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28th August, 2008 

Shri Mukesh






Complainant

M-70, Lado Sarai


Mehrauli

New Delhi – 110030
Vs.
1.
Dr. Vinod Kumar





Respondents

Vasudeva Nursing Home


B-34, Shivalik


Panchsheel-Gitanjali Road,


New Delhi – 110017

2.
Dr. R. Vasudeva 


Vasudeva Nursing Home


B-34, Shivalik


Panchsheel-Gitanjali Road,


New Delhi – 110017

3.
Medical Superintendent


Orthonova Hospital


C-5/29, S.D.A. 


Opp. Main IIT Gate,


New Delhi – 110016

O R D E R

The Delhi Medical Council examined a complaint of Shri Mukesh, alleging medical negligence and professional misconduct on the part of respondents 1 to 3, in the treatment administered to his wife late Madhu, resulting in her death on 21.11.2007. 
The Delhi Medical Council perused the complaint, reply of Dr. R. Vasudeva, reply of Dr. Rakesh Gupta, Medical Superintendent, Orthonova Hospital, other documents on records and heard the following in person:-

1. Mr. Mukesh

Complainant 

2. Smt. Bimla Devi 
Mother of the complainant

3. Dr. R. Vasudeva
Surgeon, Vasudev Nursing Home
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4. Dr. Pawan Vasudev
Surgeon, Vasudev Nursing Home  

5. Dr. Punita 

RMO, Vasudev Nursing Home

6. Dr. Mayank 

Anaesthethist, Vasudev Nursing Home

7. Dr. P.C. Rishi

Internal Medicine, Orthonova Hospital

8. Dr. R.K. Gupta

Medical Superintendent, Orthonova Hospital

Briefly stated the facts of the case are that the patient, a 30 years old female, with diagnosis of Pyoneprosis was admitted in Vadudev Nursing Home on 21.11.2007.  She was taken up for Nepherectomy (Rt.) on 21.11.2007 by Respondent No. 1.  During the procedure, the patient suffered hypotension.  The abdomen was packed and the patient was shifted to Orthonova Hospital for further management (ICU care).  The patient was received in Orthonova Hospital in cardiogenic shock.  Resuscitation was attempted with colloids / crystalloids and ionotropes.  Patient developed bradycardia following which transvenous pacing was done.  Patient had a cardiac arrest at 10.20 pm on 21.11.2007 and despite all resuscitative measures, the patient could not be revived and was declared dead at 10.30 pm on 21.11.2007.
Shri Mukesh stated that Dr. Vinod Kumar was some “RMP” and that he did not administer any treatment to late Madhu.  Dr. R. Vasudeva stated that no person with the name Dr. Vinod was employed at Vasudeva Nursing Home.  

On being asked by the Delhi Medical Council as to why the medical records submitted through Directorate of Health Services and then in response to notice dated 4.1.2008 from Delhi Medical Council, were different from one submitted to the Delhi Medical Council on 15th July, 2008, Dr. R. Vasudeva stated that since he apprehended manipulation of records, he did not provide the entire set of medical records either to Directorate of Health Services or to DMC in compliance with earlier notice of Delhi Medical Council dated 4th January, 2008.  The Council observes that the explanation put forth, was not only unsatisfactory but also preposterous since the records were in the custody of the hospital.  There is no possibility of the same being manipulated by any other person.  It is further observed that this act of Dr. R. Vasudeva gives credence to the presumption that the hospital by not providing the entire set of records at earlier instances may have made an attempt to improve the same.
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It is alleged by the complainant that his wife late Madhu was admitted at Vasudev Nursing Home for removal of calculus from the kidney and not for removal of the kidney, as was done by Respondent No. 1.  Respondent No. 1 whilst refuting the allegation in his written statement averred that pre-operative investigations had confirmed the right kidney to be diseased and non functional (consequent to calculus disease), and the standard accepted management in such a clinical situation is removal of the non-functional kidney.  This was exactly what was explained in detail to the patient in the presence of her husband.  The preoperative notings of the operating surgeon on the case sheet at the time of admission and also the pre-anesthetic notes of the anaesthtist also mention that the patient was planned for right nephrectomy.  The biopsy report of the operative specimen i.e. right kidney further reflects upon the extent of damage to the diseased kidney.  
In light of the fact that patient had been under treatment at AIIMS for right renal calculus and had undergone Rt. sided PCNL (Percutaneous Nephrolithotomy) and that her investigation report (RDS dated 13.11.2007) of AIIMS gave finding of non-visualized (non-functional right kidney), the histopathology report dated 26.11.2007 (of Dr. Khanna Pathcare, A-43, Hauz Khas, New Delhi) of right kidney gave the finding of “Tubulointerstitial disease; with chronic pyelonephritic and hydronephrotic changes”, the patient was correctly diagnosed by Respondent No. 1 and advised right sided open nephrectomy.  

It is also alleged by the complainant that the patient was shifted to ICU at Orthonova Hospital without consent.  Respondent No. 1 whilst refuting this allegation stated that decision to shift the patient to an intensive care facility was taken in the best interest of the patient.  The patient needed intensive care and since the husband was not available at that time, consent to transfer was given verbally by the mother in law who in fact accompanied the patient in the ambulance.  We are of the view that since the condition of the patient post-operatively warranted ICU management, it was in her best interest that she was shifted to a Hospital set-up having ICU facilities.  
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The complainant also alleged no medical records pertaining to the patient’s treatment at Orthonova Hospital were provided to him.  Respondent No. 3 in his written statement rebutting the allegation stated that the death summary which contained details of the treatment given to the patient was given to the complainant and that the complainant never asked for any other document.  The Delhi Medical Council observes that the complainant has not filed any record to substantiate his allegation.

In light of the findings made hereinabove, it is the decision of the Delhi Medical Council that no medical negligence can be attributed on the part of Dr. R. Vasudeva or Orthonova Hospital in the treatment administered to late Madhu.  Inferior vena caval injury is a well known complication of Rt. Nephrectomy.  This is more so in cases of Rt. Pyonephrosis as is evident from records of AIIMS that the patient had a Rt. Non-functional kidney with fever (likely due to an infected kidney).  We, however, direct Respondent No. 2 to formulate and adopt better and comprehensive consent form which qualifies as informed consent for various procedures being undertaken at Vasudev Nursing Home.  
Complaint stands disposed.

By the Order & in the name of

            Delhi Medical Council

                         (Dr. Girish Tyagi)





        Secretary                             

Copy to :-


1)
Shri Mukesh, M-70, Lado Sarai, Mehrauli, New Delhi – 110030
2)
Dr. Vinod Kumar, Vasudeva Nursing Home, B-34, Shivalik, Panchsheel-Gitanjali 
Road, New Delhi – 110017

3)
Dr. R. Vasudeva, Vasudeva Nursing Home, B-34, Shivalik Panchsheel-Gitanjali Road,


New Delhi – 110017

4)
Medical Superintendent, Orthonova Hospital, C-5/29, S.D.A. Opp. Main IIT Gate, 
New Delhi - 110016
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5)
Medical Superintendent Nursing Homes, Directorate of Health Services, Govt. of NCT of 
Delhi, Swasthya Sewa Nideshalay Bhawan, F-17, Karkardooma, Delhi – 110032 – with 
reference to letter No. F.23/(282).MSNH-II/DHS/HQ/2007-08/3079 dated 23.1.2008

6)
Addl. Secretary, Medical Council of India, Pocket-14, Sector-8, Dwarka, New Delhi – 
110077 

   (Dr. Girish Tyagi)

   Secretary

