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1. I allow the claimant's appeal, brought by leave of the Commissioners, from the decision of the Hull disability appeal tribunal on 11 October 1995 that the claimant is not entitled to the mobility component of disability living allowance from 6 September 1992 to 23 June 1994. This is because, for the reasons given below, the decision is erroneous in law. I therefore set it aside. I refer it to a new tribunal for rehearing.

2. This case is one of considerable, procedural complexity. It involves a series of ten claims for, decisions about, or reviews of, the claimant's entitlement to disability living allowance relating to a three year period. The main focus of this appeal is the way in which a life award of the mobility component was ended by a subsequent review decision of which the claimant did not become aware for some two years after it was made. An added complication is the way that claims for and issues relating to the care component have been handled (or, rather, were not handled). As a result, before I considered my decision, I issued a direction to the adjudication officer now acting dealing with a number of procedural issues. The adjudication officer answered that direction promptly, fully and helpfully. The direction and submission were also sent to the representative, who also responded promptly, fully and helpfully. They have assisted me considerably with the complexities of this case and in giving direction to the new tribunal that musts consider the issues.

The substance of the appeal
3. The claimant's claim arose because of the effects on him of heart disease and diabetes. The representative and adjudication officer now acting agree on several substantive issues in the appeal. Both parties submitted that the decision of the tribunal was erroneous in law because the explanation of the adjudication officer's decision of 27 August 1992 was inadequate, and the tribunal had not dealt with that issue. I explore this issue below, but record my agreement with those submissions. They also agreed that the treatment of the various medical reports in evidence in the case was not adequate, given the conflicts between them. I accept their arguments on that point without further discussion. The parties also agreed (in their submissions to my direction) that the operative dates in the tribunal's decision are wrong. Again, I accept those submissions and find that is also an error in law by the tribunal. The adjudication officer now acting also submitted, and I agree, that the tribunal's decision identified the wrong decisions (or, rather, not all the decisions) for its consideration in the appeal. I add that the tribunal further erred in law by not dealing with the question of the care component.

4. As stated formally in paragraph 1, the decision must therefore be set aside and the case referred to a new tribunal. The following comments are by way of direction to the new tribunal in handling the procedural complexities in the case. They take into account the submissions and new evidence offered by the parties in their replies to my direction. Those submissions also record agreements and concessions by the parties. I am pleased to record that both parties have in their submissions narrowed the area in dispute between them, and therefore before the new tribunal.

The period under review
5. The appeal concerns claims and reviews for disability living allowance made by the claimant over a period from 6 April 1992 to 23 June 1994.

6. The period before 6 April 1992 was covered by a decision of an adjudication officer made on 7 August 1992 (at p 283 in the papers as document G). I agree with the submission of the adjudication officer now acting (p 276) that that decision is not open for consideration in the present appeal. Disability living allowance was awarded to the claimant from 24 June 1994 following a subsequent claim on 1 July 1994 that is also not before the tribunal. That claim and award supersede the present appeal with effect from 24 June 1994. The tribunal therefore need not consider any period later than 23 June 1994.

The claims and decisions under review
7. The following claims and decisions (in reverse date order) are relevant to the new tribunal's considerations:

7.1 A decision by an adjudication officer on 14 November 1994 made under section 30(1) of the Social Security Administration Act 1992 (at p 235). The officer reviewed an earlier decision of an adjudication officer on 10 August 1994 but decided "that I cannot revise it so as to award benefit from an earlier date". The request was made by the claimant's representative.

7.2 A decision by an adjudication officer on 10 August 1994 made under section 30(2) of the Social Security Administration Act 1992 (at p 232). The officer refused to review an earlier decision of an adjudication officer on 6 April 1993 because none of the grounds of review in section 30(2) were present. The review was requested by the claimant's representative. The representative had rightly asked for a review of that decision, because an appeal can only be made from a section 30(1) decision.

7.3 An application on 3 August 1994 to an adjudication officer to review the decision given on 13 July 1994 to award disability living allowance, with a view to backdating it (at p 235a). As noted above, that decision is not within the scope of this appeal, and accordingly nor is the application for review. I do not therefore consider the comments about backdating in the submissions. But I note that no decision appears to have been taken on this application, so there is therefore no decision that relates to the period under review in this appeal.

