


 
 

ADDENDUM SHEET 
 
 
************************************************************************************************ 
 
Item 5a 
 
22/02531/FUL Proposed new Residential Dwelling 
 
Land Between 33 And 39 Pickford Road Markyate St Albans Hertfordshire AL3 
8RS  
 
Representation received from 33 Pickford Road: 
 
I am affected by the planned development and would like to be heard. I am also 
attaching two photos that I would like to be shown at the meeting. 

 

 

DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE 

 

22nd June 2023 

 



 

 
 
Recommendation 
 
As per the published report. 
 
 
************************************************************************************************ 
 
 
Item 5b 
 
22/02538/FUL Replacement Dwelling 
 
Frithsden Vineyard Frithsden Lane Frithsden Hemel Hempstead Hertfordshire 
HP1 3DD 
 
Consultation Response from Trees & Woodlands: 
 
“The applicant has submitted a Tree Report describing trees within the development 
site. However, it fails to offer appropriate protection measures to avoid the 
detrimental impacts of development to the adjacent trees identified. Therefore, I 
require the applicant to provide further information in the form of a Tree Protection 
Plan as described in BS5837:2012 Trees in relation to design, demolition and 
construction.” 
 



The Case Officer highlighted to the Trees & Woodlands Officer that Tree Protection 
Measures would be secured by Condition 2. The Trees & Woodlands Officer has 
confirmed that the recommended condition is acceptable. 
 
Representation received from The Old Farmhouse: 
 

Dear Cllrs 
 
Item 5b - development Committee meeting 22nd June 2023 
Frithsden Vineyard Frithsden Lane Frithsden Hemel Hempstead Hertfordshire HP1 3DD, 
22/02538/FUL 
 
1. I own and live at The Old Farmhouse, Frithsden and write on behalf of myself and my 
neighbours on the southern boundary due to the potential impact this proposal will have on 
existing residents in the immediate area. We are extremely disappointed that this 
application is being recommended for approval by officers despite the previous letters of 
objection that remain entirely valid. 
 

2. This application was submitted in August 2022 and it is normal practice to determine 
an application of this nature within 8 -12 weeks, although we appreciate they have been 
taking a little longer of late. The applicant has been allowed on numerous occasions to 
submit revised information but residents who have previously objected to the application, 
have not been advised of this information or given the opportunity to comment by the 
Council. We have continually asked to be advised of any updates to the application and have 
been left feeling that this application has not been dealt with in a fair manner and from a 
resident’s perspective, there has not been a level playing field for all parties in how the 
application has been handled. 
 
3. We have recently found out that additional section drawings have been submitted to 
the Council to demonstrate the relationship between the proposed dwelling and existing 
properties. These section drawings have already been commented on by neighbours as 
being factually incorrect when compared with KND Surveys data who are the only company 
who have surveyed the area-  but we have not been allowed the time to challenge these 
errors with the applicant. These section drawings are referred to in the committee report to 
justify the officers statement that there would be no impact on the amenity of existing 
occupiers due to the distances stated. This only relates to the internal privacy of the 
dwelling. There is no reference to the overlooking of the garden which is a material planning 
consideration. The report however refers to landscaping between the proposed dwelling 
and Shepherds Cottage and states that this provides suitable screening to protect existing 
occupiers amenity. Photographs have already been submitted to the Council that clearly 
demonstrate this screening is not acceptable to protect the amenity of the garden for the 
occupier. The following photographs demonstrate this point: 
 

1. Photograph taken at the proposed terrace level with the maximum screening that 
would be available in the summer only 



 
 
 

2. Photograph taken from Shepherds Cottage where the sparseness of the screening at 
the lower level of the canopy is visible. 

 

   
 

4. This clearly shows that the private amenity area of Shepherds Cottage will be 
overlooked from the proposed terrace and the proposed parking area for 7 vehicles along the 
southern boundary. The latter in particular will lead to immediate and direct overlooking into 
the garden of Shepherds Cottage with associated comings and goings with noise and 
disturbance from car doors slamming and people talking.  Due to the change in levels, 
amenity will also be impacted by head lights from the vehicles parking in this area along with 
the noise from cars stopping, starting and reversing. This will without doubt have a 
detrimental impact on the amenity of the occupiers and the use of their private garden. 
 

