DMC/14/DC/Comp. 267/2/2006/




    19th December, 2006

Shri Rajesh Mittal






Complainant 

G-20/269, Sector-7,

Rohini,

Delhi - 110085



Vs.

1)
Dr. Praveen Chandra






Respondents


190, Pocket B

             Second Floor

             Sukhdev Vihar


New Delhi - 110025 

2)
Medical Superintendent


Escorts Heart Institute & Research Centre


Okhla Road,


New Delhi - 110025 

O R D E R

The Delhi Medical Council examined a complaint of Shri Rajesh Mittal, alleging medical negligence on the part of respondents 1 & 2, in the treatment administered to complainant’s father late Kapoor Chand Mittal (referred hereinafter the patient) at Escorts Heart Institute & Research Centre (I.P.D. No. 148460) (referred hereinafter as the said hospital), resulting in his death on 5.10.2004.   The Delhi Medical Council perused the complaint, reply of Medical Superintendent, Escorts Heart Institute & Research Centre, copy of medical records of Escorts Heart Institute and Research Centre and heard the following in person :-

1. Shri Rajesh Mittal
Complainant
2. Dr. Praveen Chandra

3. Dr. A.K. Dubey
Medical Superintendent, Escorts Heart Institute and 

Research Centre, New Delhi

Contd/-
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The facts of the matter are that the patient was admitted at the said Hospital on 2.10.2004 with reversible myocardial ischaemia with angina.  The complainant has submitted that his father was admitted with the prior intimation and consent of Dr. Praveen Chandra with the hope that his father will be under the care of Respondent No. 1.  After admission the patient was put under the treatment by the doctors working in the unit of Dr. Praveen Chandra and administered drugs and other supportive measures to stablise his condition.  Echocardiography was done on the same day which revealed “Lateral and Anterior Wall Hypokinetic LVEF 45-50%, Mild MR (+), No. PE/Clot/mass seen”.  Echocardiography was also repeated next day and considering the clinical conditions, the patient was put on BHPAP ventilator and was also put on an intra aortic balloon pump (IABP).  Considering his clinical condition, the attending doctors did not take up any  invasive procedures / treatment at that time.  In between, patient had episodes of ventricular fibrillation which were controlled by DC shock and other drugs.  The son of the deceased and other relatives seeing the deteriorating condition of his father tried to contact Respondent No. 1 for his personal presence in order to save his father, they were surprised to know that Respondent No. 1 on that day (3.10.2004) was in Lucknow and he could make himself available only at 8.00 pm on that day.  On 3.10.2004 at 8.00 pm Respondent No. 1 on physically examining the patient, advised to plan an angio + PTCA next day (4.10.2004) as a desperate life saving measure.  The patient was taken up for an angiography at 2.00 pm on 4.10.2004 which revealed triple vessel disease with left main distal occlusion with thrombus.  Respondent No. 1 conducted direct stenting of the left main and LAD.  However, patient continued to remain in critical condition and at 5.15 am (5.10.2004) he was declared dead.

1. The Council observes that the relatives of the patient were under the impression that their father would be taken care of by Respondent No. 1 himself at least during his critical condition.  They did not know that at the time of admission Respondent No. 1 was not available in the Hospital nor in Delhi.  The treatment offered to the deceased was by the team of doctors working in Dr. Praveen Chandra’s Unit.
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2. As per Respondent No. 1, the patient was managed conservatively at the initial stage from the time of admission (2.10.2004) till 4.10.2004 (2.00 pm) when invasive process was undertaken.   He  could  examine  the  patient  only  3.10.2004 (8.00 pm) when he planned for revercularisation, as the patient condition was getting worse than before.  During this period the clinical conditions of the patient as is apparent from the records, deteriorated from what he was on admission till 4.10.2004 (2.00 pm) and had episodes of ventricular fibrillation. 

3. It is also seen in the admission records that the intervention procedure as planned on the date of admission was to be done on 4.10.2004.  Such a practice seems very disconcerting, when the clinical condition of the patient keep changing quickly  and invasive procedure becomes appropriate medical treatment for the clinical condition at any given point of time.  It seems in the present case, the line of treatment was planned not in accordance with the clinical criteria/perimeters but on other extraneous considerations.

4. Considering the clinical condition of the patient it is felt that angiography should have been undertaken on the day of admission itself as early invasive approach in                               such cases is always warranted than conservative approach.  There appears to be definite delay in deciding and undertaking invasive procedure for management of the clinical condition prevailing on the deceased.  In view of the above, it is held that Dr. Praveen Chandra (DMC registration No. 6614) failed to exercise reasonable skill and knowledge in the treatment of the patient, hence, his name is removed for a period of six weeks from State Medical Register of Delhi Medical Council from the date of this Order.  

By the order of and in the name of 

Delhi Medical Council

(Dr. R. N. Baishya)

Secretary
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Copy to :-
7
1) Shri Rajesh Mittal, G-20/269, Sector-7, Rohini, Delhi – 110085

2) Dr. Praveen Chandra, 190, Pocket B, Second Floor, Sukhdev Vihar, New Delhi-110025 

3) Medical Superintendent, Escorts Heart Institute & Research Centre, Okhla Road, New Delhi - 110025 

4) Secretary, Medical Council of India, Pocket-14, Sector-8, Dwarka, New Delhi – 110075 – for information 

(Dr. R.N. Baishya) 

          Secretary
