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SCCIAL SECURITY ACTS 1975 TO 1986
CLAIM FOR INVALIDITY BENEFIT
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"o Lo RUCur decision s that the award of Invalidity benefit 16 the claimant for the Inclusive

). peﬂoa_??,.%h)' ] -"{g"ffj,cc':bbe 1936 was not to be reviewed because the reguirements for

ing"$he period 12 August 1986 to 13 Cerober 1986 did not cease to.be satisfied,
d-for.dy regulation 11(2) of the Social Security (Claims and Payments)

1979;-8nd Invalidity benefit is payable from 12 Augusz (936 to {3 Octaber 198§

{both dates Included), The adjudication offlcar's appea fails.

e, T Is an appeal by the adjudication officar against the decision of the Liverpool

social security appeal tribunal given on 9 July 1937. The appeal Initlally came before the .
Qhief Commissicner who adjourned the oral hearing and directed that the appeal was to be
argued before a Tribunal of Commissioners. The appeal was the subject of an oral hearing
before us on °l and 2 November 1933.  The adjudicaticn officer was represented: by
Mr N. Butt of the Sollcitor's Offics in the Department of Health and Social Security and
Ms Mary Heery of Merseyside Welfare Rights Advice Centre represented the claimant, '

3. Section 17 of the Soclal Security Act 1975 (the Act) deals with the determination of
days for which benefit is payabie, and in relation to the prezent 43ppeal It is
section {7{1XaXii) which is material. [t reads as follows: _ 7 -
™1} For the purposes of any provisions of this Act relating 0 unemﬁioymem beneflt,
sickness benefit or invalidity bene{lt - ‘ N

(a)  subject to the provisions of this Act, a day shall not be treatad In
relation 19 any person -

(i} as a day of Incapacity for work unless on that day he is, of

Is desmed In accordance with regulations to be, Incapable

" of wark by reason of some specific disease or bodily or
mental disablement, '

('work’, in this paragraph,” meaning work which the person can reasonably be
expectad 1o doki* . ' :

In s far as the'machinery governing the forward allowance of Invalidity benefit is,
cancerned, seczion 79(3) of the Act Is material and regulation Ll in Part | of the Secial
Sezurity (Claims and Payments) Regulations 1979 {S1 1979 No. 628] (the Regulations) deals
with the award of such beneiit and made provision for its review. We set outr the sectipn
and the regulation later in the course of this decislon. [t i3 to be observed that the Secial



Security (Claims and Payments) Regulations 1987 (SI 1987 No. [968) revoked Part il
the 1979 Regulations. Section 79(3) was repesled by the Sccial Security Act [986 wir
effect from 1] April [983. It is to be noted, however, that regulation [7(4) of the iat
regulations replaces the rule contained in reguiation 11{2) of the earller reguiation
Section 104 of the Act provided at the relevant time: .

*106.=({1) - Any decisions under this Act of an adjudication officer, a social securi;
appeal tribunal oc a Commissioner may be reviewed at any time by an adjudicatic
- efficer or, on a reference from an adjudication officar, by a social security appe
‘tribunal, if - S

+. . {a)  the officer or tribunal is satisfied and, in the case of 3 decisic

' of a Commissioner, satisfied by {rssh evidencs, thar o
- decision was given In ignorancs of, or was based on 2 mistaka
" 10, some material fact; or '

{bj "there has been any relevant change af clrcumstancas sings -t

"z ~decision was given; or

,_-:h; decision was based an the decision of -
£ M a question for determination by the Secrestary ¢
State under section 93 ar 35, or by the Attendanc

Allowance Board under section 105(3), or

= - -

[(if}  either of the disablement quesﬁom (section 108) .
reiation to industrial Injuries benefit or seves
disabiement ailowance,

and the decision of that question ! revised under section 35(2) or ¢
(Secretary of State) or section 106 (Attendancs Allewance Board) «
section | 10 (medical board). K