5. The red line on a planning application is of significant legal importance as it defines 
the application site. This application includes a significant amount of agricultural land that has 
previously formed part of the vineyard. Whilst drawing 714 P31 A has been submitted to 
show the residential curtilage that is highlighted by the green line in the extract below, the 
red line application site extends well beyond this. This remaining land is clearly intended to 
be used for residential purposes with a green house and kitchen garden shown to the north.  



 
 
6. The proposed dwelling includes a garage and a driveway for 4 cars , but a further 7 
vehicle parking spaces are shown on the drawing. These parking spaces have been shown on 
a previous application as being used by the winery. The question has to be asked why does a 
single dwellinghouse require 11 parking spaces as shown within the application site? This is 
excessive, not required to serve a single dwelling, unsustainable in terms of encouraging the 
use of cars and adversely impacting amenity and the character of the area.  The application 
should therefore be refused due to excessive parking, unnecessary loss of green areas, 
impact on the character of the area and impact on residents. If these 7 parking spaces are 
not to be used in association with the proposed dwelling, they should be removed from the 
application and the red line boundary updated accordingly. 
 
7. Drawing 714 P31 A also states that the driveway and garage forecourt would be a 
covered area and yet no details have been submitted as to the design and extent of this area 
which could severely impact the character and appearance of the area. 
 
8. There is clear information that has been submitted by objectors that the residential 
amenity of existing occupiers, in particular the use of their private amenity areas, would be 
impacted by this proposal. This in itself, would be a clear reason to refuse the application. 
 
9. It is vital that the questions that have been raised by residents are addressed and 
clarity provided to members before any decision is made. As stated previously, there should 
be a comprehensive plan before the Council that clearly shows the applicants intentions for 
the entire site. It is unclear on the applicant’s own document whether this is a standalone 
application for a dwelling and there is no intention to continue with the Winery or the 
applicant still plans to develop the rest of the site as would be suggested by the heritage 
report and the ecological report with the tree report which states the intended use is for 
tourism.  
 
10. What is more alarming is that the heritage report has recently been updated but still 
includes all the details for the Winery redevelopment and 3 treehouses despite this being for 
a replacement dwelling only. The application should be a full suite of up-to-date documents 



for the application applied for only, rather than a blended and misleading version with 
information relevant to the previously refused scheme still within the documents. 
 
11. It is important that the committee have the full facts before them as the further 
reduction in land from agriculture to general residential use, even if not the main curtilage to 
the dwelling, would lead to further issues on viability. In our view, if this application is solely 
for a single dwelling, the red line application site should be revised to reflect this with the 
omission of the 7 parking spaces and the area of  agricultural land to the north that is outside 
of the proposed curtilage. 
 
Consultation responses 
 
12. There appears to be confusion in several of the consultation responses in particular 
from Historic England, (HE) and the Chilterns Conservation Board, (CCB).  Both refer to the 
Vineyard and the economic benefits that would arise. The officers report relies heavily on 
their responses to justify the proposed dwelling and yet this application is for a standalone 
replacement dwelling and nothing to do with the vineyard itself.  
 
13. In relation to the HE response, the committee report states on page 7 “Moreover, 
Historic England has explicitly stated that they have no objection to the proposal on heritage 
grounds.” This is not correct. What they actually say is that there would be harm to heritage 
assets but as this is at the lower end, it is for the Local Authority to weigh this harm against 
the public benefits that may occur from the proposal which requires a balancing act of all the 
issues and is a judgement call. HE full comments are provided at Appendix A, page 40 of the 
committee report. 
 
14. CCB comments on the application are provided at Appendix A, page 20 of the 
committee report and state: 
 
“In that regard, the rural enterprise and rural / community benefits of the vineyard use, is 
material to this application, whilst noting that the application form seeks a replacement 
dwelling (only). The vineyard use helps to deliver the AONB's visitor economy and increase its 
economic impact (see SP1 of the 2019-2024 AONB Management Plan and chapter 9 generally 
which deals with social and economic wellbeing). 
The CCB recommends that there is a linkage between the residential replacement of the 
existing dwelling and the future winery/vineyard use, which is indicated on the submitted 
block plan and was the subject of economic reports and extensive justification in the previous 
applications.” 
 
On this basis as the current application does not link the vineyard and the dwelling, it must be 
assumed that CCB object to the application. 
 
