(PHIO—HERLELBDOTH-T, £3i’X, Zh
b5D5%, 1974A4FE % base. line L T3 HAAMIK ( E ) oY BITUR
HWFEAR, BEE(END, BHME0.ND, o8, EEEZE, 10000 %
AR (R.P), BNE BEEL(PRIO/E) 0—BTh 5,

Hli, ZOX5LTBohZMBARKRDS b, 197T4FE% base
line & ¥ 3MUEEAH AR T 5B A0 10000 HRAEX@EML L, U
EHAORBEREE LTERL, chich+o CEOs@mEfmE), 2t
2% (FHfE+ 2 BERE) O line 2 MELAEDTH S0

FANK2IE, Zhondb, 1974 EBE0HZHEBD [ #oft (13)] (%
IR, SUHE, SRE. SBE. KISE, KEHE, MK\ FRE ERER
. TROERE, &5 UE, GRERIEHMELI) BT 510000 H%
AR pRER L L, HIRBIOMELBES v hE L LTERL, 212250
D20 R R MELESDTH Bo

@ WO

x4k, UEHFO BAREBEOROERD 55, BIE B)oFEHNRER,




S, BERE RERXRO—HKERLEDIDTH-T, £S51X, ThoHmd b,
C1974FEE % base line LT 5HE AR, BROWFHURAEHK, HEHE
BRME, o8, EERFEE, 10000 WRER, BEEHEEEo—HE2 R L ko

(B Ro#HEH .
# 61, é@ﬁﬁ%OEKQﬁ éﬁ%wot EAE (L)OFERREH

N, ERERZE, BAR0—HERLADIOTH-T, 71, Fhdbod b,
19744%EE % base line 2 T3HAFAMEK, &R (G), E&E (L) oMY¥H

ReAR, WAE BNE S8 EEFZE 10000 NRAER, BNE WS
fEHO—8 2R L 2o '

% %= .

AR LEMNREIC L5 surveillance system2 VT 52 L OFEENE
RV ETHAVE, bRERIWTE, VWERFREERAZV,

B4k, #1HT, TOMBIC challange +25Z & #8RA&, LD X 5klF

MEZB. B4k, SEIOREN 5, monitoring system FEI O AJHEH:
PTRBEINLEZLDEOTH D,
C Fabb, fAIAERICBTRDOONEHAARD peak 2L VHIFTHD
L, BRE/HBE KL check T35tk LY, OE A3 EOEME
_ ﬁT%@kLTr%@@(w)J@%Eﬁ§?£ﬁD,:@:kﬁ,mzm
L5HTMAL DT LBTE B,

S, W¥PHNEFHOREEEZREX®D L L, base line OKE
¥, JUVMECTBRILICLY, EORFREVHTFONI 0 LHHESND,

LrL, alarm ¥4r, 20oRROERCELTE, EfA2EL, kUM *
BEABETOZLI LY, CIRBALLV.

DRECRNT, IHT, BEEL b 2EMEREZF Y P 7—22 L
TIAEEAy Surveillance System #BIR L, HFEHIc ¥ . ~EES M
LTHELEAsL L3, HRODEAfTBRICKBE®D I LZERA L Lk,




3 a
HEML, A%RHEBA, LB [RFENRM IV ALUESE]
— Surveillance SystemfEORAA —, BEHE, 28(11), 1123~

