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'_fhiemcrdhilpla_int would relate to questioning biopsy ‘!

The complainant was admittedly a cancer patient. He |

had undergone surgery of sigmoid colon cancer one year

report.

back and received post operative chemotherapy. While |
| going for a routine check up his colonoscopy report
| suggested proligratic mass at colon from that biopsy was

done. This biopsy report done at Aurobindo Scva Kendra |
|

reveals Tissue plus syntactic cell however, the pathologist |

| gave a rider, previous histopathology report and IHC to

be correlated.

After consultation with oncologist PET CT scan was |
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| |

\ ( | done which reveal tumour recurrence. The oncologist:
| referred the patient to surgeon for re-surgery which was |

s . \
\ done however, the post operative histopathology report |

|
1\. revealed no cancer. ;

|
‘ | | The complainant has now com¢ up questioning the |
\ | | carlier report of Seva Kendra. According to him, had the l\
| ‘ 'report suggested no existence of cancer he would not
\ | have gone for a surgery. i

- i'

| We have considered the rival contentions. We also '

| collected disputed slides and send them for a third |

\ | opinion from Dr. Paromita Roy consultant pathologist,

|
! )TMC. Dr. Roy has opincd mostly favouring the cha:
\ Kendra report.

\_ Dr. Shravasti Roy, the concern pathologist would |

| |

draw our attention to the rider in her report that her report |

| must be correlated with the carlicr histopathological!
| | |

| report that she could not consider as it was not produced

| before her.

| ‘ | First report was duly considered by the oncologist. |
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suggested surgery. Surgery was done at Peerless where

/ W—‘ The oncologist also considered PET CT scan and

pre-operative colonoscopy was also done that would also |

Suggest some recurrence.

Our esteemed members present at the panel, Dr. |

Sukumar Mukherjee and Dr. M L Saha, would both \
agree, it would be difficult to come a definite conclusion
beforc blaming one report against the other. Rather.
esteemed members would agree with third opinion given |

by Dr. Paromita Roy. ‘

Considering the backdrop we decide not to interfere., |
‘ The complaint is disposed of accordingly.

; The complainant is directed to collect his slides back

from our office on prior appointment.
Sd/-
The Hon’ble Chairperson

Sd/-
Prof. (Dr.) Sukumar Mukherjee - Member

Sd/-
- Prof. (Dr.) Makhan Lal Saha - Member
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Sd/-

Dr. Maitrayee Banerjee — Member

Sd/-
Smt Madhabi Das — Member
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