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IN THE PRIVY CCUNCIL No.l4 of 1974.

CN APPE:L FROM THE DISCIPLINARY COLITTEE
OF THE GERERAL MibDICAL COUTICIL.

BETWEEN 1~

SHAR ANGDHAR PRAEAD Appellant.
=21 Qe
THE GEi.ERAL WEDICAL COULCIL Respondent .
CASE TOR UHE :PPELLANT RECORD = APXENDIX

1. This is an apieal from g determinstion of

10 .+ the respondsnt Council scting by its Disciplinary
Conmittee (hereinafter called tne "Committee")
on 26th uulV, 1974, thct the Appellzut hed been
gUlluJ of serlous proiessional misconduct within

he meening of Section 33 of the llediccl Act
of 1969 r»nd s direction thrt the Appellcont's
name shcould be erased from the iledical
ueblouef giid tiel pursuant Lu Section 15 of
the ihiedical Act L96Y the registrarion of the
topellant should be susnended forthwith.

20 ‘The cherges sgrinst the Anpellent wrs that
"Being registered under tne .iedlccl Acts
between sbout Sentember Zrd 1973, ond cbout
February 22nd 1974, in return for fees you
issued p:escriptions ror drugs Ouaerw1se tnan
in the course of bona fide trectment, and in
paltlcul T you so_ lssued the prescri; tlons set
out iz the scnedule #¢comuanying the letter
gsent to you by the Generzl iediczl Council on

pril 9th, 1974, and tuat in relstion to the

30. fzets zlleged, you hsve bteen guilty of serious
profiessionsl misconduct”.

At the szid Inquiry the Appellant wes present
and represented by Mr. Besyliss of HEWMPSONS,
ingtructed by the iledical Defence Union.

Mr Richard du Cenn of Counsel ingtructed by
ilessrs. Wcterhouse & Co., Solicitors to the
Council gpyeared in order to place the facts

before the Committee.

At the conclusion ofi the saild INQUIRY, the

40. Disciplinsry Committee held thet tie Appellent
hed been guilty of serious professionzl misconduct
and directed that his nzie be erssed from the
Register, zi.d should be suspended forthwith
for tne protection of members of the public.

2. The questions raised by this apprezl arei-

(A) Whether the Committee was justified in
directing thnat the Ap.ellant's nszme should be
ergsed ond his reglilstreotion be susyended forthwith.

(3) Whether tite Committee weos justified in
50, determining that .the Appellaht hzd-been
gullty of serious proiessionsl misconduct.
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3. The Appellsnt is a merried man with five
children =znd two elderley dependeiits. At the
time of t.e necring he was 41 yecrs of zge.

He qualified in Patna early in 1959 heving

t-ken his treining ond peseing the exsminctions
(1958) at the Prince of Wales Mediczl Colliege,
Patna, India. In soddition to his quelifying
degree M.U.B.S. (Pat)., 1959, he holdg the
distinguished diplomas of D.C.P. (Pat).,

D.7.1 & H (Roysl College of Physicizns of London),
D.V.D. (Liverpool). ie has been a llember of
I.U.V.D.7. (Internationzl Union Agcinst Veneral
Diseases and Treponematosis) Paris, [i.S.S.V D.
(society for the Study of Venerzl Disezses),

also of the B.il.A.y I.ilei. 2::d zlso nolds ‘
certificates of training in Family Plan.iing work.
The Appellziit has 2ll his life enjoyed an
irreproacheble protescioncl and |ersoncl cheracter
and is held in tne hijhest egteem by his professionzl
collezgues. He nezs built up a list of neexrly
2,500 patients on nis nN.H.S. Kegister, from
scraten,siuply by the dint of his uard labour

end nrofeccionzl acumen. He ig held in very

high esteem by 211 of his pectients. He has
devoted almost 2li nis working time in dealing
with his petients by doing 4 sessions every
working doy in his 2 Surgeries in Birminghonm

snd West Bromwich which cover a wide area of
Birmi:gham cnd Smetuawick, West Liromwich, Oldbury
Tipton and Walsc1ll, in the Vest [lldlands.

4, The 1971 edition of Professionzl Discipline
igsued by the Genersl Mediczl Council states
that the Disciplinzry Committee zcts upon the
foliowing princirlesi- "
"The primary duty of the Disciplinary.
.Conmitiee is to vrotect thne public.
In any czse tne Committee must first
consider wvmether the public interest
requires it to remove tne doctor's
nzme from the Register, or to suspend
his registrztion. Subject however to
tals overriding duty to the public
the Committee considers what is in
tne Lest inlevests of tne doctor nimself™.