15. Accuracy is extremely important for the technical reports that accompany the 
application. For example, the Arboricultural Report on page 4 states the site is being 
developed for tourism – a change of use of the entire site - which on this application for a 
dwelling house is incorrect – or is the applicant actually trying to get permission for a house 
which will also be used for tourism? . In addition, the tree constraints plan at the end of the 



report that identifies the trees and links to the classification to the quality of each tree is 
totally illegible. How can a decision be based on this information? 
 
16. The Parish Council and the Chiltern’s Society raise serious objections to this 
application. Both organisations are independent and yet their views are hardly visible in the 
officer’s report. The emphasis on the summarised and not the full comments from HE and 
CCB compared to the Parish Council, Chiltern Society’s and neighbours objections, appears 
totally unbalanced.  
 
17. We believe members should have full and accurate information on an application and 
accurate responses from all consultees prior to making a decision to avoid any decision being 
based on flawed documents that could be legally challenged. 
 
The recommendation and suggested planning conditions 
 
18. Within the report there is acknowledgement to harm to the area and that mitigation 
measures are required to address this harm and yet appropriate conditions have not been 
imposed to ensure the harm is addressed and mitigation retained in perpetuity. 
 
19. The suggested Condition 7 in the committee report requires a landscaping scheme to 
be submitted to the Council for approval after the decision notice is issued. This is a general 
condition and there is no reference to the importance of the southern boundary despite the 
fact that the report seeks to justify the proposed dwelling due to the existing screening. Even 
if the condition was updated, it only requires any trees/plants to be replaced for a 5-year 
period and as such, after this period, all the planting could be removed leading to exposure 
for the residents.  
 
20. The residents have not been reconsulted on these revised drawings as stated 
previously. They had asked for this to take place and be allowed the opportunity to employ 
their own expert to provide details on the overlooking. This request has been refused by 
officers and the application is now before members to determine.We request that members 
refuse this application on the many grounds highlighted in this letter and previous objections 
and that of the Parish Council, Chiltern Society and the many residents who wrote in to 
object,  but at the very least to defer the application as requested because of the errors in 
the documentation. However, should members be minded to follow the officers 
recommendations, we seek additional planning conditions to ensure appropriate mitigation is 
secured as follows: 
 

1. Lighting from the glazed areas of the proposed dwelling at night, in particular from 
the roof lights is highlighted as harmful in the committee report and requires 
mitigation. There is reference to the need for automatic black out blinds but there is 
no planning condition that requires the details to be submitted, agreed and retained 
in perpetuity. As such, the applicant can leave the glazed windows and rooflights 
without blinds with lighting causing harm to the AONB.  

2. Whilst the glazing has been reduced, there would still be a significant  light pollution 
issue in what are at present very dark skies and a similar condition to that suggested 
above should be imposed. 



3. The balcony area should be restricted solely to a use in association with the 
residential dwelling. There should be no use of this space in connection with the 
vineyard. 

4. The existing trees along the southern boundary should be retained in perpetuity to 
ensure no overlooking to existing residents and a TPO served to back this up..  

5. Boundary plating in the form of fencing and hedging should be provided to protect 
the residents from vehicle lights and minimise noise disturbance 

6. A barrier should be provided to prevent vehicles rolling over the edge of the slope 
into the garden of Shepherds Cottage. 

 
21. Of significant importance is the date of the Ecology Survey (ES) and Bat Survey, (BS). 
According to Condition 9, the ES is dated July 2020 and the BS September 2020. The life 
expectancy of these surveys is normally 12 months and a maximum of 18 months. The ES is 
nearly 3 years old and BS, 2 and half years old. The surveys are therefore woefully out of date 
and in our view, the Council is not able to discharge its legal duty in relation to the impact on 
protected species without new reports being commissioned. 
 
22. On this basis, we have grave concerns that if the Council decides to make a decision 
on this application, it will be in breach of its statutory duties and furthermore the suggested 
planning conditions to not address the harm that officers have referred to in the committee 
report. 
 