. 1131, 1977.
# 1 ALNBMEGIRR Tk
MIGRMAMEEE W R L KB N R
LB KA SRS B MW B st b e 4B o Bt wi W19 b
A B L AR WHRMARTR Wk K EMES 1917 &) ABERTRR
LEIAFBEEBE M RQoNR R IR BOPEES R AR B B 8
Nl T b R AR AR B B 9B
BRI ARRRE A B AR i PEERAER  ppt emn
YR AERARE o nmn RIBH R W e 3 o B
R MumgESRER W eRME ;giifﬁw\ WA SRR
Brmptans @ B SRWBRAHR REaxE L% R B
SRAHERR A AR R wEeadRgr  RUMFRLAR
wREMAMER &~ 1 EAF mLHREE REASEESY  SAMINRER
mAmaASEs  REFTERER o B mr TSRt o7 b SRR
kR EsgE  BERML PR T PR EREBAN
Kel&z FRLE T i RS2 R R R &K B B
[ERvATEEE 211 fA-3 Y. 14 KA R RPN 2 FiBR ErmaERAR
Y g ] % B A WA 957 S b i
WRAHREERA  MEKEHGERE 2B R HRMTERKER  ANKESS
b 5 K AR W R B ®o 58 %
BWWERE Rt W R Sl ABAKFEES
BUMUMBERE  gpyppmme  AuES—stes PERBR gy g
ENBIRRERA g oog g :7; - Z_‘;g’f;z’ﬁh R 1T
i s ] I a L
A *féé??éw”g TRELE K AR DR ARUERAE E‘S;E!?Eﬂim
MIKFUMAR ks PR 1Al R B :m:;ﬁﬁ
A polopbi it BEEGUARHE  SRUEER B ST AR
: CRANFE b AR+ FRE
I B S AR VB SRR s s B BRAZEES BT AE{ R R
Koo AR WERLFRAE  apampag REER 7 R o R A
37 B AR B R S E R R BB EERHRAHE
L E R AR AR B mﬁﬁ‘a;’m BLS2IE SRR BAKFEES
ekl 132 P i i Bk F R TR
KRGS wEymnLAE T 7 48 AP B2 WL 7 456
oS o REF AR R B B AT R AR
AMEBFER ARSI A AP S 1= KRR #B
WIEERINRLE  @jremmbe = e EH = ARE SR
EMAE gy | ADERER e e o B B KPR LA
mEmARaE O DIRBERR e TRk soin 4HEE
7 b A EL B AREE BT A BT B WYy ALRLE 1 37 Rl R B HE &R
PAER 88 AR TR T ¥R REB=EAms L0 M1 B B
Wik R ARER  OATEAR G AR T 1 A B U ST B
415 K FiE LRBEHLE A a3 21458 3 SR
e sz + B ATRRR 1 57 5 R FIASAREEE eI
ERE b A B BE B ’J‘fﬁ&‘%ﬁ:% 1t % % B2 [UIRREERVACLE 3 441 PEYR L5 T ST ATBR
A difrs  DRREEER o mmt s e 4 M AR
K R R gfﬁ"“‘fﬁ%?*"r’? Wit A F oS . ‘*.."k»irj's DIE D B A A B
b B E&J%lﬁﬂ_lkk’% . KB HSE ’e‘.-*.L:,'«h%C:w% W 3 B B
§ B AR AR IR ) TURE & AR
Mot oA B P ok A B BiOJe 8 B2 R P RS A B RIEE
MR A WEE - TRBIKEP R MOLZEFMRE oo o8B
LRI 2R AR Bz b e IR A M A



%% 2 Data for births occurring in congenital anomalies of limbs (year, total region),

1974 o 1975
-Nr| v |:Sﬁv»|9(%)-‘ N [ivv:['snv
Total births - sl 100,604 - -t ¢ | - 96,961
1. Polydactyly fingers 99 98.90 9.94 . 098 81 . 80,93 9.00
2. Polydactyly toes 38 3799 | 6.16 .038 54 53.97 | 7.3 *
3. Syndactyly fingers 30 29.99 5,48 .030 24 23.99 4.9
4. Syndactyly toes 50 49. 98 7.07 . 050 42 41.98 6,48
" 5. Congenital absence of finger 17 17.00 4,12 .017 26 25.99 5.10
6. Congenital absence of toc 9 9.00 |.-3,00. | .009 8 8.00 | 283 ¢
7. Congenital absence of nail - -{ - § 500 | 2.2¢4 | 1005 Y A 7.00 2.65
8. Congenital absence of hand 7 7.00 2.65 . 007 4 4,00 2.00
% 3 Data for births occurring in congenital anomalies of limbs. (quarter, cast region).
Lila:elineyar ) ) ) .
te Co January 1~March 31, 1974
(74: 10,000) T ' e A
‘ » Guari | EN- | ON. | v | sov | RP | PR:OfE
Total births + 10,000 8,988 o
1. Polydactyly fingers 9 8 5| 500 . 224 6 |.os6: - .63
2. Polydacytly toes 4 4 47 4.00 2.00 4 1.045: 100
3. Syndactyly fingers - 3 3 2 2.00 | 14 2 |.022: .67
4. Syndactyly toes -5 4 4] a0 | 200 4 |,045: 1,00
5. Congenital ‘absence of finger 2 2 | 3 300 . 173 3. {.033: 1.50
6. Congenital absence of toe 1 1 1 1.00 1.00. C1 .oy 100
7. Congenital absence of nail 0 0 0 00 | i00 0 [ .000:-1.00
8. Congenital absence of hand 17 1 0 .00 {1 .00 0 ,000: —~1.00
RP: - - Region oTotal €East wWest &
‘ it2s
i+ .
M
L
-
2

TS5 426 79 10-12 13 4-6 79 10~12 1-3 4%6 7~9 i~z *~
‘ 1974 ‘ (197 197 A
Bl 1 Transition of rate per 10,000. Total of congenital anomalies of limbs.
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R.P.