In the ingtant case, since the decision of the
Commitiee and without any rrompting on behalf

of the Appeliant z petition hzs been @igned by
more tihan 2000 patients of the Appellant.

The Appellznt respectfully seeks leave to

refer to this petition at the hearing. In

the submission of the Appellent it would ,

be obviousley in his best interest to zllow

him to continue in prectice without interruption.
The petition is indicctive of tie fect tuat it
would be in <the best interests of tine patients
of the Appellant. W hen this aspect of the
public interest 1s weighed ageinst eny other
nspect it is submitted that on the frcts of
this cese the bolznce comes dovn Tfirmly in favour
of not erssing and suspending the registration
of the Appellant.

Similer considerctions f=zll to be teken into
account by the Disciplinary Comnittee and the
High Court in determinin; whetnher or not to
order or to terminste the imnedizte suspension
of a doctor's registrztion under Section 15 of
the Liedical Act, 1969. Accordingly, for the
purpose of determining winzt :enelty, if anyy is

)
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to be imposed upon o doctor adjudged guilty of
gserious profescional misconduct,c clesr distinction
ig to be made between misconduct which is or

msy be o danger tu the public or wiilch iliivolves

the abuse of doctor-patient relotionchip end
misconduct which is otherwise discreditable.

The submiscion on behalf of the Aprellsnt is
that it would be in the best interests not only

10 . of %the Appellpnt but slso of the Public that
the Appellants ncme should not be erased from
the Register.

The Appellsnt hzs elresdy submitted in his
exzningtion snd is further strescing it under
Oath tiat so long as ne is alive and practices
as a doctor, this type of foolishness and
mistoke would never be allowed to recur again.
This is a solemn Oath.

' SUBMISSION. : .

20 . 1. The 4ppellent comes Irum &z c.npletely different

background of education and culture to that of

the U.K., wihere he is an immigrant,and whose

conversation in English as used end spoken in

the Courts is quite c¢ifferent, =nd he hes uged

expressions wiiicih e should not have, and which

mesnt something different than intended.

2. Thet the witnesses produced by the respondente

"naeA wemmalrmd 3 AAlIneadiAan with Anna annthner anAd

sac

_ lied cbout tihe fects thnat tney did not nave
30 » any medical exaninztlon vhaisoever prior to
" being prescribed the medicines, which 1s

quite contrary to the evidence cnd statements ofi-

(a) Malcolm Lodge -

Even lote on his cross exaiminotion by the prosecution
Counsel, Mr. Du Cznn, cnd the defence Solicitor
Mr. Bayliss, Lodge admitted tihiat ne nad got <,

his zrm bandaged one week after the brovn paper
medicine incident which tiae Appellant would

not have knovn since lir. Lodge was never seen

40, ofter 16th Februsry, 1974. It is further

contended that lir. Lodge had pesinted the walls
and ceiling of the Georage which he could not

hzve done by one hcnd only, with the heavy weights
of the different stuff 1lying in the garage

which he wns required to 1ift end move. Not

only that he has worked wesring o vest only

ot the house of the Appellant znd every adult

and child in the family including the home-
-help had seen tiat Lodge had no trszce of an

20 | Ulcer on his srm. The home-help of the

Appellant was witnesc to tine fact that Mr.

Lodge wes pald &7 in Cash ot the house of the
Appellant. He himself admits tazt he was

given short mediczl exzmination when the Appellent
exzimined his chest and back in his first visit.

(B) Mr. Bremner was interrogated for his
ovn medical history

(¢) Mr. Graham Gene Robinson =zdmitted himself
that he nad been weijhed in his check ups.

60 . (d) Mr. Robert Owen Jones, by his ovm admission
end in the course of his own examination saying
that ne was suffering from denression. The
Appellant zlso subaits tiot tils praesecution
witness was .eported Fnrice to the Police
(Hondswortn) ior prosecution, the lzst time