7.4 A decision by an adjudication officer on 13 July 1994 on a claim made by the claimant on 1 July 1994. The adjudication officer awarded the higher rate of the mobility component and the highest rate of the care component of DLA from 24 June 1994 for life after receiving a report from an examining medical officer on the claim. This decision supersedes the decision(s) under appeal from the date on which it took effect.

7.5 A claim for attendance allowance received on 7 February 1994 (see the adjudication officer's submission at p 275). There is no evidence that this claim has been dealt with.

7.6 A decision by an adjudication officer on 6 April 1993 made under section 30(1) (at p 100). It was also a review decision, reviewing a decision of 27 August 1992. It states that it was made in response to an application by the claimant on 21 October 1992 (at p 98). The application, which states that it is in response to "a letter from you this morning", raises an issue relevant to the care component (because the claimant had become diabetic). The decision of 6 April 1993 was a refusal to review the earlier decision that the claimant was not entitled to the mobility component of disability living allowance. The care component was not considered in that decision.

7.7 A decision by an adjudication officer on 27 August 1992 made under section 30(2) (at pp 68-69). This was the critical decision in the series from the viewpoint of the claimant. The decision was a review of the decision on 28 February 1992 removing the claimant's entitlement to the mobility component from 6 April 1992. The ground for review given in the decision is that "the decision was given in ignorance of some material fact, in that the adjudication officer was unaware of relevant medical opinion" (see p 68).

7.8 A claim for the care component of disability living allowance datestamped as received on 18 August 1992 and signed by the claimant. 

There was no contemporary decision on this application.
7.9 A decision by an adjudication officer on 7 August 1992 (at p 235, document G). This relates to the period before 6 April 1992, and is not relevant to the appeal.

7.10 A decision by an adjudication officer on 28 February 1992 made on the claim of the claimant that was effective from 6 April 1992, the first day on which disability living allowance was payable (at pp 50-2). It was a decision to award the higher rate of the mobility component of disability living allowance to the claimant from 6 April 1992 for life. It was also a separate award of Mobility Allowance from 3 February 1992 to 5 April 1992, which is not in question in this appeal. [The background to both the decision of 28 February 1992 and the review decision on 27 August 1992 are given in the memorandum now to be found as Document A at p 277 of the papers].

7.11 A decision by a Medical Board on 9 January 1992 dismissing the claimant's appeal against the refusal of an adjudication officer on 1 October 1991 to award mobility allowance to the claimant in respect of his claim on 14 August 1991. The appeal decision had not been notified to the claimant when the decision of 28 February 1992 was made (see documents A and B at pp 277-8). That decision is not directly in issue in this case, although it is relevant to the review decision of 27 August 1992.

The decision of 28 February 1992 (paragraph 7.10)
8. This is the decision making the life award of the mobility component of disability living allowance to the claimant. The claimant relied on the decision to make an arrangement with Motability Finance Ltd. A letter dated 15 May 1992 (p 152) confirms that the Department of Social Security was aware of this arrangement, and agreed to pay the claimant's disability living allowance direct to Motability for three years from 6 April 1992. The result of this was that the claimant did not himself receive any allowance, but rather received the benefit of the car. However, the Motability arrangement, as such, is not a matter of relevance for this appeal. Neither is the fact that the Department of Social Security appear to have continued paying Motability for several months after the review decision of 27 August 1992 should have come into effect.

The decision of 27 August 1992 (paragraph 7.7)
9. I consider this decision first because if, as I find, the decision is erroneous in law, then all subsequent decisions are also erroneous unless they correct the errors. The claimant apparently only became aware of the decision of 27 August 1992 when he received a letter from Motability dated 4 July 1994 stating that he owed it £1,982.60 because the Department of Social Security had stopped paying disability living allowance to it as from 6 April 1993. This, not surprisingly, triggered the correspondence that caused the current appeal.

10. Three points arise about the decision of 27 August 1992. The first is that it was not clear from the the appeal papers who had asked for the review to take place on 27 August 1992. The second is that the claimant maintains he was not notified about it. The third relates to the reasons for review. The submissions to me on my direction have now dealt with these issues.

