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Mr.  A jay  Debna th ,  l d .  adv .  appears  fo r  the  app l i can t .  Mr ,

Mintu Kr .  Goswami,  ld .  adv.  for  the respondents is  present .  The

TA is  taken up for  hear ing.

We have heard Mr.  Debnath at  length for  more than one

hour.  However,  we observe that  th is  is  a mat ter  re lat ing to c la i rn

for  d isabi l i ty  pension.  In  the ib id  case,  the appl icant  wars

inval idated out  of  serv ice af ter  approx imate ly  8 years of  serv ice

for  suf fer ing f rom "schizophrenia"  and in  the opin ion of  the

Inva l ida t ing  Med ica l  Board ,  the  ib id  d i sease  was  ne i the r

at t r ibutable nor  aggravated due to mi l i tary  serv ice.  The

percentage of  d isabi l i ty  was assessed at  a0% by the said Medical

Board .  Such  op in ion  o f  the  IMB i s  con f i rmed  f rom the  o r ig ina l

medical  documents that  were submit ted by the respondent : ; .

The ld .  adv.  for  the appl icant  had inspected these documents in

December 2012. However, he again inspected these documenl.s

on  th i s  day  in  open  cour t .

The case h inges main ly  on two aspects,  v iz .  -

i )  l s  the  med ica l  board  p roceed ing  and  the  op in ion  o f  the

exper ts  there in to  be considered as appropr ia te or  otherwise?



On th is  aspec t ,  the  ld .  adv .  fo r  the  app l i can t  cou ld  no t  make .ny  
I

po in t  cha l leng ing  the  ib id  med ica l  board  p roceed ings .  
I

l i )  The second aspect  on which the case h inges is  that  thre I

award of  a t t r ibutabi l i ty  or  aggravat ion of  the d isease as opined I

:],n,::""""il: ff::T ;::i::-:T: ::;::,::: It he  app l i can t  and  h is  counse l  have  no t  been  ab le  to  make  rnY,

headway  to  cha l lenge  th i s  aspec t  o f  the  op in ion  o f  the  ib id  l t t  
I
I

proceedings.  
I

These two aspects being very v i ta l ,  Mr.  Debnath,  ld .  adv.  for  I

the appl icant  prays for  an adjournment  to  argue only  on thes;e I
issues a long wi th important  case laws to prove the point  that  thre 

I
ib id  IMB proceeding and the opin ion of  the exper ts  consis t i r rg  

I
the Board that  the d isease being non-at t r ibutable and non-  

|
aggravated by mi l i tary  serv ice is  in  quest ion 

I
Ld .  adv .  fo r  the  app l i can t  may  make  submiss ions  on  thes ;e  

l
two points  only  on the next  date s ince a l l  o ther  aspects have 

l
been e laborate ly  argued by h im today.  He is  a lso at  l iber tV ro 

I
submit  wr i t ten notes of  argument  on the next  date.  

I
Under  such c i rcumstances,  le t  the mat ter  be adjourned for  I

hear ing  t i l l  16 .7 .13  when  i t  w i l l  be  l i s ted  as  par t -heard .

Let  a p la in copy of  th is  order  duly  counters igned by thre

Tr ibunal  Of f icer  be furn ished to both s ides.
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