a
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ior gttempting to cree te o furore ot the Surgery
plemlses when he wes peeping tarough the rem r
window of the consulting room, riter tresprssing
cid entering sterlthily ond umplnb over the
window with the sole intention of creﬁtﬁng a
Gigturbeznce wid = nulscnce ot tie Surgery on
19th Februsry, 1974, =nd also beiore it on 1llth
Jrnuary 1974, vhen he was warned by the pstients
of tne Appellant, his Secretary aud by tuie
Appelient himself, when Kr. Jones creoted a
distrubsnce z:id disorder 2t the Surgery in
collucion with his friends, and the police had
to be called in. &r. Joneg hencefortn cecame a
very hostile fellow znd did successfully try to
create a commotion a2t tihe Surgery. Cne of hisg
partners im his mischievous octions was Gordon
Jamnes Yates. Mr. Joues, therefore thought to
take tne crudest reven"e at the G.i.C. enquiry
at wnicii he-(lir. Jones 7 most blatantly denied
that he nad ever been excmined vy the Appellant.
Tue Apsellont further surmits thot the case
gainst lir. Jones for creating a commotion at
tne Surgery premises Dby bettmb on top of the
vrindow ledge and looking througa at an Indian
Sirl Teing exeomined, was being nersued by the
uanduMOLuu Police (Thornhill Rozd Police Stotion)
wino..nad tanen over the complulnt by visgiting
nis nouse (uvones’ s, tiiree vimes iue Pelice
(Handsworth) had visited the App&lant twice to
get all the facts.

(e) DMr. Phillip A Robichezux (alitas Hcrry Miller)
by nis own stztement requested medicszl advice.

ile was 2lso refused any treataent after 13th
Hovember 1973. He turned up again at the
Surgery on the 7th Jonuory 1974 but wes refused
to be secen at all. He gave the false 2ddress of
hig doctor in kanchester, wvhich lzter on proved
to be a false name and address but the Ap.ellant
in 211 circumstznces vould not hzve knovm the
dirty trick plsyed by Mr. Robicheaux who has

been imprisoned severzl times in the past,

but was alsc imprisoned for stealing a full pad
of N.H.S. preocrlptlons from the Appellant’s
Surgery. end trying to forge the Apvellant’s
signature. It is contended that tne Apzellant's
statement to the Police hzd played a vitsl role
in Mr. RobichezuX's inurisonment. Lir. Robicheaux
ig o confirmed criminsl for whom a =il semtence

50 <« does not mean nuch. Hence, iMr. Robichecux was

a very hostile witness and the best revenge he
thou ht tov tcke was to szy in the enqu;ry that
the. Apgellﬁnt never excmined or checked him.

(£) Mr. Robert Joseph Donnelly who had attended
the Apuellhnts Surgery compleining of dep-
-ression was reported not only to tiae Birmingham
Centrzl Police 021-236-5000 znd the Drug

Squad 021-236-5000 ext. 2374 & 2375 but also

to the Thornhill Rocd Police Station ,

« (021-554-1111) cbout pectering, ncking a
nuissnce cud thres tenlhg the Ap sellant on

the 9th Jenuery, 1974. e was tiereafter
intercepted =nd 1nterro ated by the Police

st the Teienhone Kiosk .nd the Pub wiiere he
(Mr. Donnelly) was eutertaining himself,
‘Thereafter Mr. Donnelly was very hostile znd
turned out to be =n adverse witness znd the
result is very appareunt wien ae grve evidence
before the GiiC. Enquiry.

i
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(g) Mr. John Gabriel Murray ssked icr treatment F.61

even on his ovn sdmissian vihile beinyg excmined L19-22

by Mr. Du Cenn, end cross exznined by llr Beyliss, P 63 P25
when he mentions that he was suffering from L 36-40 B

deyrescion. ile wcs clgo reported tc the Police
on the 9th January 1974 for pestering,

crezting & nuissnce aiid threztening the Appellant.
How this type oi witness could nave been

relied upon?

(3) Thest the prosecution witnesses without exception
were unrelizb.e peovle, znd tue Comiiltiee was

not entitled to place such heavy weight and

credence on their evidence, when iney put

little or no credence on zny of the evidence

or stztements of either the Apneliant, his _
Sgcretary,*n%g w1tn?s§_and his wife, though TAKE (N HERE
she was 1ot directly involved. OAS Fa -3¢ o

* %5“5
(4) Thot the Appellont had not set out to enwich 4 vToe

himselifirom i rescribing the drugs as he was
prescribing what he most foollisnly and
erroneousley but misjudgingly thousut to be
neces:~ry for the gimbtons presented by the
patients concerned. He hed plenty of op:ortunity
to do sc but he never did, or thought to enrich

nimself.