Who asked for the review?
11. A written request to review the decision of 28 February 1992 was required by section 30(7) of the Social Security Administration Act 1992. It was made in the name of the Secretary of State on 6 August 1992 (see Document C at p 279 in the papers). Both parties agree that compliance with section 30(7) is, in the words of the adjudication officer, "a requirement fundamental to the validity of the subsequent review". I had drawn the attention of both parties to Commissioner's Decision CDLA/14884/1996 (*62/97) on this. I agree with that decision that compliance with section 30(7) is mandatory, and should be established from the papers. Accordingly, I accept the submission of the representative that the tribunal should have checked that the requirements of section 30(7) had been met. Given the way in which this appeal arose, there was particular reason to question that matter here. The tribunal erred in law in failing to do this. Nonetheless, the representative has now conceded that the requirement was met, so the matter need not detain the new tribunal.

Was the decision notified?
12. The second ground of challenge was that the claimant did not receive any direct notification of the decision of 27 August 1992. As noted above, it also appears that Motability were not notified to a claimant is set out in regulation 18 of the Social Security (Adjudication) Regulations 1995. The method of notification by post is provided in regulation 1(3) of those regulations. This provides that a notice sent by post to the claimant's last known address shall be treated as having been given or sent. In this case, the claimant was not receiving cash payments, he received no indirect notification that his payments had stopped. As a result, he was not aware that the Department of Social Security had stopped paying benefit to Motability until he was heavily in debt. Did this invalidate the decision of 27 August 1992? Again, I invited specific submissions on this point as it was not considered by the tribunal.

13. The adjudication officer now acting submits that it is reasonable on the evidence produced with the response to my direction (but not previously on file) to find that the decision was notified to the claimant. (See the notepad entries on document D at p 280). He therefore distinguished Decision R(U)7/81 (dealing with non-notification), to which I had drawn attention in my direction, as not relevant to the case on the facts. He cited Decision CA/486/92 in support of his submission. At the time of that decision, regulation 20 of the Social Security (Adjudication) Regulations 1986 (now re-ordered as regulation 18 of the 1995 Regulations) was in operation, together with regulation 1(3)(b) of those Regulations (and of the 1995 Regulations). In CA/486/92, the Commissioner discussed the application of section 7 of the Interpretation Act 1978 to these regulations without deciding whether it was or was not applicable. He found on the facts of that case that the requirements of the section were met.

14. The representative drew attention to what he considered to be a different approach to the question of notice by post in Decision R(S) 1/87. That decision relied on section 7 of the Interpretation Act, although in a contact where the Social Security (Adjudication) Regulations did not apply. Section 7 provides that:

"Where an Act authorises ... any document to be served by post ... then ... the service is deemed to be effected by properly addressing, pre-paying and posting a letter containing the document ...".

R(S) 1/87 emphasises that section 7 can be satisfied:

"by evidence that [the notice] was properly addressed, pre-paid and posted".

The representative submits that the tribunal erred in law in not dealing with this issue. I agree with that submission, as the matter was expressly raised before the tribunal. I follow the approach of R(S) 1/87 and apply section 7 of the Interpretation Act to regulation 1(3). I also adopt the guidance of that decision as to the evidence needed to show notification. In the response to my direction that representative concedes that the additional evidence now deals with the mater. That concession may be a fair one on the new evidence, but it is for the tribunal to make its own finding about proper addressing, pre-paying and posting.

The effect of section 32(4)
15. The third issue raised about the decision of 27 August 1992 was whether the decision was in compliance with section 32(4) of the Social Security Administration Act 1992. This is in issue because the decision revised by that decision was the award of the mobility component for life. The adjudication officer now acting accepted that section 32(4)(b) placed an onus of the adjudication officer making the review decision to establish "reasonable grounds" for interfering with the earlier decision. The officer submitted that the evidence of the Medical Board decision on 9 January 1992 (paragraph 7.11) was sufficient to establish that.

16. The representative reluctantly agreed in the response to my direction that the adjudication officer did have reasonable grounds for interfering with the decision made in February 1992. But he submitted that it is mandatory to refer to section 32(4) in such a decision. As the adjudication officer had completely failed to do this, the decision of 27 August 1992 was invalid. The status of section 32(4) was recently considered by Commissioners in Decision CSDLA/120/97 (to which the adjudication officer referred me on the basis that the decision should be distinguished from the present case) and the later Decision CSDLA/121/97 (to which I was not referred, but which also considered these provisions). The representative based his arguments on policy grounds.