23. Condition 9 also refers to a Heritage Statement by the Historic Environment 
Consultancy dated 01/08/2022. However, there appears to be a new Heritage Statement that 
was uploaded to the Council’s website only last week and dated June 2023 that is not 
referenced in the suggested approved documents. However, this document is inaccurate and 
refers to pre-application discussion in section 1, and at paragraph 4 states: 
 
“It is proposed to demolish the modern winery building and house to construct a new house 
and new winery in the vineyard as well as three tree houses. 
The proposed development will allow for the expansion of the Frithsden Vineyard business 
whilst providing accommodation for the owner of the vineyard.” 
 
If this is the case, then the proposed dwelling should be tied to the vineyard through a 
section 106 agreement. Figure 3 on page 23 of the Heritage Statement (reproduced below) 
also refers to the proposed site layout that is inaccurate and does not reflect the current 
proposed scheme. Why has this Heritage Statement document been updated by the 
applicant as recently as last week yet a plan remained in showing the dwelling house the 
subject of this application alongside a Winery and 3 treehouses which were the subject of 
planning applications 2 years ago and were refused? The applicant has had ample 
opportunity to revise these plans to show the proposed dwellinghouse alongside what is 
actually on the Site .This plan is in our view extremely misleading as it implies to those not 
familiar with the history  that permission for the Winery and 3 treehouses and by implication 
change of use of the land was given. They were rejected. 
 



 
 
24. There are also a number of other errors in the submitted documents that residents 
have already identified to the Council including the wrong application site in the Tree Report 
with references to the application being developed for tourism. 



 
25. As a resident, how can the Council be determining an application with incorrect 
documents referred to in the decision notice? This will only lead to confusion later on and we 
are all aware of the previous planning refusals where it has been argued the vineyard is no 
longer viable. As it stands, land will be lost to the vineyard business which must further 
question its viability in the short and long term. 
 
Conclusion 
 
26. We hope members will consider all the material planning considerations and come to 
a different view than that currently expressed by officers.  
 
27. As a minimum we request that committee members defer the application from this 
meeting, we ask for a site visit so they can see the situation for themselves before a decision 
is made on such a sensitive application. We also request that residents are given the 
opportunity to submit their own report in relation to the existing screening prior to the 
application being determined. We have, as soon as we became aware of the new documents 
submitted by the applicant, engaged Patrick Stileman, an expert, to carry out a tree 
assessment. Please allow us the time for him to carry out his survey and produce a report. 
This seems only fair and reasonable having regard to the number of times that the applicant 
has submitted revised details and residents have not even been consulted.  
 
28. All we seek, is fairness in relation to how the application is being handled, and 
accuracy and transparency in the information that is presented to committee members prior 
to a decision being made so that members do not find they have impliedly approved a lot 
more than simply a replacement dwelling house, including significant changes of use of the 
land which has not been made clear to them. 
 
Representation received from Shepherds Cottage with 3 documents attached: 
 

I refer to my letter of 5th September 2022 where I formally advised you and Dacorum 
Council that the applicants’ drawings are incorrect and that we own much more of the bank 
than has been represented by the applicant’s architect. 
  
I have provided you with photos & GPS co-ordinates of old marker posts showing where the 
boundary line exists in reality on the ground and showed these to you when you inspected 
the boundary last September. 
  
I am now able to back this up further by attaching a Tree Preservation Order on a 
substantial Beech tree Fagus Sylvatica that was served on the previous owner of Shepherds 
Cottage, then known as Mellor Cottage. by Dacorum Council on the 5th April 1983, the TPO 
was unchallenged and came into effect on 12th September 1983. 
   
Mr Chris Smith, the previous owner applied on 18th December 1989 to prune “T1 at 
Shepherds Cottage” part of the proposed works was to shorten back heavy limb extending 
over neighbouring garden by approximates half or at a suitable side branch in order to 
reduce weight on area where old wounds occur”; this was approved on 28th February 1990.   



  
Furthermore, in the wording of the 1990 permission there is reference to the fact that part 
of the tree overhangs the neighbour’s property ie the Vineyard and gave permission for 
Chris Smith to lop certain overhanging branches; this tree was struck by lightning and 
needed to be lopped.  
  
In the attached order there is a plan which shows that the tree at 21m from our property, 
this remains correct to the substantial stump of the tree that remains and confirms our 
northern boundary is situated much higher on the bank. This is a further confirmation of 
where the boundaries lie. 
  
It also confirms that there are tree species in the bank which have been recognised by your 
predecessors at Dacorum that are worthy of protection. I did point out this tree to you 
when you inspected the bank and showed you the old fence posts which I proceeded to 
photograph and provide you with the GPS co-ordinates which I registered on the Council’s 
planning portal on the 5th September 2022. 
  