(5) That the public interest does not require

the removal of his nzme ivom the Reglster. B
Thet tine Appellent is peculicrly well quclified
and experienced znd the testimonizls subuitted

on his behzlf indicate tie marked contribution he
ing slready mrde and can continue to meke to

the proctice of lledicine in tnis couniry wvhere
there are not enough doctors to serve the entire
populstion. The justified esteem in which he

is held by nis Profescional Collesziues further
indicszte the marked cowmtrrst between his
standerds and rchievements over the pest 16

years ol his jrofessional practice cnd the alleged
ccnduct over the period of 5% months covered

by the cnarge.

(6) That would it do sny ood to anybody if

the Appellent (who hus zlrecdy lost his ~ractice)
would lose hig sole livelihood =znd be on the
brink of strrvation wnich he is now focing,

bein, the solekarning member for tae fomily

of nine membvers to feed and educste his five
minor cnildren =nd wio clso h:§ o pay = very
heavy mortgrge sznd rates on hig house snd Surgeries,
and meet other committments? It is = _ross
migfortune znd a grove irony of frcis that the
Aprelianth own cousin, who wes only 42 years

of age ord wzs serving as Lecturer in Medicine
hod died last September 1973 in the yresence

of the Appellant wihile the Apiellant wss
convzlescing in India, =znd the Apwnellant

hrd been mecting prert of the expenses of the
beresved femily consisting of the wife of the
soid cousin and their five children, since
September 1973.

{7) It is submitted tihat the Disciplinizry Committee

could noi have given sufiicient weight to the
fsctors set out herein, end that the decision

to ercce the A pellent's nrme from the Register

wes in the light of their ovm principles upon

which they ought to act r~nd in £11 the circumstances

5
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ADLENDUM T0 THE SUBHISSION OF THE
APPELLANT S. PRSAAD AT PAGE 5, 3rd PARAGRAPH. |
RECORD _ A:.ENDIX

Detective Seargesnt Jesse Brown of the

West Midlaznd Police, Birmingnam in his cross
Exazmination dF Mr. Bayliss has throughout P51 L 3-4
supported that the Appellent was not difficult
nor obstructive at any stage. But he (Browm)
completely twisted his statement for the sake
of prosecution, though Mr. Brown wes told and
informed that the Appellant did not and could
not comuletely control zny of his patients
whether N.,H.S. or Private, and once any

patient takes his medicine from the chemist,

any doctor could not exercise his control.

To give sn. examile, the Apnellant soid that,

gay o vatient taokes Aspirin tablets, which is
used every day, but instead of one tchlet 4
times a day, the petient chooses to tcke 40 tablets
in one go or 20 tsblets every day, he would

die of Aspirin or Sslicylate polsoning. At

no time hzd the Apyrellent ever scid tnat he
could not be held responsible. The Secretary
(Receptionict) of the Aprellesnt was there, ond
no such words or sentence was ever scid by

tne Appellont. Each one of us in this country
is a patient either under the N.H.S. or a
Privste potient with a doctor znd can anyone-
ever szy defingtely vhetnergany doctor can
compell him or her to tske ouly as many tsblets,
capsules, :aixtures or syrups as tihe doctor
wonts ninm or ier to tcke? There cen be not one,
but milliions of exemples when a patient under
trectment of the doctor is advised to tzke one
or tvo t:blets of Pethidine, Boroviturate or any
otner such dsngerous dirugs or even tobiets

of sntidepressive druge like LIERIUM or VALIUM
or pain killing tcblets like PANADOL, but vno
(the patient) trizes far more quentity rnd dies
of Barbiturcte, Pethidine or S-lgcylate
poisoning. The doctor works there in on
advisory censcitv snd not as a coupelling
authority.

At no noint. wee it ever suggested by Seargeant
Browmn in nig interview with the Apielliont

that any netient wrs suffering from overdoses

a8 o direct result of the Apyellonts prescriptions,
ond it is a blunt truth thct any patient ig free
to tcoke, borrow or buy medicines or drugs from
viatever sources e likes. If ony patient

choge to give =z wrong address, the A el eont

had no mesns or suthority to disbelieve the
patient unless end until the Ap:ellant would
h-ve been czlled over to tine residence of

the petient more than once.

It is »roved from the renly of one of the

prosecutions witness Nr. Liurray that Seargeant

Brown wrnted to "do Dr. Prosed" and nence iurray P
gave the statement in the words of Cecorieant L
Brovn, "ie are going to do Dr. Prasad, will

you icke o statement? :

The mistoke thot tie sppeliont mede wrs not 1o
toke a tape recorded statement of ecch ecnd
every potient snd all the interviews including
tnot of the Serr eesnt Brovm ¢nd lir. Spear, but
that wes not fessible nor possible in a busy
surgery »s tnat of tie A pellont. The only
other way wro o exchonge written -nd signed

Da p-Pages L— Lines
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statements from the paotients, Mr. Brown and
Mr. Spezr, but everybody of us understomds that
this could not hove been done in a surgery of
a doctor.