4,  The claimant, who was born on § September 1960, is a fireman by/pcoupation.
warked as such since he was 23 years of age. He has a history of back pain extending bac
to 1974. He systained an injury to his right wrist in about [962. He became incapabie
work in 1984 following an industrial accident on 17 June {934, and he recsived statutory sk
pay until 15 August 1984. This was {ollowed By sickness benefir from 16 August 1984 -
2 January {925 and invalidity benefit from 3 January 19835, His incapacity was giv
varicusiy cn his sick notes as prolapsed invertarbral disc, slipped dise, back injury a
arthritis of the back. On 23 May 1936 the adjudication officer awarded |nvalidity benet
for the period 27 May 1986 ta 13 Cciober 1938, By a decision on review issued «
26 August 1986 another adjudication officar raviewed that decision and his revised decish
was that invalidity benefit was not payable from 12 August (986 w0 |3 Oczober 1936 (bo
dates inciuded) because the claimant had not proved that he was incapable of work by reas
of some specific disease or bodily or mental disablement. As appears {rom paragraph
below, this review was clearly under regulation {1{2} of the Reguiations. There had been
eariler nurported review on 22 August 1986 under section 104{1Xb), byt reliance on that w
a’ andoned by the adjudication officer in his written submission to the social security appe
tribunal at box 6 paragragh |. On 9 September 1936 the claimant appeaied to the tribunal.

5. © At the hesring of the appeal before the tribunal on 9 July 1987 the members found
{zct that the claimant on or about 27 August 1936 had been awarded invaildiry beneflt
13 Cetober 1936 on his doctar's certiflcate, and further that two diff{erent medical office
of the Department of Health and Soclal Security wha examined the claimant on 2 July 1%
and 1! August 1986 respectively found him nat unflt for work within limits. The tribun
allawad the cizimant's agnexl an the ground that the adiudication officer was not entitied:
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. :. ;'e;tiew ‘the decision awarding invalidity benefir for the perisd 237 May (986 1o
13.October 1986 snd that benefit was payable for that period. The reasons for t=e tridunal's
decision were stated in the following passage:

"We ‘consider this appeal was precisely similar on the facts, to those in decision

"R{S) 4/86 and thierefore actept the argument of M/s Williams that the 4/O was not

* entitied to review on either of the specified grounds. We do not ungerstang the

apparent eontlict’ between R(S)} 4/86 and what v precisely stared in Reg tH2) of

' the C and P R2gs but assume that the Commissioner in R(S) 8/36 must have taksn
. _that Reg ifmro actouat.” . - -

The chnrmano! iﬁeﬁ-’xril:_‘:‘unatigmted the adiudication oiflesr leave to apﬁea.' against. the

8. - . Mr-Butt had 3’3"‘4‘““"“ initial award was capable of review under regulation 11(2)
- ‘of the Regulatior ":j-}e-pommd to the provisions of regulation [l(]} which enables the

o .+ adjudication-of$icsr 10 make a. forward allowancs in respect of a benefit which is a day w0
Lo 2 dey beedlt ind 35 the Dower 10 Teview such an award contained In.regulation L1(2). He has

' “ referred us 10, the enabling power in section 79(3Xc) of the Act. HMe submitted that
‘section 104 has nothing to do with such circumstancss. Ms Heery submitted that
section 79(3) does.not envisage a separate power of review and that the raviews provided for
by section 7%3) and the regulations made thereunder are reviews under section 104, She
further argued that if Mr Butt's-interpretation of section 793} is carrect, then the principle
of finallty in an award is broken, and she refarred to section |17 of the Act, which deals’
with- finality of decisions. She alsc submittad that ne provision. is made, either by section 79
or the regulations made thereunder, as to who ls 2o carry cut the review. On this question
Mr Butt has referred us to the provisions of section 98 of the Act. We have heard argument
alsc as o whether the adjudicaticn offlcer correctly reviewed and revised the Initial
decision on the assumption that he had jurisdiction so to do. Both Mr Butt and Ms Heery
have addressed us on the question ¢f whether or not it was open to the adjudication- offlcar

in any event to exercise the right of review conferred on him by section 104 of the Act ir
the circumstances of this case. ' -

7. 1t Is Important td emphasize that the initial decision awarded a forward allowance Ir
respect of invalldity benefit. It was this award which was the subject of the review decisior
issuad on 26 August 1984. Such review dec.sion read as {ailows:

"T have reviewed the decision of the adjudication officar awarding invalidity benefl
from 77.5.36 10 13.10.36 (both dates included) because the decision awarded benetfl
{or a period after the date of claim and the ciaimant did not continue to saisfy o
requirements for payment of that beneflt, and in respect anly of the pericd j2.3.36 U
13.10.86 (both dates inciuded) my revised decision is as follows:- Invalidity benefit L

- not payable from 12.3.36 to0 13.10.36 (both dates included) because the ciaimant ha

: not proved that he was incapable of work by reasen of some specific disease or-bodll
or mentai disablement.” )

It is to be observed that the adjudication officer referred to the initial.' decision havin
awarded benetit for a period after the dare of claim and then went on to say

" ... the claimant did not cantinue to satisty the’requiremvents for payment of tha
benefit".

