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$3N verdict for negligence claim ag: |
Patient's specimen mislabeled, cancer misdiagnosed
The plaintiff was employed as a nurse at defendant University of Michigan Hospztal ’HOSpit""
She underwent a fine needle aspiration at the hospital because of a thickening in her ! eft breast.
The fluid was submitted 1o the cytopathology d p ment at the hospital for evaiuation o
determine whather the piaintiff had breast cancer

Defendant iab clerk, an employee of
, the hospital, received the specimen
’ Get clie t and was responsible for labeling the
et client i slides/specimen with the identifying
accession number assigned by
newsletters | @ccession number assigned by
5 B . i computar to the piaintiff.
tatlored to yvour |
T 12 | said the d
pldLUUE areasi PP defij f:)ounsel said the !efendafwt
L | lab clerk piaced the wrong accession
e ! number on the plaintiffs
’ ‘ slides/specimens. As such, the
! | plaintiff was misdiagnosed as having
breast cancer. The plaintiff's
slides/specimens, CoUnse!
mixed up with 2 maie patien
have cancar
After exlensive communication with Dr. Alfred Chang, her treating surgical o :c‘oga Ewith
University of Michigan Hospital, the plainliff underwent a pariial mastectomy, sentinel lymph
node mapping, dissection and removal. Or. Chang hed assured tr.e piaintf in an email that he
would cnly remove one to two lymph nodes. and that there wouid not be any resuiting functional
oroblems of the plaintiffs arm.
The plaintiff
the cancer has
Following the surgery, ihe plainiiffs b
pathaot ogyd partment for evaluation. The paﬂ‘oxun« !'L-;povi
seven ymph nodes were negative for cancer.
Plaintiffs counsel said Dr. Chang leamed o pathology report, but did P“‘ contact E
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glectionic records the folloveng:
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When the plaintifl met with ihe head of the cylopathclogy department, she was told of the error
in the 1ab, and that she should not have undergone the

D an at mastectomy, and the lymph node
mapping, dissection and removal.

The piamtiff estified that the Unzvarsity of Michigan doctor told her she should go home and
forget about what had happenad.

Duse to the partial mas“reczo*ny and lymph node removal, the plaintiff & "eioped a permanent and
disabling condition calted lymphedema. Some of the irnited treatments avaiiable for this
conditicn inciude manuai drainage, comp GSSIChgai““F‘.u and kingsiotaning. The goal of
treatmant is 10 try to manage swelling and reduce pain.
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The plainiff attemple turn to work a few days afier her surgery, but developed physical

dio
difficuities doing her job. M I loreover, plaintiff's omsel said, she also experiencea difficulty
working with patients as a nurse, began 1o guestion the accuracy of the hospital's test resuils
regarding patients, and developed a severe distrust and suspicion of the University of Michigan
and its medical staff. The plaintiffs treating doctor took her off work on Oct. 14, 2003, and she
has never returned to work as a nurse or at the University of Michigan after this date.
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Suit was fled in the Court of Claims again
and ’:dm v negligence. At me time suit was filed, pial
refused to d;\u:ge the narne of i the clerk who had mad

Ad

in Washtenaw County Circuit Court against the lab clerk o
of Claims action was t‘nen consohdated with tha circult court ﬁc*.cn

Just prior to trial. and again curing trial, the judge ruled that the defenaant iab
constituted ordinary negligence, not medical ma:pr' ctice, becauss the claim d
questions of medi -,cd judgment pursuant to Bryant v. Qakpoinle Viila Nursing

adich. 411 (2004%. Labeling the samples was 2 clerical functi edica!l
went on to state it w as simpie uman enor whi ors
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Type of action
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Hame of case: Doe v, University of Michigan, et al.

Courticase no./date:

Washtenaw County Circuit Court; #05-138-MZ; Feb. 21,
Claims: #05-1012-N

s March 12, 2007

Hame of judge: Timothy 2. Connors
Verdict amount: 33 million

Allocaiion of fauit:

Attorneys for the plaintiff: Michael J. Garris and Kitty Groh
Attorney for the defendant: Withhelo

Mamei/city of most heipful experts: Dr. Jennifs

er D . treating physical medi litati
specialist, Dr. Alan Krohn, treating psychologist, Sa Hitton, treating phvmcrl therapisi; Dr
Michae! Thomsaor
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cimist; Dr. Robert Ancell,
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