Harry Bryan Spear, a Deputy Chief

nepector in the Home Office Drug Squad
maintzined iu his Cross Exemination by Mr.
Bayliss the Defence Solicitor, that the Appellant
was helpful ond co-operstive ond that

the Apnellont persuaded the patients concerned
in the cases to go to the Addiction Centre, in
the efforts of which the Appellant foiled
miserably. MNr. Spesr olso agreed that the
Appellant denied sending the vatients to
different chemists spread round the city and
that no excessive quzontities of the drugs

had ever been prescribed by the Apnellant

and that the quantities of the drugs were very
small ~nd t.ie intervals were great, that it was
insignificant, and also tiat the drugs being
small in quentities nad not changed hands or
been sold or went in the Black liarket. HNr.
Spear also agreed that it was difficult for
the Appellant (who is not an English doctor)
who 2lwoys ron the risk of being insulted or
injured if he would turn ony patient away anc
that such youn; naetients could hsove been very
difficult to decl with. IMr. Spear also =greed
thot after carrying Sample check and normal
check rs far as he could the Apvellant did NOT
prescribe for azny of thece patients any drug
ofter his first visit on 19th February 1974 .

Mr. Specr threntened the Aprellant on his
second visit on Jrd April 1974 thet ne (Lir. Spesor)
wou.d sec tuzt the Apnellant coulid not practise
anywhere in this country. This threstening was
done in the presence of the wife of tue
Appellent =t the home of the Apvellant,end the
results are proved by the outcome of the

G.i.C. case. t is clear from the evidence

and all the facts and records of this case

that tihe Appeliont took to his heart the

advice of lLir Spear and that tne Apellant
stopped geeing sny of the potients in gquestion
from 19th Februory 1974, after bgeing seen =nd
adviged by iir. Speer. There vwics only one
exception of iliss O'Shcughnessy who was exempted
from the crsge and lir. Cavanagi wio wes toking
medicines for cutting dovn his weight and

for his depression znd drowsiness znd that was
the resson vy Mr. Cavanagn wes prescribed the
weignt reducing drug "POLDERAX" which is also

a drug for msking somebody mo_e polert and for .
warding off snxiety. This drug wes conitinued
until kay 1974. It is more thzn crystal clear
that tiie A pellant wcs not to chzlienge the
authorit; =znd thoush he wes misled and ned
misjudged, he did toke the wiole problem to

his heart snd thorou.hly co-opersted with one
and all of the peorle concerned. Had the
Appellent been a wicked, mischievous ond un-
truthiul doctor iie could have docne mapy wrong
things over tne paost 16 jeers ond could have
continued wit: that, but neitier tnis type

of mischief wpog at nis neart, nor,was he

tzking adventage of the situationt It was

5b
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misfortune that the types of patients involved w=en
ieaiewedl yere not of good characte€ and that they were
criminals, but the Appellant was prescribing =s a
doctor ond not ns a moralist, no® =8 =an executive
authority with powers to purge or prosecute a patient.
The Appellant is bound by the Hippocratic Oath under
wnich ne (the Appellant) could not or would not have
asked the caste, creed or crimes of any ;atient attending
him. Itshould not be forgotten that he comes from a
very different background.

(3¢). It is an acccrted foct however unfortunate it
may seem to be that tliese seven Pprosecution witnesces
(Murray, Donnelly, Jones, Sorby, liiller, Robinson =nd
Lodge) naove knovi. each other as drug users@ior quite
some time, =snd tiese persons nave no cacste or creed
than one comion zim of ggiting druss 2)they attended
the Surgery of the Appel;:nﬁt?hd noyvin_ known each
other from before, stregihened thelr aquaintences
furtiner vhile weiting for nd sharing the Surgery

of the Ap:ellsnt. They 211 lived in Birminghaomowea
knew =1d excihanged their viewpoints collaborating
dne snother's siatements wiile bein, investigated

by the Drug Squad much before the G.i.C, Enquiry.
Four of then were ©tpu_nt to London from Birmingham
and even vhile in tae G.i.C., Enquiry they were kept
walting ond clossetied together in ithe sgile waiting
room of tiie G.i.Cs from tne morning of 22nd July, 1974
to 25th July, 1974 (iondey to Thursdsy). It may
please to be noted taat the G.i.C. Inguiry wes to
begin 2t 1l0o.m. on ionday 22nd July, 1974 and
everybody conccrned in this unfortunate cnoce ves

kept weiting fr.m the mo:ning of 22nd July, 1974
until the ziternoon of 24tn July 1974 winen the cese
began. On the afternoon of 25tnh July, 1974 wiiile the
Apnelleznt weos in the G.il.C. Enquiry roem, two of the
yvitnesses ep.roacited the Anmcllont's Secretary