The words which we have quoted clearly refer to regulation 11(2) of the Regulaﬂom

S Ataimmams ymd dTesitamnamne af siclmass nnd invalidit



31 Reg-uluions may make provision -

{a) for permitting, in prescribed circumsiances, a claimt  for

' unesapicyment be-.efit. sickness benellr, invalidity benefir, ar severe

-, -disablement allowance to be made, or to be treated as if mace, lora
~ period falling partly after the date of the claim;

“for permitling an award an any such claim 10 be made for a periad
after the date of the claim of not more than 26 weeks (or such
‘ shorter period as the Secretary of State may in any case direct)
“subject to the condition that the claimant continues during that
-period to satisiy the requirements for the benefit in question:

for the review of any such award if those requirements are fsund not
.10 have be=n satisfied at some time during the period of the award;

or ghe dlsailowancs of & person's claim for unemployment benefit;
Tiickniess benelit, invalidity benefit or severe disablement allowances
n any grounds to be treated as a disailowancs of any furmer claim
y-that person for that benefit until the grounds of the ariginal

f1sailo ""mce have ceased to exiat” )

Regu-hﬁbh'- i1 asa}'nended so fac as ls material provided:

"11(1) Sublect w6 the following paragraphs, where a medical cartficate has been

issued in respect of the person named therein (*the claimant”} «
L {a) _‘ a.claim for sickness or invalidity beneilt or severe disablement
. allowanes based on the medical ceriificate shall, uniess in any
case the Secretary of State otherwise direc:s, be treated as il
made by the claimant for the periad specifled in tha

cartificate; .

) {b) on any such claim the benefit may be cwardedifé(r the whole o

‘ part of that period alter the date of the claim but no
excreding 26 weeks or such shorter period as the Secretary o
State may in a particular case direcy; .

(¢} lf on any such ciaim the beneflit is awarded for part only of th
period in respect of which the claim is treatad as if made
further decisions in accordancs with paragraph (1Xb) awardin
such benefit may be given on the same claim.

(2)  Aay decision awarding benefiz by virtue of paragraph (1) shail be subject t

the condition that the claimant continues 19 satisiy the requirements {or the paymer

° thersof during the period te which the award relates and if these requirements ar
found not to have been satisfied at some time during the said perigd the award s=all b

reviewed."

Section 7%3) and the Regulations conferred power on an acjudication officer tc make
farward award, but subject to the condition that the clalmant continued to satisly -3
requirements . for the payment of benefit during that forward pericd, and it required |
award 1o be reviewed if the requirements were {ound not 1o have besn satis{led sorme UM
during the period.’ Regulation i1 siforded a method ¢f dealing with forward allowances

respect of sickness and lnvaildity benefit and severe disablement allowance and p.n't:wit'led f
e mn wintmanar Wer wihimi guch forward allowance was made and controlied. The revie
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as long as he satisfies the conditions for the payment thereof. A similar saleguard in
respect of a forwacrd allowancz of unemplovment benefit was provided for by
regulation 12(4) of the Regulations {alse since replacad),

3.  The question for the tribunal on agpeal from the review decision was whether or nat
the adjudication officer hac correctly exercised. the jurisdiction under regulation [!(2) as to
whether the ciaimant had or hac not cantinued to satis{y the requirements for the payment
of the benefit from 12 August 1936. [f the claimant had done so then the adjudicaticn
otficer could not review the award, Tne members of the tribunal did not address the:r minds
to that question at all, Instead they decided the case on the basis that the requiraments of
section 104 of the Social Security Act 1975 had not existed at the time of the review. In

doing 3o they accspted the argument of the ciaimant's then representative that the -

adjudication officar c3uld oniy review if he was satisfied that the initial decision was given
In ignorancz of, or vasba:ed on a mistake as to, some marerial facs, or that thers had been
a reievant change of circumstances. .In the opinion of the tribunal there could oniy be a

- _review when one of Dthier of the pre-conditions for a review specified in section 104(1) had.