My neighbours and I have commissioned a land survey by KND along with a RICS boundary 
surveyor who have also confirmed the above, and that the boundary line does lie in the 
position I showed to you during your visit in September last year. KND have also confirmed 
from their measurements that the true boundary lies only approximately 1.3m below the 
electricity pole which I also showed you also at your inspection.  
  
I therefore re-iterate the point that the submitted drawings are incorrect, and that the 
application should be withdrawn otherwise the committee will be making an unsound 
decision on inaccurate plans. 
 

I do not object to a replacement dwelling on this site, but the design and focus of this 
property is to our rear boundary and without the trees the way we experience and use out 
private rear garden will fundamentally be changed due to this proposal. 
  
My wife and I feel very let down and that my rights as immediate neighbours who would be 
most affected by this proposal have been totally overlooked, we only seek to retain the use 
of our house and garden without this being fundamentally changed by this proposal if the 
unprotected trees were removed,  I have had virtually no contact or response from you on 
the matters I have raised with you over the last year while we have been living under the 
threat of this application. The only thing we have received is your report which suddenly 
recommends that the application is granted and in the report you have ignored the 
substantial and justified objections from all the neighbours, the Parish Council and the 
Chiltern Society who have supported the view that to grant the application 
would  be  contrary to adopted policies of the Local Plan which seek to protect the natural 
environment, the beauty of the AONB, the setting of Conservation Areas and neighbouring 
Listed Buildings  and ensuring a high quality, sympathetic development  that is both 
sensitive to the location and protects the residential amenity of surrounding properties. 
  
I call on you to withdraw your report and take it off the agenda for the Council meeting and 
require the applicant to submit plans and supporting information, which is accurate, up to 



date and not misleading the Committee and look forward to receiving your reply and 
confirmation shortly. 
 
Attached documents: 
 

 
 



 



 



 



 
 



 
 



 
 



 



 



 
 



 
 
 



 

 
 
PROPOSED REDEVELOPMENT OF PART OF THE FRITHSDEN VINEYARD ON THE ROMAN ROAD IN 
FRITHSDEN HERTFORDSHIRE HP1 3DD 
 
Please find attached photos & GPS Coordinates taken on the 5th September 2022 that establish that 
the southern Boundary line drawn on the plans submitted with the abovementioned application are 
incorrectly drawn. The plans incorrectly show that the Vineyard own more of the woodland bank 



than they do which is in fact clearly in our ownership and marked on the land by old wooden fence 
posts that run all along the northern boundaries of Shepherds Cottage &Clayton Cottage. 
 
The application should be immediately withdrawn as they give a false impression of the size of the 
Vineyard and the distances and impact of the Replacement Dwelling. We are all more directly 
impacted than has been shown and I would like to invite you to inspect the bank so that you can see 
in reality where the boundary line exists in reality on the ground. I hope that you will also be able to 
ascertain the concerns that we have expressed in our earlier letter about Overlooking & Loss of 
Privacy issues that we are facing if this were approved & built and you will be able to get a clear 
understanding about the Overbearing nature of the topography. 
 
I also attach photos taken on the Roman Road in line with the north/western boundary post that 
show how close the southern boundary point is to the entrance to the Vineyard looking north and 
how long our frontage is from the boundary looking south. Finally, I attach photos and GPS 
coordinates of all of the above and hope that these will be of assistance to you in determining this 
matter. 
 
Shepherds Cottage, 14-15 Frithsden, Hertfordshire, HP1 3DD 

 
Representation received from Applicant: 
 
In response to your enquiry, yes Certificate A is the appropriate Certification for this 
application as no third party land is included, or inferred to be included, within the 
proposal.  
 
It need hardly be said, but OS Maps are used universally for Planning Applications. 
All National Government and all public sector organisations use the OS as the 
definitive map base as it is as accurate as can reasonably be produced for 
nationwide mapping. We acknowledge that it does not categorically define ownership 
boundaries but this is immaterial for the purposes of site identification.  
 
We would draw the objectors attention to the following:  
 
"the Land Registration Act 2002, tells us: 

60 Boundaries 
(1) The boundary of a registered estate as shown for the purposes of the register is 
a general boundary, unless shown as determined under this section. 

