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DefeDatd[ts

o(DILAUTT

CO-UES NOIi the plainiff, Robert Ii. cardner;_ J.r., and
fi-Ies this Cooptaint, -nd .states as fol).gws .

CASE NO.

The Plainiff is a resident of Spritgfield; .Virginia,
and in the Couuty of, FaLrfax. Ihe Defendlaots are physicians
and health care provlders ricensed to practice medicine in
the Commonwealth of VLrginla, and are regrularly engagred in
tbe practice of nedicine in Springfieldt, Virginia.
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2. htrther, the Defendants operate uumerous health
care facilities throughout the northern Virginia area,
as well as throughout the Washington D.C. metropolitan
area including Maryland. The physicians aoil other heal_th

care proviilers working at. the Defendants health care'
facilities are agents of, servants and/or employees of
the Defendants.

3. The Plaintiff uses the Sprinqfield Kaiser Health
facility because of the conveoient location for plaintiff,
and Plaintiff has a primary Care Doctor at the Springfield
Eealth Care facility, Jerry J. Sullivan, uD, in the Internal
Irletlicine Department.

4. On the weekend of September 13, 2O,14 the plaintiff
was experiancing sinus pain ancl sinus congestion problems-

on Monilay, September 15, ZO14 the plaintiff called the
Kaiser appointment nurse and got an appointment confinaed
for Tuesrraiz morniDg, Septeuber 16, 2014, with the plainiff, s

Primarlr Care Doctor, Jerry J. Sullivan MD.

5. the iioie Baid.primary Care Doctor entered a V1si.t
'DiagrDosi.s of AC0:rE SfNUSITIS, and placed a prescription at
the Kaiser Pharnacy. downstairs on the 1st floor of the Kaiser
Ilealth Care Facility for the drug CEFURoXIME AXETIL 500 MG

Oral Tablet (Generic for CEFTIN ) for pickup by plaintiff
on that same d.ay.
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5. The Plaintiff picked up the prescription that day

and as per iliirectlons started using the CEETIN neclication.
7 - After taking the CEFTfN nedication for only one

full day ( 1 Tablet by nouth Z times per ilay for sinus ),
the Plaintiff woke up on the morning of Septenber 1g, 2014

and inmediately noticed a ',skin rash', on his face and body.

The Plaintiff suspecting that the rash was an allergic
reaction to the ne!, nedication CEFTIN, di.d not take any

more of the nedication, and innediately called the Kaiser
appointnent nurse for an appointoent as soon as possible

wlth the Primary Care Doctor that morning.

8. Having confinoed an appointment for that morning,

the Plaintiff arrived at the primary Care Doctor's office
at approxinately 11:30 am, September 19, 2014 for nedical
examination. and diagnosis.

9. During thdt. -fuedieal examination, the said doctor
concured that the plaintiff should not take any tnore of the
CEFTIN Bedication; and further, the- doctor wantecl piaintiff.
to cone back for a follor up a:rmination on the following day.
On this this day, Septenber 19, 2014, the primary Care Doctor
entered on the Plaintiffrs medj_cal lecord a Vist Diagnosis of
AILERGIC REACTION, rNfT - primary.

10. Plaintiff returned to the primary Care Doctors office
the next day on September 19, 20,14 for fol1ow up examination.
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After examination at this follos appointnent, the prinary
Care Doctor tried to get plaintiff seen;- !y a .Dernololgqist
at the Kaiser Dernotology Department, which was l-ocated

upstairs in the same building. Eowever, Dernotology rras

over-booked that day, and could rlot see the plaintiff
until first appointnent on Monday morniag, Septenber 22,

201 4-

11 . The Primary Care Doctor entered a visit Diagnosis
of DERUATf?IS for the Friday folIow-up visit on Septenber .l 9,
201 4-

12. By Irtonday Uorning, plai.ntif f ' s condition had

become sorse, and plaintiff enlisted the help of his spouse

to drive the vehicle to plaintiff rs g:45 arn, Septirnbei,.22.,

2014 appointnent. plaintiff saw Anj u pabby, IrID Dernatolog:y.
Dr. Pabby did not conduct an exaninatioq but rather refered
Plaintiff go directly to Emergency at Virginia Eospital
Center at 1701 N. ceorge Irtason Drive, Arl-iDgton, Virginia.
Plaintiffrs spouse drove directly to Virginia Eospital
Center EEergency Room.

13. Virginia Eospital Center took plaiEtiff imediately
into emergeDcy servlces and conductecr examination ancr blooil
tests as weII as other testlng. within a fairly short period
of tj-me, Doctors advised plaintiff that they were refering
and transferlnf.. the plaintiff by ambulance to the Washington
Med-Sfar Trau0a Center.
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14. washington Ued-Star trauma doctors conducted an

examination of plaintiff, including blood test and skia
biopsy tesLs, and conciuded that the plaintiff had suffered .

an allergic reaction to the drug CEE.TfN' anal that said
allergie reacti.on had resulted in a condition known as

STEVENS JOENSON SYNDROME.

15. The Plaintiff was admltted to the Washington Ued-Star
Trauma Center that day on September 22, 2014. The plaint.iff
renained hospitalized at said Trauma Center lrith daify
treatment through September 27, ZO1 4.

16. The plaintiff was released to go hone, with a ridgid
schedule of hone care proceedures that went on for many months.

17. Stevens Johnson Syndrome cones with many new side
effects that remain with the patient 1ong after the SJS

conditions have been resotved; ancl plaintiff continues to
suffer from many af those side effects such as blurred vison,
pustular psoriasis, joint pain, chronic fatique, cold sensitivE,
depression, gastrointestinal problems and others.

18. The Xaiser-Eealth patient Information page Cleaily
shows that the plaintiff has an allergy to A!,[PICIL4EIN, and
such allergy information has been listed for the plaintiff
in the Kaiser Eealth plan records for over .l 0 years.

19. The Defendants did know or should have known that
CEI'TfN \,ras not an appropriate prescription for a patient
with an allergy to Ampicillin; and the Defendants irere
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negligent anal careLess in providing the CEFTfN prescription.
20. The Defendants were negligent and careless by placing

the Plaintiff at risk for having a severe al1.e::gic reaction
to a medication.

21 . The Defendants were negligent and careless in faili.ng
to timely and prourptly diagnos,.ind respond to the plaintiff's
symptoms ' thereby allowlng the condltion to advance to a more

dangerous and serious point.

IIEEREPORE, the plaintiff prays for an award of alamages in
thr aoount of g950,000-00 plus interest and costs of this
action.

JI'RY DEI,IAND

Pursuant to Rule 3:21 of the Rules of the Suprene Court
of Virginia, the plalntiff in the above captioned matter ilemands

PLAINTIT'F: ROBERT L. GARDNER, JR.

By
Robert L. Gardner, Jr.
5608 Eackberry Street
Springfield, VA Z21SO

-6-

Courth
ouse

 N
ew

s S
er

vic
e


