In May 2001, Michaela, my daughter, died of a rare illness called Lemierre's Syndrome. Although this illness is very serious, no young person should die of it in our day and age. I am convinced that she would have lived if only our GP had done his job properly. We (Michaela’s mother and I) have spent two years pursuing our complaint only to find it a seeming waste of time, and perhaps even a sham. The final stage was an investigation by a Health Service Ombudsman. These pages are intended as a summary of the investigation - I have also enclosed the results of the investigation, to which I have added my own comments, pointing out any inaccuracies that appear in it. Because there are so many I have done this after each paragraph in red type.

Everyone involved with the investigation appears to miss the point about what the complaint is all about. It is not about whether or not the GP should have diagnosed Lemierre's Syndrome – I have in fact insisted all along that I would not expect any GP to diagnose such a rare illness. So, ultimately it should not matter what the doctor said happened, or what another doctor thinks of what he did. It does not even matter what I say happened, although I was there, and have told only the truth and nothing more. Be this as it may, there is enough evidence available to confirm who is telling the truth. 

I stated right at the beginning that in my opinion another GP is not qualified to determine who is telling the truth. I was promised that this would not be the case and that the GPs leading the investigation were free to contact experts if necessary. To my mind this has clearly not happened, and I am thus very disappointed that such an investigation could be so specious. All the investigation seems to attempt is to discredit what I say happened, even to the point of twisting the truth. Again, I refer the reader to the report and my comments on its inaccuracies. 

The fact is that it is my word against the doctor’s about the condition Michaela was in when he supposedly examined her. As I have said, however, who is telling the truth can easily, but only be determined by consulting experts in the relevant fields, contacting witnesses and using the available evidence.

Consider the following two facts: -

1. The doctor insists he gave Michaela a thorough examination, and yet two days after it, had she not gone into hospital she would not have lived through the night. (The symptoms of this illness are normally present ten days before the patient is in such a serious condition.)

2. When Michaela was admitted into hospital she had severe pneumonia to the extent that not only were her lungs already shadowed and coated but they had also already turned hard. (I provided photographic evidence that this illness cannot do this to someone’s lungs in even four days, let alone two.)

I provided the investigation with information, including case reports, and even statements about the condition Michaela must have been in; and not only from professionals such as consultants and other GPs, but also from other people who have suffered from the illness or have had experience with it. The investigation has apparently disregarded all of this.

I told those investigating I could provide witnesses to vouch for Michaela’s condition prior to her visit to the GP. This they have also disregarded.

I told them of other possible witnesses: the people in the waiting room. Also disregarded.

They all try to insist that this illness is very serious and that it is almost always fatal. I provided proof that this is no longer the case, and that young people in this day and age do not die from the illness. They also chose to disregard all of this.

Even a newsletter from the Chief Medical officer, sent out a month before Michaela was taken ill, warning about the illness, and urging all doctors to read it was disregarded.

Last year when the Ombudsman’s officer interviewed me her notes (see below) contained over eighteen factual errors, and so I was compelled to add a full page of missing information. She was to forward a copy of the corrected notes for approval. She never did, and yet the original, erroneous notes were used throughout the course of the investigation. In December of last year their medical expert interviewed me and quoted from a copy of revised notes that I had never seen or approved.

To summarise: the investigation has taken nearly ten months and the ‘investigators’ still have not determined who is telling the truth. They have successfully twisted and discredited what I have said, expressed an opinion based on nothing factual, so far as I can tell, and yet they expect me, Michaela’s father, to accept it. It has always been obvious to me that only experts can confirm what really happened. If these experts were not contacted the investigation could never have had any validity, must therefore be flawed, and ultimately quite pointless. 

The investigators have chosen to believe the doctor’s version of events without seeking recourse to any evidence. 

It does not matter how rare the illness is, our GP should have noticed something was seriously wrong from Michaela’s symptoms; they were nothing like those accompanying glandular fever, and if he had thoroughly examined her, as he claims he did, he would have noticed them.

There are experts out there who can prove I am telling the truth. I know because I have been in contact with them. The investigating officer promised experts would be contacted as required. There are even witnesses who can attest to the fact that Michaela was as ill as I have insisted even before the GP examined her.

It has even been claimed that the list of symptoms I gave the doctor did not indicate anything serious. Why, then, did the doctors on call rush out when I read the list to them? Why did our doctor, when confronted, admit the symptoms on the list were serious? 

What was the point of the investigation, I am continually led to wonder. From my standpoint, it was a waste of taxpayers’ money, with the sole objective (of course never stated) of absolving the doctor’s malpractice and distorting the case I set before them proving this. Look at the report: it repeatedly twists what I have said, without once querying the GP.

It is unclear to me why this investigation turned into such a guessing game. We did not agree to it in order that those conducting it could warp my version of events in a pathetic attempt to verify the doctor’s story. We only agreed to it because we thought the least we could expect was a thorough and proper investigation.

I was there and know what happened. I was the one promised experts would be contacted as and when required. I have not seen any evidence in this report that the requirements have changed; in fact, it only confirms that the truth can only be determined by resort to these experts. Thus it now appears clear that, whatever the truth of the matter is or may be, they (the investigators) do not want to prove me right.

I can only see three possible ways to verify that I have been telling the truth (throughout the complaints procedure, the investigation has conveniently avoided all three).

1. According to our GP after a further visit, Michaela was no worse than the last time he saw her, which means that apart from a sore throat and a mild fever Michaela was in good health when he gave her a thorough examination on May 5th. It is easy to confirm the condition Michaela was in when she was admitted to hospital, but only real experts can confirm whether this illness could have made her deteriorate so far in just 48 hours. (I have provided evidence to the contrary, including photographs and contacts, all of which were ignored.)

2. Although this is a very rare illness, there are a lot of people out there who have had it. If fact, I was surprised to discover this, as I was told throughout the complaints procedure that it was nearly always fatal. The people I have contacted who have either had or had contact with someone with the illness all confirm similar symptoms to Michaela’s up to ten days before the illness became so severe. Yet if we are to believe what the investigators and our GP says, she didn’t have the symptoms until the day she was admitted into hospital. This is surely to be received as strange, for how could they know this given their own admissions that not one of them has ever experienced the illness? This proves that the investigation is at best purely speculative, and at worst biased toward a doctor hiding the truth. How can they who have had no experience of the illness possibly know better than those who have or have dealt with it, especially when some of these people are professionals? The consultants at the hospital confirmed that Michaela would not have lived through the night, and this is all quite easy to confirm, and would also prove that I am telling the truth and our GP is not.

3. Michaela was an extremely popular girl with lots of friends. We live only 500 yards away from her former school. A lot of her friends called to see how she was, both at lunch time and after school. They will all confirm her condition was much worse than the doctor admits, even before the 5th of May when he supposedly gave her a thorough examination. I also feel sure that the people in the waiting room that morning will not have forgotten us.