B . been ‘satistied.”In Noliling’ d3 they did they {ollowed the principle of law enunciated by the .

'..""'C '-" "

. Commissioner- in " R{S)-4/86. -In'that case the adjudication officer purported to review the

ongmalde:iaongqﬁé" ground that it was based on a mistake as 1o some material fact and.

% the Commissioaer Jecioed the Case by refersnca’ to the provisions of section 104, There is i

nothing in-the decision 1o stiow that the Commissioner's attention was drawn ta section 79 of
the Act or to regulation. 11 of the Regulations, Reviews of this kind were again dealt with ~
by the same Commissioner in CS/131/1986, where he considered the inter reiationship

- between section 104(1) and regulation 11(2), He said at paragraph 7:

%7, “There canbe no question of the adjudication officer's having any power to review

the original award covering the pericd from 31 October 1985 10 25 December {985 In
retlance on section 104(1) of the Social Security Act |975. As regards section 104(IXa)
there was no primary {act as to which the adjudication officar was either ignerantar
miszaken (se= R(S)4/36 paragraph 4 R(1)3/75 paragraph 9; and the observations made
by Brown J in Regina v. Secretary of State for Social Services, Ex carte Loveday cited

In the Appendix to the decision on Commissioner's [ile CM/170/1585, to be reporied as

[}

constituting a relevant change of circumstances within section 104(1)Xb} (see R{5)4/36
paragraph 6; R(S5)6/78 paragrapa 3). lHowever, the adjudication officar seeks to rely on
regulation 11(2) of the Social Security (Claims and Payments) Regulations 1979

[S.L 1979 Neo.5628L." .

He then set out regulation 11{2) and referred to the adjudication officar's contantion that
aithough there was n. power to review under section 104(l), it was open to him to review
under reguiation 11(2). The Commissicner said:

3. Manifestly, the extant of. the power to review Is contained in the enabllng
provision, namely section 104(]) of the Social Security Act 1975, There is no provisien
in that particular section, or for that matter elsewhers In the Act, enabling those
powers 10 be extended by regulation. It foilows that reguiation | 1(2) must take subject
to the exhaustive definition of the power of review contained in section 106(1). If 2

© decision cannot be reviewed under section 104{l), it cannot be reviewed under any
subordinate legisiation. .In other words, regulation 11(2} cannot eniarge the
adjudication oificar's pawer to alter his original decision. 1, as In the case here, 2
new,medlcai opinion does not constitute grounds for review under section 104(1), it is
of no avail under resulation 11(2). It follows from this that the adjudlcation officer
had no power to review or ravise his original award."

In our judgment that passage does not represent & correct statement of the law, clearly It
.- P L L taas
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ceview of the award if the requirenents for benelit were {ound net toc have been satisiied
during the period.of 2 forward award. In qur judgment the jurisdiction under regulation LH2)
of the Reguiations was independent of section 104 of the Act and required review when the
requirements for entitiement czased o be satis{ied. The jurisdiction exercised by victue of
the regulation was independent of, but cencusrent with and alternative to the power of
review under section 104, This was recognise< by the Commissioner in R(5) 6/7%, a review
" case on the basis of medical opinion. Our conclusian is that the tribunal based its decision
on an approach which was erronecus in law, namely that the adjudication officer's
jurisdiction under regulation ! 12} was dependent on the requirements of section 1Q4(l) being
_satisfied. -Such is an-error of law upsn which we set aside the decision. :

‘9. . Both Mr Butt and’ \is Heery have agreed. that the instant case is one where it ls
desirabie that we should exercise the power conferred by section 101(3XaX1i} of the Act. We
. considered. it eXpedient: to- make: findings of fact anc 1@ give the appropriate decision in the
light of them.";ji?}e'f_:jii':\ihil'_'did.riot make any findings as te whether the claimant continued

- to satisfy the I iirement {or benefit. This is the factual question upon which the case

P, turnsoniereguiremem‘ls “that provided for by section 17(1Xa)iY) of the Aci, namely
A whether medghgz_'inliu'mplble of work by reason of some specific dizeaseor-bedily ar
rai disableme ¥ during, éach.day.in Xhe relevant period. The finding on that question
jﬁniny'di,spésé?fﬁféihe_fcisé}}ﬁ_he claimant was present. Ms Hesry desired that he should