17. The decision of 27 August 1992 (at pages 68-9) does not include any direct or indirect reference to section 32(4), although it does not that the revised decision itself purports to be a decision that the claimant is not entitled to the mobility component "from and including 6.4.92 for life". It details the medical evidence reviewed, including the Medical Board report of January 1992. It also notes that as a result of disagreements on the medical evidence, a further medical report was obtained. Implicitly, it is that report that altered the adjudication officer's opinion.

18. The main point at issue in CSDLA/120/97 was the conclusion that an adjudication officer was not empowered under section 32(4) to seek further evidence to review a lifetime award of a component when the component was not otherwise open for review. Decision CSDLA/120/97 is not directly in point in connection with the decision of 27 August 1992 of this case. To borrow the phrase of the representative, "if information simply comes to the adjudication officer's attention as in this case there seems to be no restriction on adjudication officers using it". The adjudication officer did not seek it. The element of that case that the evidence was "tainted with illegality" (as noted in CSDLA/121/97) is therefore not present, and section 32(4) was rightly considered relevant.

19. Another difference with CSDLA/120/97 and CSDLA/121/97 is that, in this case, the review was under section 30(2), rather than section 30(1). In this case the adjudication officer was required to, and did, identify the grounds of review. Is that enough to satisfy section 32(4)? In my view, it is not. Section 32(4) imposes a criterion for review that is additional to the alternative criteria for review in section 30 solely in those cases where a life award is in question. It provides a safeguard to the claimant that an adjudication officer must give specific thought to the application of section 32(4). In doing so, the officer must have specifically in mind that the decision being reviewed is a "for life" decision. It follows that the decision given by the adjudication officer in such a case must either expressly or by clear implication show that the adjudication officer has done this. I agree with the submissions of both parties that the decision of 27 August 1992 does not evidence this. It has therefore failed to comply with the requirements of section 32(4).

20. Applying the analysis of CSDLA/120/97 and CSDLA/121/97, with which I agree on this point, it follows that all subsequent review and appeal decisions that do not deal with the issue are also open to review for error of law. In this case, none of the subsequent decisions that were reviews, or refusals to review, this decision or decisions following this decision did consider this matter, so all contain the same error of law, including the decision of the tribunal.

The application of section 33(6)
21. The consequence of this conclusion is that the new tribunal to which this appeal is referred must, in considering the claim for the mobility component, go back to the decision of 27 August 1992, and consider that decision. That decision erred in law in failing to deal with section 32(4). I agree with the Commissioner in CSDLA/120/97 that this raises the question whether the tribunal itself, under section 33(6) provides:

"The tribunal shall not consider-

(a) a person's entitlement to a component which has been awarded for life; of

(b) the rate of a component so awarded; or

(c) the period for which a component has been so awarded, unless -

(i) the appeal expressly raises that question: or

(ii) information is available to the tribunal which gives it reasonable grounds for believing that entitlement to the component, or entitlement to it at the rate awarded or for that period, ought not to continue."

In that case the Commissioner stated (at paragraph 13):

"Although the adjudication officer's decision under section 32(4) was invalid and would require to beheld to be so, nevertheless the tribunal would then have evidence "available" which they might regard as affording reasonable grounds for believing that the life award or entitlement to it at the rate awarded, or for that period, ought not to continue. They would however have to do so afresh if that was held to be appropriate on a consideration of all the evidence, then available, including that of the claimant and, if making a change, decide from what date such a change ought to be operative."

22. In CSDLA/121/97 (*18/98) the Commissioner commented that the passage just quoted was obiter (that is, not part of the formal decision) and he was hesitant in coming to a final view on the point. He recorded some concern about the question because, in his view, this allowed evidence that he regarded as "tainted by illegality" on to the record. The "taint of illegality" is not present in this case. Here the relevant evidence - the decision of the Medical Board - had not come to the notice of the adjudication officer making the life award chiefly for timing reasons. There was no suggestion of the adjudication officer going to look for evidence. While I share the doubts expressed in CSDLA/121/97, in my view they are not in point here. The failure to comply with section 32(4) in this case is a failure to comply with the requirement that the adjudication officer make clear that the provision has been considered. The method by which the evidence came to light is not in issue. The new tribunal; should therefore consider whether, in the light of all the evidence, it should proceed to review the life award made by the decision of 28 February 1992. To do that, it must be satisfied that it is empowered to do so under section 33(6) of the Social Security Administration Act 1992.