(2) A general boundary does not determine the exact line of the boundary. 
In other words, Land Registry is unable to tell you the exact location of the boundary, 
only its general position. 

Title plans are issued with a warning, which these days is found on the cover 
page of the official copy of the title plan. It reads: 

This title plan shows the general position, not the exact line, of the boundaries. 
It may be subject to distortions in scale. Measurements scaled from the plan 
may not match measurements between the same points on the ground. 



The first sentence of the above quotation alludes to Section 60 of the Land 
Registration Act 2002. 

The second sentence suggests that the title plan may not be true to scale. 

The third sentence warns that the Ordnance Survey map on which the title plan is 
based may be positionally inaccurate or may be selective in detail, either of which 
may mislead you when you use it in an attempt to ascertain the true position of the 
boundary. 

Ordnance Survey maps, although much used in describing boundaries, are 
unsuitable for that purpose 

Ordnance Survey maps show physical features found on the ground regardless of 
whether or not a property boundary follows those features. Ordnance Survey does 
not investigate property boundaries when surveying those physical features."  

Nevertheless the OS remains the definitive map base for Planning 
Applications.  
 
In respect to the matters raised in the objection -  
 
1. The application plans show Shepards Cottage at 21m from the Red Line 
Boundary  
 
2. The TPO provided from 1983 in the First Schedule says “northern Boundary of 
site 21 meters north of Mellor Cottage”, this is consistent with the plans provided as 
part of the application. 
 
3.  We have overlaid the TPO plan with the OS plans submitted and they match to 
95%+ and show the Tree in question is 21m from “Mellor” cottage, matching the OS 
data used in the application (see appended) Therefore both the OS Mapping data 
and TPO map are in agreement that the boundary is circa 21m from Shepherds 
cottage (Mellor Cottage) 
 
4. The Replacement Dwelling is still 50m from Shepherds cottage so the exact 
boundary location does not change the distance between dwellings. 
 
5. GPS data from a phone does not convey accuracy. The submitted screenshots 
show two captures of different locations which share the same co-ordinates. This 
means that single-frequency GPS was used. Single-frequency GPS produces results 
with a max accuracy of 3m [all location systems enabled] to an average accuracy of 
30m [normal usage].   
 
So, in conclusion, whilst we acknowledge the objectors passion we do not agree with 
his assertions.   
 
I trust this is all useful but please do not hesitate to contact me if any clarification is 
required.  
 



 

 



 

 



 

 
 
Case Officer’s Comments: 
 



In relation to boundary disputes, the applicant has confirmed that the correct 
ownership certificate has been issued. It is not the responsibility of the Planning 
Department to get involved in a civil matter over land ownership. 
 
Recommendation 
 
As per the published report. 
 
 
************************************************************************************************ 
 
 
Item 5c 
 
22/03037/FUL Demolition of existing building and the development of the 
site to provide 1 additional dwelling (Use Class C3) 
 
The Croft Northchurch Common Berkhamsted Hertfordshire HP4 1LR  
 
The Northchurch Parish Council sent an email on 19.6.23 stating: 
 
Please note that NPC is satisfied with the report addressing all our previous concerns, 

therefore, a member from NPC will not be attending the DMC meeting on 22nd June in 

regard to the item below. 

22/03037/FUL - Demolition of existing building and the development of the site to provide 1 

additional dwelling (Use Class C3) - The Croft Northchurch Common Berkhamsted 

Hertfordshire HP4 1LR 

 
Recommendation 
 
As per the published report. 
 
 
************************************************************************************************ 
 
 
Item 5d 
 
23/00768/FHA Extension over and behind existing adjacent garage. 
 
Chiltern Summit Chesham Road Wigginton Tring Hertfordshire HP23 6HX 
 
 
 
Recommendation 
 
As per the published report. 
 



 
************************************************************************************************ 
 
 
Item 5e 
 
23/00807/FHA Installation of trellis fencing and two gates. 
 
22 Ashlyns Road Berkhamsted Hertfordshire HP4 3BN   
 
Further comments received from Berkhamsted Parish Council 
 
No Objection, subject to the amendments to the crossing of the verge, to address 
Highways requirements. 
 
Recommendation 
 
As per the published report. 
 
 
************************************************************************************************ 


