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that the impaired bodily function was reading. They
concluded that reading is not a bodily function. In my
submission they were correct in so concluding, but erred
in law in failing to consider whether the claimant is
physically or mentally disabled, and if so which of the
claimant's bodily functions is impaired. They ought then
to have considered whether the claimant is so severely
disabled that she requires attention in connection with
that bodily function and if the attention is reasonably
required."

I

The adjudication officer concluded by submitting that the case
should go back to another tribunal.

4. Whether reading is a bodily function or whether, in
relation to dyslexia, the relevant function is cognition seems
to me to be a distinction without much difference. A form of
shorthand has been allowed into the somewhat arcane world of
"bodily functions" which admits as such a function what might
be thought to be the end product of a more basic function. So
for example what I might call the Denning list, in the Packer
case, includes "getting in or out of bed", "dressing" and
"undressing". In no absolute sense are they bodily functions-
but they have long been treated as such. Reading, it seems to
me, is of the same nature. It is the end product of the
bodily function of brain activity or cognition just as
dressing might be said to be the end product of brain activity
and movement of limbs. So I am not bothered by whether the
correct word is reading or cognition. Either way, as it seems
to me, a bodily function is involved and the tribunal were
wrong not to recognise that.

5. The tribunal's decision is accordingly erroneous in law
and I allow this appeal, set aside the tribunal's decision and
remit the case for rehearing by a differently constituted
tribunal.

6. No doubt the new tribunal will be assisted by the
material supplied with the most recent submissions on behalf
of the claimant.

(Signed) R A Sanders
Commissioner

(Date) 5 January 1998
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