23. The operation of section 33(6) by a tribunal was fully considered by the Commissioner in decision CDLA/13008/96. In that case, the adjudication officer in the decision under appeal had to consider on review the award of one component of disability living allowance in a case where both components had been awarded for life. The officer did not consider the award of the other component, but the tribunal was asked to do so during the appeal. To that extent, that case differs from the present one, but gives rise to the same issue, namely how a tribunal should deal with section 33(6). I adopt from CDLA/13008/96 (at paragraph 18(19)) the following guidance to the new tribunal on section 33(6):

".... the words "reasonable grounds for believing" are merely the key which enables a disability appeal tribunal to proceed further and look at the facts in detail. ... the test is a low one. At this stage, the tribunal is not making a decision that entitlement should or should not continue. That comes later. They are merely looking to see whether there are reasonable grounds for believing that it ought not to continue. If the members do so consider, then they can proceed to look at the facts in detail, make whatever findings may be necessary and reach a decision. In my judgement, at this preliminary stage the test is not a high one and the decision to proceed will not be made in error of law unless it is shown that no reasonable tribunal, properly directing themselves, could have come to. Parliament meant what it said. All that is required are reasonable grounds for belief".

The later mobility decision
24. For the reasons stated above, the tribunal need not consider separately the later decisions on the mobility component within the period under review in this case. The adjudication officer now acting submitted in the further submission that the issue before the tribunal was whether there were grounds to review the decision of 6 April 1993. If that is so, it was submitted that the decision of 27 August 1992 was then in issue. I have already indicated that the decision of 6 April 1993 is open to review for error of law for failing to note the section 32(4) point.

The claimant's claims for the care component
25. The claimant's claim in February 1992 did not ask for help with personal care. The care component was not considered by the adjudication officers in the decisions taken in 1992 or 1993. Nonetheless, it is now clear that the claimant raised the issue of the care component on a number of occasions. These are listed as paragraphs 7.4, 7.5, 7.6, and 7.8 above. These did not predate the decision in February 1992, but one did predate the August decision. This is because the claim datestamped as received on 18 August was made a few days before the review decision of 27 August ending the life award. I agree with the submission of the representative that the claim was made when Part 1 of the form was sent in on that date, although part 2, with the details of personal care, was not sent in until a little time later. The result is that the claim was made at a time when there was subsisting award of the mobility component.

26. Whatever the timing of the claims, it is clearly highly unsatisfactory that, during what the adjudication officer describes as "the thick of the action taken on the mobility issues", no less than three separate statements of care needs failed to receive any formal response. This is particularly so when the fourth claim resulted in an award at the highest rate with effect from the date of claim. There is perhaps not surprisingly, some uncertainty in the submissions to me about what should happen nest about the care component.

27. In my view, the application for the care component on 18 August 1992 is to be treated as an application for review of the existing award of the mobility component under section 30(12). Indeed, this is what was intended when the claimant replied on 21 October 1992 to the letter he received that day. After that, something seems to have gone wrong. The review decision of 6 April 1993 (paragraph 7.6) was said to be based on the letter of 21 October and dealt only with the mobility component. This was because it reviewed the decision of 27 August 1992. At that date there was no subsisting award of either component of the allowance. That review was originally triggered by the claim for the care component, and should therefore not have looked at the decision of 27 August 1992, but should have reviewed the decision of 28 February 1992. The February decision rightly awarded nothing for the care component because there was at that time no evidence of need. The August claim form provide evidence for such a review. It follows that the decision of 6 April 1993 erred in reviewing the wrong decision and therefore in not considering the care needs.

28. It further follows that the tribunal, in reviewing the decision of 6 April 1993, must look through it to the original decision of 28 February 1992, and the application on 18 August 1992 for a review of the allowance then in payment to add the care component. That review is separate from the later action taken on the mobility component, and is not invalidated by the retrospective removal of the mobility component on 27 August 1992. The tribunal should therefore consider whether there were on 6 April 1993 grounds to review the decision of 28 February 1992 under section 30(2) of the Social Security Administration Act 1992 following the claimant's claim of 18 August 1992. If there are such grounds, the tribunal should conduct that review and should decide whether the care component is payable, and if so at what rate or rates and for what period.

