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Mumbai this the 12th day of {ctober,

Hon'ble Smt. Lakshmi Swaminathan, Vice Chairman{J}.
Hon'ble Shri B.N. Bahadur, Member(a}.

0.A.654/96.
Chacko Jacob,
Ex-Tradesman C,

- ay

BARC, Mumbai,

-R/o C-11, Takshasila,

Anushaktingar, '
Mumbai-400 094, ... Applicant.

By Advocate Shri 8. Hatrajan)

——

vVersus

1. Union of India through
Secretary,
ueparfment cf Atomic Energy,
CE8M Marg, Mumbai-400 039.

[ 28]

.  The Chairman,
Atomic Energy Regulatory Board,
Vikram Sarbhai Bhavan,
Anushaktinagar, Mumbai-400 094.

3. Controller,
‘ BARC, Central Complex,
Trombay, Mumbai-400 085. ... -Respondents.

{By Advocate Shri R.R. Shetty)
O.A.768/96

g. Choudhari,
siding at B-11/11,
Sector 6, Vashi, v
MNavi Mumbai formerly ' e
employed as Tradesman 'D!
in the Reactor Operations
Division of EBhaba Atomic
Kesearch Centre,

- MUMBAI-400 085. ' ... Applicant.

{By Advocate Shri M.S. Ramamurthy)

Versus
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1. Union of India through
the Secretary,
Department of Atomic Energy,
C8M Marg,
Mumbai-400 085.
2. Head, Personnel Division,
Bhaba Atomic Research Centre,
Government ¢f India, Central
Complex, Trombay,
Mumbai-400 085.
3. The Controller, Bhabha
Atomic Research Centre,
Department of Atomic Energy, :
Trombay, Mumbai-400 085. _ ... Respondents.

{By Advocate Shri R.EK. Shetty)

-

CRDER
Hon'ble Smt. Lakshmi Swaminathan, Vice Chairman (J).

The aforesaid twe applications {0.A.654/96 and
0.A.768/96) were heard together. At the request of the 1learned
ecounsel, O.A.768/96 was first taken up. Shri 8. ©Natrajan,
learned cocunsel fcr the applicant in OA 654/96,‘ has submitted
that he adopts the arguments of Shri M.S. Ramamurthy, learned
counsel for the applicant in C.A.768/96 and has made further

submissions wherever necessary in the particular facts of his

2. The applicants in the above itwo cases while working in
the Retractor Operations Divisio of Bhabha Atomic Research
Centre {BARC ) /respondents, were charge-sheeted and the
Departmental inquiries were held against them. The respondents
have imposed the penalty orders of dismissal frcm service against

the applicants and the appellate authority has alsoc confirmed the
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same which have been impugned in the twce applications. The
applicant, Shri S. Choudhari in O.A. 768/96, has impugned the
disciplinary authority's order dated 25.8.1995 and the appellate
authority's order dated 30.4.1996 dismissing his appeal. The
applicant, Shri Chacko Jaccb in 0.A.654/96, has also impugned the
dismissal order dated 25.8.1995 and dismissal of his appeal by

the appellate authority by order dated 16.2.1996.

3. in 0.A.768/96 by Memo dated 4.9.1992, the applicant was

issued a charge-sheet with five articles of charges. The Inquiry

Officer had found in his report dated 9.1.1995,Articles—1, ITI and
III as proved and Articles-IV and V as not proved. The applicant
had made his representation on the Inquiry Officer's report. The

disciplinary authority in the impugned order dated 25.8.1995 had
disagreed with the findings of the Inquiry Cfficer insofar as
Articles-IV and V were concerned and held that Article-IV was
also proved on the basis of the.reasoning given by him in the
order on the evidence led in the Disciplinary proceedings. With
regard to the fourth charge, after discussing the evidence, hé
had come to the conclusion that although he does not agree with
the findings of the Inquiry Officer, he gives the benefit of
doubt to the charged official regarding the appli;én
contribution for ieaking out ﬁ&e information to the Press.

appeliate authority in his order dated 30.4.19%6 came to the



conclusion that not only the procedure laid down in the CCS8 (CCA)

[

Rules, 1965 has been duly complied with in this case but a
Articles of charges I,II and III were serious enough individually

to call for a major penalty independently.

