[image: image1.png]19.

21.

On 3 July 2002 you met Professor Kroll in order to determine areas of
agreement and disagreement between you on the issue of vaccinating Child A
and Child B. Dr Conway was due to attend but did not. Notes of that meeting
were available to the Panel and refiected some areas of agreement with
regard to the background and risk/benefit ratios of some of the vaccines.

in a report dated 7 September 2002 (which did not reach you until after 19
November 2002), responding to your report. Dr Conway was highly critical of
your seport. He accused you of confused thinking. of not basing your
conchesions on scientific evidence or modemn medicine of ignoring the
conclusions of your refesrences and omitting mportant detaiis from your
references.

On 12 November 2002, the solicitors wrote to you to say that although Dr
Conway'’s response was believed to be 52 pages long, “it is not that you will
have to raise a full report, merely to pick out the main contentions.” You did
not receive Dr Conway'’s report until after 19 November 2002 afthough you
were asked to respond by 2 December 2002. In the event, you commendably
managed, despite the limited time, to complete your second report on 5
December, less than a week before the trial began. The Panel carefully
considered, but did not accept in full, the criticisms of this second report
identified by the GMC.

You gave evidence at the trial on 10 December 2002. The Panel has seen the
transcript and is certain that you were not trying to mislead the court. On 13
June 2003 Mr Justice Sumner handed down his judgement at Winchester
Crown Court that it would be in the best interests of both Child A and Child B
to receive a number of vaccinations, in line with the recommendations of Dr
Conway and Professor Kroll.

Neither Dr Conway nor Professor Kroll gave evidence to the Panel, nor did
any of the parents. However, Dr Elliman, Consultant Paediatrician in
Community Child Health with responsibilities for immunisation, who had been
instructed by the GMC, did.