29. The separate claim for attendance allowance (paragraph 7.5) was, as the representative submits, inappropriate. As the representative suggests, it should be considered as asking for disability living allowance instead, as provided by Schedule 1 of the Social Security (Claims and Payments) Regulations 1987. If there was on 7 February 1994 a continuing entitlement to disability living allowance, then section 30(12) of the Social Security Administration Act 1992 operates to turn the claim into an application for review of the existing award. If allowance was in payment at that date then, given the generality of the terms in which the review was requested in the letter received on 25 July 1994, and that the application was outstanding at the time of the adjudication officer's decision on 10 August 1994, it should have been dealt with, in that review decision. It clearly was not. That would be a separate ground for finding the decision of 10 August 1994 open to review for error of law. It follows that this applies also to the decision of 25 october 1994. But if there were no current award of allowance on that date, then, for the reasons explained by the Commissioner in CDLA/15961/1996 (*54/98), the claim for attendance allowance/disability living allowance cannot be treated as an application for review and must be dealt with as a new question or referred back to an adjudication officer.

Summary of issues before the new tribunal
30. The new tribunal must therefore decide the entitlement of the claimant to both components of the disability living allowance during the period under review from 6 April 1992 to 23 June 1994. It may decide to award either or both components during the period, and must also decide the rates of either component for any award.

31. For the reasons given above, I direct the tribunal that the decisions of adjudication officers on 25 October 1994 and 10 August 1994 are erroneous in law for failing to consider errors of law in earlier decisions, and that the tribunal should consider (a) whether grounds existed to review the life award of the claimant to the mobility component at the time of the decision of 27 August 1992, or have existed subsequently, and whether the award should be reviewed, and (b) whether grounds existed to review the award of the allowance to add a care component on 18 August 1992, or have existed subsequently at a time when the mobility component was in payment.

32. Regarding the mobility component the tribunal should first consider whether, by reason of section 33(6) of the Social Security Administration Act 1992, it is empowered to review the life award of the mobility component made with effect from 6 April 1992 on the grounds considered by the adjudication officer in the decision of 27 August 1992. In considering this issue, it should consider the submissions of the parties about the medical evidence available at that time. It should consider that review in the light of the guidance at paragraphs 21 to 23 above. If, as a result, it decides to end the life award during the period under review in this case, it must also consider if, at any later date during the period under review, the claimant again becomes entitled to mobility component. It may take into account in so doing both the evidence of the Medical Board in January 1992, and the life award at the higher rate confirmed with effect from 24 June 1994, as well as all the other evidence before it. Where the evidence conflicts, (as it is agreed by the parties that in part it does) it must decide which evidence is preferred and indicate why.

33. Regarding the care component, the tribunal should consider whether grounds existed under section 30(2) to review the claimant's entitlement to allowance on 18 August 1992 to award any rate or rates of the care component for all or any of the period under review. If it decides that grounds for review exist, it should conduct that review. If it decides either that the award of the mobility component should be in payment on 7 February 1994, or that an award of the care component should be in payment on that date, the tribunal may consider whether the application for attendance allowance/disability living allowance on that date should occasion a change in the allowance under award.

34. If the tribunal decides that the mobility component should not be in payment on 7  February 1994 and that no care component should be in payment on that date, then the tribunal should either;

(a) consider the claim on 7 February 1994 under its powers under section 36 of the Social Security Administration Act 1992, or

(b) direct the adjudication officer to consider the claim made on 7 February 1994 as a new claim.

35. If the tribunal is minded to award both components for a fixed period, or for more than one fixed periods, it should ensure that its decision complies with section 71(3) of the Social Security Contributions and Benefits Act 1992 and that the award of the components is for the same fixed period(s).

Direction for expeditious rehearing
36. I direct that the matter be relisted and reheard expeditiously. This is because part of the case concerns a claim properly made in August 1992 on which so far there has been no effective determination. I draw the attention of those responsible for listing this matter for hearing before a new tribunal to the complexities of this case, to ensure that it is listed for a proper period of hearing.

37. Bearing in mind the various outstanding issues, the adjudication officer and representative may wish to consider making further submissions to the new tribunal on these questions. These may include any further evidence that either wishes to have considered. Any further submissions should also be prepared expeditiously to allow an early hearing to go ahead.

(Signed)

David Williams
Commissioner 
9 July 1998

