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INFECTED BLOOD INQUIRY 

SECOND WRITTEN STATEMENT OF VIJAY KU MAR MEHAN 

I provide this statement in response to a request under Rule 9(3) of the Inquiry 

Rules 2006 dated 13 November 2020. 

I, Vijay Kumar Mehan, will say as follows: - 

Section 1: Introduction 

1. My full name is Mr Vijay Kumar Mehan and I live at GRO-C 

Bristol, L GRO-C and my date of birth is GRO-C 1972. On 15 

October 2001, I qualified as solicitor of the Supreme Court of England and 

Wales. 

2. Upon qualification I was employed by Messrs Pattinson and Brewer, as a 

specialist in Claimant Personal Injury. In November 2005, I joined Messrs 

Fentons Solicitors LLP, again as a Claimant Personal Injury solicitor. I 

attained salaried partnership at Fentons in 2011. By September 2013, 

Fentons LLP was acquired by Australian legal firm Slater & Gordon 

Solicitors LLP, whereupon I became a member of the Alterative Business 

Structure ["ABS"]. I left Slater and Gordon in June 2016 and joined Co-op 
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maintenance of the Inquiry website, the on-line witness questionnaire, 
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other staff to aid the work I was doing. 

Section 3: The Department of Health's engagement with The Archer 

nguiry i 

6. The Infected Blood Inquiry refers me to Page 9 of the Report published by 

• 

♦ 

- 

♦ i . 
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(a) "Please confirm the names of the officials, and their roles, that the 

Inquiry engaged at The Department of Health": 

As described at paragraph 2, 1 changed employers in July 2016 to my 

current employers, Co-op Legal Services Ltd, and as such I do not now 

_t.1iflI1I 
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(under their data retention policy)? 
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I do however know we were in contact with The RT Hon Patricia Hewitt 

!'..• te r.! • ' !. :• rI ri• i !!• ':~! 

Whilst fully appreciating that secrecy fosters suspicion, I genuinely 

cannot, after this length of time, recall any of the names of the officials 

or their roles. 

(b) Please explain the justification, if any, that The Department of Health 

provided to the Inquiry in its observation that "the Inquiry was 

unnecessary". Did you agree with The Department of Health's 

observation? 

The Inquiry report makes clear at page 6, that Lord Warner the Minister 

of State at The Department of Health, said in answers to a 

L' 
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Hansard): 

The Inquiry's very existence was as a direct result of the government's 

~` • • I • i •'' i I •'• i , i 

of Health to provide witness evidence? 

Given Lord Warner's view, I clearly understood at the time of the 

our Inquiry to provide either written or oral witness evidence. 

I9 
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Had we had the powers to compel witnesses, parliamentarians, 

government officials and experts to give evidence, I am sure we would 

have sought to engage with a broad range of officials from the 

Department of Health. 

The reason The Department of Health declined the provision of any 

witness evidence is self-explanatory, as it would have been 

incongruent with the official view of the government, i.e. not to have a 

Public Inquiry. 

In addition, the Inquiry, although it attempted to abide by the principles 

of the Inquiries Act 2005, could clearly not provide the protections that 

some department officials might have sought, providing further reason 

for their non-appearance. 

Therefore, all those giving evidence to the Inquiry did so freely and 

voluntarily. 

From a personal perceptive, I did not agree with the DoH position that 

their officials be prohibited from giving witness evidence, as it made 

our roles of hearing direct evidence, and finding and corroborating 

documentary evidence more difficult. 

(d) Please explain, to the best of your knowledge, how the Department of 

Health determined which documents were to be provided to the 

Inquiry. Did the Department of Health withhold documents that were 

requested? If so, which documents or class of documents were 

withheld and what justification, if any, was provided for this? 

As I have already explained, I was working alone, whilst holding down 

a full-time job as a solicitor in a very busy practice. In hindsight, I ought 

to have created processes which would have dealt more readily with 

this question. However, time and resource were a major inhibitor to the 

recording and storing of all evidence. That is not to say we did not have 
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the evidence, but that attendance notes and tracking of all evidence 
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More specifically, in response to a letter from Lord Archer dated 16 

February 2007 to The Rt Hon Patricia Hewitt MP (exhibited and 

marked ARCH0003331), the Department of Health confirmed they 

would be sharing the results of their own review, pertaining to 

documents held between 1970 and 1985. The said response is date 

stamped 30 March 2007 and exhibited and marked as ARCH0003333. 

