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1. For the reasons set out below, the decisipn of the Medical
Appeal Tribunal ("MAT") given on 19 October 1992 is not erroneousin point of law, and accordingly this appeal fails.
2. The history of this case, so far as is relevant, is that theSecretary of State received a claim .for severe disablementallowance on form SDA1 dated„7 October 1991, and referred theclaim to an adjudicating medical authority ("AMA") to decide themedical question in accordance with regulation 29(3) of theSocial Security (Adjudication) Regulations 1986. On13 January 1992 the claimant was medically examined, and the AMAdecided that the degree of disablement resulting from theclaimant's loss of faculty did not amount to at least 80%. Theyassessed her condition at 60% from 5 June 1991 to20 December 1997. The claimant was dissatisfied with thisassessment, and appealed to the MAT, who on 19 October 1992assessed the extent of disablement at 65% as follows:—

"Fibro-myalgic syndrome 15%

Obesity-asthma (intermittent attacks) 20%

Osteo-arthritis of the knee, neck and back 20%

Hiatus hernia 10%."

The claimant contends that the MAT erred in point of law.
3. Manifestly, when the claimant appealed from the AMA to the
MAT, the whole question of her medical condition was at large.ghee~tribuna'1'jdi'd:-'--not':consider.:..that':..:the'laimant was suffering
from'ipulmona'ry'hypertension and slow ventricular 'filling" ,and



gave reasons for their conclusion, and they adjusted theassessments attributed to other facets of the claimant'scondition. In particular they reduced the AMA's award of 35% forasthma to 20%, and the Secretary of State contends that the MATshould have given some explanation for their action. He says "itis therefore submitted that it is not clear to the customer inwhat respect they disagree with the AMA's assessment of thiscondition, nor why they reduced the assessment to 20%". I rejectthat submission.

4. The MAT, as the appellant medical body, had to look againat the assessment made by the AMA, and in the exercise of theirmedical expertise make a value judgment as to what theyconsidered was the correct assessment, and if this was atvariance with the view of the AMA, they were at liberty tosubstitute their own opinion. This they did. Whereas the AMAthought an award of 35% was appropriate, the MAT thoughtotherwise. They were not required to justify their medicalexpertise. They were simply required to make their own judgment,which they did; they thought the tribunal were wrong, which theywere entitled to do, and they simply substituted what theythought was appropriate. No further explanation was needed.
5. In short, I see nothing wrong in law with the tribunal'sdecision, and have no hesitation in dismissing this appeal.

(Signed) D.G. Rice
,r Commissioner

(Date) 2 March 1994