Region

© Total
€ East
W West

1~3 4~6 7~9 10~12 1~3 4-.-6 7~9 10--12 1-.-3 4~-6 7~9 10:1

1974

X 2 Transition of rate per 10,000, Total of congenital anomali

1975

1976

es of Hmba 13).

F 4 Date for births occurring in congenital anomalies of limbs (year, total. region, boy).

1974 1975
N | v lsnv lpon| N | v ‘SDV ‘P(%)l N

Total births 51, 641 v 50, 060 (101, 701)
1. Polydactyly fingers 59 58.93 | 7.68 114 43 42,96 ) 6.55 . 086 102
2. Polydactyly toes 17 16,99 | 4.12 . 033 28 27.98 | 5.29 . 056 54
3. Syndactyly fingers 15 15.00 ) 3.87 . 029 17 16.99 | 4.12 .034 32
4. Syndactyly toes 25 | 24.99| 5.00 | .048 18 17.99 | 4.24 | .036 43
5. Congenital absence of finger 7 7.00 | 2.65 .014 - 11 11.00 )} 3.32 .022 18
6. Congenital absence of toe 5 500 2.24 .010 2 2001 1.41 . 004 7
7. Congenital absence of nail 3 3.00! 1.73 . 006 4 4.00] 2.00 | .008 7
8, Congenital absence of hand 2 200 1,41 . 004 3 3.00| 173 . 006 5
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3= 5 Data for births occurring in congenital anomalies of limbs (quarter, west region, boy).

Base line year|
Rate January 1~March 31, 1974
(74: 10, 000) N
o)) EN. | ON. |V | sov | rr | PR:0/E
Total births 10, 000 4,633
1. Polydactyly fingers 1 5 4 4.00 2.00 9 086 .80
2. Polydactyly toes 3 1 2 2.00 1.41 4 043 2.00
3. Syndactyly fingers 2 1 1 1.00 1.00 2 |.022: 1.00 *
4. Syndactyly toes , 6 3 2 2.00 1.41 4 |.083: .67
5, Congenital absence of finger 2 1 2 2.00 1.41 4 .043: 2.00
6. Congenital absence of toe ) 2 1 1 - 100 1.00 2 022 1.00 ]
7. Congenital absénce of nail o 0 0 .00 .00 0 000 : —1.00 *
8. Congenital absence of hand 0 1] 0. .00 .00 0 000 : —1.00
3 6 Data for births accurring in congenital anomalies of limbs (year, total region, baby, light).
‘ 1974 1975
N | v | sov [pen| N | v | sov X3
Total births 101,011 97,308
1. Polydactyly fingers 18 18. 00 4.24 .018 15 15.00 | 3.87 | .015
2. Polydactyly toes - 4 4, 00 2,00 . 004 4 4,00 2.00 . 004
3. Syndactyly fingers 7 7.00 2.65 . 007 4 4,00 2.00 . 004
4. Syndactyly toes 7 7.00 2,65 . 007 6 6.00 | 2.45 | .006
5. Congenital abserice of finger 2 2.00 | 141 | .c02 8 |- 800 | 283 | .o08
6. Congenital absence of toe 3 3.00 1.73 . 003 1 1.00 1.00 . 001
7. Congenital absence of nail 1 1.00 1.00 .001 1 1,00 1.00 .001
8. Congenital absence of hand 1 1.00 1.00 . 001 2 2.00 1.41 . 002
%7 Data for births occurring in congenital anomalics of limbs (quarter, west region girl, light),
’ Base line year] ‘ . ‘ o
Rate January 1~-March 31, 1974 .
(717 10,000) ‘ T or:0/ ‘
000 eN. Jon | v | sov | RP | PR:O/E
Total births 10, 000 7,987
1. Polydactyly fingers 2 2 2 2.00 1,41 3 025: 1.00 s
2, Polydactyly toes 1 1 1 1.00 1.00 1 ].013: 1.00
3. Syndactyly fingers 1 1 1 1.00 1.00 1 013 1.00
4, Syndactyly toes 1 1 1 1,00 1.00 1 013: 1.00
5. Congenital absence of finger 1] 0 0 00 00 0 ,000: —1.00
6. Congenital absence of toe 0 0 0 00 00 0 000 : ~1.00
7. Congenital absence of nail 0 0 0 00 00 0 000 : —1.00
8. Congenital absence of hand 0 0 0 00 00 0 000: ~1.00
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