I do recall that if the DoH declined to send us requested documents, 

they would have sighted legal or public interest privilege, or that they 

could no longer find the said document. However, I have no written 

evidence to support this. 
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and their roles, at the three meetings that were held with the 
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(g) Please provide an account of what was discussed at the three 

meetings that were held with The Department of Health. 

or signposts of where we might look to find more information which 

E:3 
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Moreover, the unblemished reputation of the Inquiry architect, the late 

-• ♦ • • • • p

The only condition was that the meetings were private, informal and 

not to be minuted. To the best of my recollection this was by mutual 

agreement, considering the government's official view that an Inquiry 

was unnecessary. 

(i) Why was no written record kept of these meetings? Who took this 

decision? 

it was by mutual agreement. 

meetings with the Inquiry, but declined to provide witness evidence in 

public? 

is 
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During the early days following the formation of the Inquiry, I formed 

the impression the DoH had a sympathetic position with regards to the 

many challenges we faced, as we did not have powers to compel 

witnesses to give evidence. 

The Rt Hon Patricia Hewitt MP made clear in her letter, date stamped 

30 March 2007, that the Government's view had not changed, and a 

Public Inquiry was unjustified and would provide no further benefit to 

those affected. However, she goes on to say "Nevertheless, the 

Department is willing to assist you as far as we can;...". Ms Hewitt 

states the Government has great sympathy for those infected, and I 

assume the offer of meetings was a form of acknowledgment and help 

for the work we were trying to carry out. 

I have already addressed above the reasons why I believe the DoH 

could not provide its own witnesses and or witness evidence. 

(k) How did the three meetings with The Department of Health further the 

Inquiry's understanding of the issues to which the Inquiry related? 

Please explain your answer. 

I genuinely cannot recall fully, but as I have said above, we gained 

documents related to the government review of documents held 

between 1970 and 1985. We might also have wished to better 

understand the structure of blood transfusion service, during the 

relevant periods/decades. 

(I) Why were three meetings with The Department of Health necessary? 

Was anything further discussed that necessitated meeting on three 

separate occasions? 

I do recall that at the end of the first meeting, we asked the DoH that if 

we had specific questions, or needed documents, as we were now on 
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you believe may be of relevance to the Infected Blood Inquiry insofar as 

The Department of Health's engagement with The Archer Inquiry is 

concerned. To assist, we have provided the Inquiry's List of Issues 

(attached). 

• • r `.,• • ! of • • • o' ! ! 

~' r• :~ r • r. ' . . r r• r r.
..:. 

-• '' 11'' - • -• • -• " 111 • 

reasonable can to ensure those affected are supported". 

Inquiry since the same letter makes commitments for further support to 

those afflicted. 

ill 
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In the overall context of Ms Primarolo's letter, the increased funding 

proposed for those infected with HIV seems inadequate and was nowhere 

near the provision made by the Irish Government, to which the Archer 

report referred. 

No help is proposed for those infected with Hepatitis C in the years 

following the Archer Inquiry, and in particular the anomalies regarding the 

widows of patients. Further, in view of the sums involved sadly this 

seemed to lack both understanding and compassion. 

Professor Gilmore and it would be interesting to know the outcome 

• •• •' •' I •• i • •• i 

a 

•r 
i a'i `r i t i i r• •  D • •f 

• •s • 

-

r •. r 

•- 

• • • r r 

- o r 

• •. r i 'i r r r•• i 

As a society we compensate those who are victims of crime under the 

Criminal Injuries Compensation Award scheme, and the victims of 

Thalidomide. Clearly the Government are not legally liable for the act of 

violence perpetrated by an individual or the terrible consequences of 

unknow side effects of drugs, but obviously sees that it the right thing to 

do, to help those who are the innocent victims of physical and or mental 

harm. 

f10 
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Those afflicted and their families have suffered and endured greatly, and 

their experiences must be heard, in order as a society, we do the right 

thing and act responsibly, and not compare our moral duty to that of the 

law where legal liability and restitution is at the heart of its thinking. 

In closing, I would like to say every single one of the innocent victims of 

this Inquiry have my deepest sympathy and best wishes in their fight to 

attain innocent status, acknowledgement, an apology, and financial and 

other practical support. 

Statement of Truth 

I believe that the facts stated in this witness statement are true. 

G RO-C 

Signed 

Dated 24 March 2021 
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