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                 28th January, 2004 

Shri. Tarun Adlakha






Complainant 

House No. 6, Sector-3, 

Raj Nagar, 

Ghaziabad (UP)

Vs.


Dr. H.S. Chhabra






Respondent

Indian Spinal Injuries Centre,

MM Road, Vasant Kunj

New Delhi – 110 070

O R D E R

A complaint of Shri Tarun Adlakha alleging medical negligence on the part of Dr. H.S. Chhabra of Indian Spinal Injuries Centre, New Delhi, forwarded by Medical Council of India, was examined by the Delhi Medical Council.  The Delhi Medical Council perused the complaint, reply of Dr. H.S. Chhabra, case papers of Indian Spinal Injuries Centre, documents on record and heard the following in person :-

1)
Shri Tarun Adlakha

Complainant

2)
Dr. H.S. Chhabra 

Respondent 

It is a case of the complainant that he consulted Dr. H.S. Chhabra for a diffuse disc bulge in the L4-L5 disc space, for which the Respondent prescribed epidural injection under CF guidance.  The complainant underwent the procedure on 10th June, 2003 but alleges that the same was done without CF guidance.  It is the allegation of the complainant that even though the MRI scan had confirmed the problem to be in the L4 – L5 disc space, the infusion was given in the L3 – L4 disc space, and the same constitutes an act of medical negligence.  

Contd…

( 2 )

Following are the findings of the Delhi Medical Council :-

1) The complainant was admitted on 10.6.2003 with a diagnosis of Low Back Ache in Indian Spinal Injuries Centre and was administered 80 mg Depo Medrol Injection in L3 – L4 epidural space as advised by the Respondent.

2) A written consent of complainant was obtained for performing the procedure.  The contention of the complainant that he was informed by the Respondent that epidural injection was to be administered via CF guidance was refuted by the Respondent.  Their varied stands could not be reconciled.  However, it is observed, that in general, CF guidance is not a sine quo non for administering epidural injection and in this particular case since the condition of the patient did not warrant the same, it was not imperative.

3) The complainant did not adhere to the advice mentioned in the Discharge Summary as he failed to report for follow up after two weeks of the procedure (date of discharge 10.6.2003).

4) The complainant has alleged that epidural injection through L3 – L4 disc space instead of the L4 – L5 disc space where MRI revealed the lesion, was incorrect. This assertion of the complainant is scientifically untenable, since epidural injection given through L3 – L4 space would have the same desired effect. 

In view of the findings made hereinabove, it is the decision of the Delhi Medical Council: -

a) That the line of treatment adopted by the Respondent in general and use of Depo Medrol injection epidurally in particular was in accordance with the accepted professional practices in such cases.

b) No medical negligence can be attributed on the part of Dr. H.S. Chhabra in the treatment administered by him to the complainant.

Complaint stands disposed.

By the order of and in the name of 

Delhi Medical Council

(Dr. S.K. Khattri)  

Secretary

Copy to :-

1) Shri. Tarun Adlakha, House No. 6, Sector-3, Raj Nagar, Ghaziabad (UP).

2) Dr. H.S. Chhabra, Indian Spinal Injuries Centre, MM Road, Vasant Kunj, New Delhi – 110 070

3) Medical Council of India, Aiwan-E-Galib Marg, Kotla Road (Opp. Mata Sundari College for Women), New Delhi – 110 002 (With reference to letter No. MCI-211(2)(188)/2003-Ethical./9321 dated 30th October, 2003).
(Dr. S.K. Khattri) 

Secretary