4, Briefly stated, the alleéation in Article I of the charge
is that the appiicant while functioning as Tradesman (I}, in the
Reactor Operations Division, did not perform the duties allotted
to him after signing his attendance register at 0700 hours on
12.6.1992; Article II relates to the allegation that the

applicant did not write the Reactor Area Log Bcook showing the

O

status of the plant which is part cf his duties on 4.6.1%%2 and

instead misused the log bock to write certain remarks in the form

of demands unrelated to his official duties; in Article III, the

charge is that the applicant exhorted, instigated and abetted
other Plant Operators of Dhruva/CIRUS Reactors on 12.6.1982 to
abandon their duty and he along with other Plant OCperatoers

deserted their duty place and thus resroted to a form of strike

so the

in connection with certain demands pertaining to his services;

Article-IV relates tc the allegation that the applicant along

with a few operators of Dhruva and CIRUS entered the Control Room
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of CIRUS and shouted and threatened the Engineers on .5.

and Article-V is on the allegation that he had given misieadin

s

information to the Press in June, 1992 without any permissicn or

authorisation.
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5 One of the main grounds taken by Shri M.S. Ramamurthy,

»

s disciplinary authority while

learned counsel, 1 that the

disagreeing with the Inquiry Officer's report regarding

Articles-IV and V had not followed the procedure cof law in

recording his reasons for disagreement and giving an opportunity

o
r

to the applicant to give his reply. H has relied on Punijab

Kational Bank and Ors. Vs. Kunj Behari Mishra (JT 1998 (5) sC
548},
5. counsel for

The other main ground taken by the learned

tl Articles—I}

the applicant is that even in the case cf charges in

18

II th is a case of n¢ evidence. He has submitted that

the relied upon document, namely, the "Area Log Book" which is

[\]
4%

listed at item No. 2 was neot produced in the Departmental

inguiry. Learned counsel has very vehemently submitted that the

"Register of
%

register which was produced in the inquiry was a

Complaints" which contains certain entries from 2.6.1992 and is
not the "Area Log Bock" which is another separate book. He has
submitted that the "Complaints Book" which was in the Control
Room, in which both the applicants had recerded certain
complaints of the Union which they represented cculd at best be
termed as misuse of some stationery of the respondents and

nothing more, as this register was not the "Area Log Book" which

was never produced by the respondents at the inquiry. it is,

however, not denied that what the applicants submit is the
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“"Complaints Register" is also .a register placed 1in the Control
Room of the Retractor by the respondents, which they Eive
vehemently submitted is not the "Area ©Log Book"™ and merq? a
"Complaints =~ Register®™ in which they have recorded the grievances
and complaints of members of the Trade Union. It is releQant to
note that to our repeated questions during the hearing, learned
counsel did not clarify when and how the applicant made a
specific representation te the Ingquiry Ogfficer or the
disciplinary authority to produce,what he calls 1is the correct

Area Log Book' and not the "Complaints Register". The register

which was produced at the time of the inquiry shows entries from
2.6.1992 te 11,6.1992 and, according to the learned ccunsel, most
of the entries relate to grievances of the Union and its demands

and from 12.6.1992 the Lcg Boeck starts. Learned counsel has
emphasised that the applicant had not deserted the duty place on

1.6.1992 but was actually prevented by the authorities <from

[ e

performing his duty of second shift on 11.6.1992.° Relying on the

daily order sheets of the proceedings held on 12.1.1993 and
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*K! and L' of the paper bock), learned
counsel has contended that with regard to the allegations in
Article-III, this is a case of no evidence as none of the
witnesses have testified against the applicant. Learned ccounsel
has submitted that the respondents have, while issuing the

impugned orders of dismissal, relied on hearsay evidence o0f the

P
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Supervisor and other officers who were not sitting in the
Retractor Operations Division regarding the absence of the
applicnt which c¢annot be .relied wupon and, therefore, his

contention is that this is a case o¢f no evidence. in the

circumstances, learned counsel has prayed that the penalty orders.

may be quashed ahd set aside with all consequential benefits.

ghri R.K. Shetty, lemgned counsel. The respondents have
controverted the above submissions made by the applicants.

According to them, the inquiry has been held in accordance with

‘the procedure iaid down and after compliance with the principies

Fh

of natural justice and giving the applicaﬁt ample opportunities
to put forward his case. Learned counsel has submitted that the

aplicant had been placed under suspension by order dated

13.6.199%82. Learned c¢ounsel has submitted that the punishment.

orders passed by the disciplinary authority as well as the
appellate authority are based on evidence by way of documents and