‘give' ;ygﬁg_@gg‘;ﬁgj‘ggnggigmj« ‘accapted by Mr Butt that there was ng bar to. our taking

ev1dence o qé!ﬂmmwmmeparmarc.rcumsmces of this case we thought it right
.7 10'do . fﬂe__f';',tciht"ti_i_?nﬂﬁ'i'_'_“ﬂm_'au";‘i_‘frurh. In addition to the testimony of the claimant
~ ‘we have the material which wis before the tribunal, in particular the medical reparts and
cartificates. ~We also have all the eariier medical reports which. were neither beiocre the
adjudication ‘off!Te: ‘AT tye time of the ceview nor. the tribunal. Fer the purpcse of
regulation 11(2) we are required to {ind on that evidence whether during the reievant ; eriod
<he claimant continued 10 satisfy the regquirement a3 10 incapacity. If he did not then the.
condition requiring & review of the award of beneflt operated. Iz is rightly accepted By
Mr Butt that in the circumstances the burden of proving that the clsimant ceased to satisfy
the requirement ison the adjudication offlcer. ' .
. ’ ya
10. We have before us 2 medlcal cartificate Issued by the ciaimant's general practitione:
on |1 Ociober 1935 (page 11 of the case papers) advising the cialmant to tefrain from werl
for one year on &CTOunt of arthritis. We also have evidencs thet for a number of year
belore that the claimant suffered from back trouble variously described g;f a siipped disc
prolapsed. invertaroral disc and arthritis of the back. It was om she bagis of the medicy
certificate of 1l October 1985 that the adjudication officer made a forward award @
invalidity benefir up % 13 October 1986, On 2 July 1986 the claimang was examined by
medical officer of the Department of Health and Social Security and we have the regort ¢
the doctor of that date. His opinion was that the claimant was incapable of work 8t h
reguiar occupation of a fireman but that he was capable of work within certain limits. It
to e noted that the doctor was of opinion that thers was substantial impairment in relatic
to kneeling, bending, lifting/carrying and that there was 1 ail funcsion as to cimbi
ladders; in addition there was i slight Impairment in the claimant's ability to walk and 10
* He then went on tc &Y that in his opinion the claimant could not do heavy work or wo
invelving prolonged sitzing, standing or walking. However he thought thar the claima
could do "semi sedentary light werk™ 1t was further stated by the doctor that the claima
could fot stand, sit or walk for long. On L1 August 1986 the claimant was examined by
differens medical officer of the Department of Health and Social Security. He also was
op.icn that the claimant was incapable of his regular wark but capabie of work witt
ceetain limits. He {ound the ciaimant to be handicapped because he could not bend or sit !
‘long, and like the firsT medical ‘officer he was of the view that werking conditions wh
invoived prolonged sitting should be avaided. He fursher stated that cutdoor werk in
weathers should be avoided. He aiso found that the ‘cizimant was substantially impaifed
kneeiing, bending and lifting/carrying. He said that the claimant wore 2 surgical corset &
had limited mevement in his spine but with these constraints the elaimant could d6 el
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' work. The evidence of the Department's doctors is not gniavourable to the claimant’s case,
while it is true that beth doctors expressed the view that he is capable of light work or, as
described by one of them,. ngami sedentacy light work™, Noth state that he has sudstantial
impairment in relation 0 kneeling, bending and [fting/carrying and siight imgairment in
climbing stairs, and the view was expressed that he could not stand or sit {or long. Whether
ar not the claimant was incapable of work is 2 question of fact ta be cetermined Sy us on all
the evidence, not just the medical .evigence. It is not in dispute that the claimant was
incapable of his usual wark, nor is it disputed that the time had come when it was reasonasle
- to measure his incapacity against 3 wider field of work. We have (© ask curselves whether
there’ was iny work which the claimant could reasonably be expected 1o do &1 tne material
~time, and “work"_in. this context is remunerative part-time or full-time wark for which an
employer “weuld te” willing “to pay.” The Department's doctors were of opinion that the

- claimant, was Capable of Jight work or "semi sedentacy light wark™ but in view of their
- .- - findings 85 10 his‘fx_ir}p,al:mgflijst,_'it-'ls- dilficult to envisage his being able to engaze in work for

Lo B Lowhich-an; empl ez wouid be willing 1w pay. The adjudication offic=r put forward suggested
7 .occupations foF mlwim3yﬁe tribunal and Mr Butt has relied on these. [t was

). submitied. that the !