(lirs. Beryl ilooper) znd tihe Aprelliont's wife

(iirs. Soro) Presad) cnd ssid "udrs. ioopver nnd lrs.
Proszd, we ave corr, to heve teen birousnt nere by
the police to ;ive evidence ageinst Dr. Prasad,

but we vould foce a jail sentence if wve did not
co-orerate with the police. Ve are sppearing under
subpoena". The Aipellont did not learn czbout it

till the ni at of 25th July, 1974,waen ne could mcke
out 28 to vno wcre the peonle concerned. The
Appellsnt did not attech much im ortence to it ag he
s convinced trnot e nad seerfthose prosecution
witnesces as watients, ond not as cunaracters of a
rlot. %he events of the 26t culy, 1974, went so
Tost and judgement rsnnounced sihortly before noon,
thet it engulfed the Appellent. He should heve

told this to the G ..C. Judges, but events allo.ed
over him. In retroswpect, tne ippel:rnt wishes tnst
his Solicitor r..d the G.il.Ce dudses ciiovld uave been
told s~bout ite. In conclusion, collzborstive evidence
es come out in tne light of the ai ve facts wnlen
s-ved “ioge witnesces frow joil seitences, but wes
most nrrmtul to the Ap ellent.

-t - L - Lines P - Pages.
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of this particulsr cese and unduly severe
penaity;

8. Decruse no emphasis vhatsoever hes Leen "laid
dovn on the facts that the Apellant ncs himself
remnined ill r=nd was suffering from a severe form of
Myxiety state and Tengion from the vegining of
Iuly 1975 ¢nd tuougn ne tried to treat himself,

ile was forcedto sbandon cnd leove his practice

to o Locum doctor aznd to breck the viclous circle
of Anxiety state end Tensici, h:d to 0 out of
the countr,, under mediczl sdvice. Thougn he

went out to India to be relaxed with nis relatives
end old aquezintonces to get out of the state of
Yencion, his ovn elder cousin (Hardly 42 years)

a2 Lecturer in Kedicine died = pitiable death

whicin chocked him all the more. Though he returned
back to the U.K. late in 8S8eptemver 1973, the
mental shock, the state oi: Anxiety snd Nervous
Tengion did not leave him. :

He wns under treatment with nis own doctor and
under a Concultsnt Psychiatrist ot the All Saints
ilospital, Birmingham, where hs hed to undergo
trestment. He kept on talking medicine proscribed
by the Congultant even tnougn ne had To resuue
his medical practice in itne end of September 1973
on returnings back to the U.K., beceuse aiter all
he had Jleep vorking snd life had to go forward.
the Apgellant haoc been taling those medicines
gi?hshrough gince July 1973snd even now he has to
nile,

9. That the case would Wot have arisen:: if the
Appellznt had mcintcined a good sccount of his
proctice and the factc Thot he had Tteen 2 very
bad witness. He very thoroughly regrets thet
heving had suffered nimseli witn severe Anxiely
Stete end Tension, he felt more sympatnetic to
those patients ond quite erroneously thought that
he wes helping them, which he would ever regret
all through his life,znd wnich is a big scar mark
on his mind and on his proiessionsl znd social
character. :

10. That the heavy interest of the public and
even in the least inter®st ol the Appellent, it
does not warr:nt thzt the Appellesnt chould be
erased and suspended from the iledicol Reglster.

Therefore, the Arpellant humbly submits that this
Appeal should be =zllowved ior the following cmong

other REASONS
1. BECAUSE the findingsof the committee were
wrong, 1 . "~ and unsatisfectory, 7 - o~

PR o

1 O 4 A

2. BECAUSL the decision ol the Committee was

very harsh and unjustified, and the Appellant's
conduct did not merit the extreme professional
penalty ot striking oif.

The Appellant therefore humbly przys =nd submits that
the Appesl should be allowed and the decision of the

Committee should be set =zside, altered or varie
/

{8gd) Sherengdhar.Prasad.