4
that’ -
b V.
LR

tcould work as a gate keeper, af as a security officer, or he

mpldy@’mgmn&pﬂpﬁnn’ dutles or wark asa weighbridge attendant. When deciding on’
is_aspect.o ti*eﬂ_*iﬂsmhye regard not only 1o the claimant's state of health but °
+The. ciatmant In evidence tald us that he had.pain-in his back all the time, It varied in.”
- degree and when it became:bad he had tc go t© bed. He said that he would have difflculry In.

* actuslly traveiling 1o work and was unable t© sign on at the unemployment exchange unless
his wife drove him in her motor car. In addition to the pain In his back he had pain in his'
right wrist and even when lt was supported by a strap there was little strengtht in it. Ithad -
been suggested At one tme that he shouid have a plastic wrist fitted, this was esrly on and
when he was still employed asa fireman. He told us that he ledt school when he-was aged 15 -
years. He warked as a moulder at a foundry until he was 23 years of age. He then became &
{ireman and had worked 83 such for twenty Twg years. He had ne experience of clerical
wock other than making entries in.a-log at the {ire station. The claimant maintained that he

. was incapable of doing the work involved in the occupations suggested by the ‘adjudication
sfficsr. He was adamant that it would net be pessible for him 10 either sit or to stind for

y very long, and he emphasised that it was necessary for him to change his pcs’i jon to lessen
pain. In answer 10 Mr Butt he said that it would not be possible for him to bend to ook
under vehicles. He could not carry parcels. He would be unable to apprehend of res:itain &
person. He could not sit outside for any length of time and the length of time he could so sit
would depend upan the weather. His wrist would not allew him to do much writing. He was
right handed. He understood that the duties of 2 weighbridge attendant invelved sitting all

day in a bax.

s

12. Ms Heery told us that she had made enquicies in Liverpool concerning the occupations
suggested by the adjudication officar. We heard he- in evidencs as regards these, The work
of a gate keeper was in the main outdoor wark and involved carrying parcais. The work of a
security officer involved handling aggressive pecple on occasions and checking vehicies and
the loads thereon. Generai reception duties entailed considerable sitting and telephonic
duties. There was only one public weighbridge in the aced and in order ta be employed there
an applicant had 1o pas 3 test. The work was outside and involved an amount of sittng.
The private weighbridges in the arza, at the docks and garages, invoived duties other than
these for weighbridge attendant and in any. event was cutdeor wark. We have na hesitation
in accenting the evidence of Ms Heery in 13 entirety. "

13. We have examined the job descriptions In the appendlx 1o the adjudlication offlcar's
submission to the tribunal with care, and we have hag regard to e evidence of the
_claimant's representative which supplements such descriptions; and in our judgment none cf

T e mreameand o 2na adindication afficer is such as e claimant Was

L e P
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,p;;:eﬁéé'wts t"'i':ai' of a fireman, and that he is now and was at the material time unab]
[

-do manual wark or work. which involves climbing, or sitting or standing in the one posi
"for any length'ol time. We have furtier taken account of the fact that he cannot Yend o

neavy work and that his’ condition would be aggravated dy outslde work in the Cold weaz
It is of ugmncanc: 'ma: the medicai regorts, in so far as they relate to the claim;
ability 10 !uncnon,, torroharue his*evidencs of what he can and cannot do. While eaci
the Department’ docwrs was of opinion that the claimant could do light work it is 1
noted that ne:dm-"i‘ : was directed towards any specific categery of wark, and the m,
of the duc:orf%re;-g_ mt d!rgcmd towards the categories of work which were suggestac
the ld;udzcmm’bmcef ¥ sesms’to ys that the c*mmant‘: medical condition, coupled v

= 0 e e 2

© his limited: aduc:nun,‘ruies out his doing during the material time any of the categorxe
- work nnw.suggsz!&. in'our yie-u 3he claimant continued to satisfy the requirements for
payment. "oi‘ inval Idxty%enpii: during the period 12 August 1986 to 13 Cc‘nbe' 1936 {t

i’hlrn was net e be revnewed.

(Signed)  Leonard Bromley
Chief Commissioner

4
:{ -

I 8 Morcom
Commissioner

-

J J Skinner
Commissioner

Dats: 29 November 1938