statements of witnesses which were presented at the Departmental

L 2

inquiry. & copy of the InquiryLReport has alsc been given to the

applicant on 24.2.19%5. The disciplinary authority, after

considering the Inquiry Officer's report, the representation. -

submitted by the applicant and other facts and circumstances of

the case held that the charges against the applicant in

8. We have seen the reply filed by the respondents and heard.
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; as proved and gave the benefit of doubt in respect
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of Article-V, Shri R.R. Shetty, learned counsel has submitted
that thé appellate authority had_ also considered the pecints
raised by the applicant in his appeal, including the submission
that the disciplinary authority had erred iﬁ not communicating
his disagreement ith the Inquiry Cfificer in two of the charges
while imposing the penalty of disﬁissal. The appellate authority
has held the first three charges as proved and also they were
serious encugh to warrant the penalty of dismissal from service
/hich has been imposed by the disciplinary authority. In the
circcumstances, the appellate authority has dismissed the appeail.
Learned counsel has emphatically submitted that looking to the
nature of the job. requirements which the applicant was duty
bound to do,while working in thé Retractor Operations Division at
the relevant time, which ﬁas ﬁé, subﬁect matter of charges in
Articles-I, II and III, he was awarded the penalty of dismissal
from service, which the competent authorities have correctly
impcsed. He has submittd that even if the disciplinary authority
had disagreed with the findings of the Inquiry Officer with
respect o Articles-IV and V, there is no doubt that the charges
have been held proved aginst the applicant, i.e. . Articles-I-III
which were érave enough to impose the major penalty of dismissal
from service which was conc&gfed by the appellate éuthcrity.

Therefore, he has submitted that there is no infirmity in the

i
S
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impugned orders. With regard to Article-I, he has submitted that
there were witnesses, for example, PW-I who has stated that the
applicant left the Control Room at 12.30 hours on 12.6.19%92. He

has relied

O

n the judgement of the Supreme Court in Managing

~

C 1) and

¢4

Director, ECIL Vs. B. Karunakar & Ors. (JT 1993 (6)
has submitted that no prejudice has been caused tc the applicant

the punishment order has been correctly given to him based on

[0}
w

facts and evidence adduced before the Departmental ingquiry.

ot
£
(]

He has alsc, relying on the observations of the Supreme Court in
State of Haryana Vs. Rattan Singh (1977 SCC (L&S} 2933,
submitted that even hearsay evidence 1s admissible in a
Departmental inquiry. He has, therefore, contended that all the
three charges on the basis of which the applicant has been
punished have been fully proved. 1In the c¢ircumstances, he has
submitted that the Tribunal ought not to re-assess the evidence
tc come to a different conclusion as there is nothing contrary to

the decisions taken by the respondents.

9., Shri M.S. Ramamurthy, learned céunsel, has also been heard
in rejoinder,fzhe»has reiterated the arguments submitted by him
earlier, namely, that this is a case of no evidence. He has also
stressed on the fact that there is no basis in the allegation of

\rticle-I of the charge, as the applicant has been effectively
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In this Register, there are also certain entries which can
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to as the "Log Book' of the work place/Reactor. In the

tances ¢f the case, we are unable to agree with the

contenticns o©f the learned counsel for the applicant that the

"Complaints Book/Register" which was to be maintained in the

Room, was a "Complaints Register" and no

Control
Book"™. L
that the

an cfficial bock and the contention o
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earned counsel for the respendents had also pointed out

heading {(SFSB) of the Register itself shows that it is
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that because most of the entries were relating to the complaints

for better functioning of the crganisation and sc¢ on and,

therefore

, it should be considered as a "Complaints Register" is

not tenable. It is alsoc relevant to note that this Register was

tc be maintained in th

hearing,

refer to

document

cwWever,
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o
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Control Room of the Reactor. During the
%

earned ccunsel for the applicant had alsc wanted to

-2

certain other document(s) which, according to him, was a
]

V.
"Are Locg  EBook™ but or whatever reasons those

Y

her verified or filed earlier in the O.A.

he has contended that they have been referred tc during

the hearing. 1In the circumstances of the case, those documents

will no
Articlie-
Liog Bco

t
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assist the applicant as what has been alleged in
I is that the applicant did not write the Reactor Area

showing the status of the Plant which was part of his

duties but had misused the Log Book in the Control Room to  write

certain

remarks in the form of demands unrelated to his officiail
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duties. The disciplinary authority has found the charge proved.
The appéllate autherity in his order has specifically referred to
the applicaﬁt's submission that another. Register was 1in
existence, to which he has commented that it 1is not understood
how the existence or non-existence of the register is relevant to

the <charge of a misconduct committed by the applicant and that

the applicant is only trying to confuse the issues by bringing
these irrelevant factors. It 1is relevant tc note that the

applicant himself has not denied that he had written the

1

complaints and demands of the Unicn in a register which was in

rh

the Contrecl Room of the Reactor and this fact read with the

egation 1in Article-1I, therefore, shows that the findings of

W
[
et

the competent authorities that he had misused the Log Book cannot

be held tc be either illegal, arbitrary or perverse to justify

i3. jith regard to the other main contention raised by the

learned counsel for the appliicant that the applicant had been

-

prevented from doing his duties and had not deserted the duty

place on 12.6.1992, we find that the competent authorities have

3

nd and given reasons for their conclusion to
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the contrary. The same is also based on evidence and records.
The judgement of the Supreme Court in Rattan Singh's case {supra)

relied upon by the learned counsel fer the espondents is
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unrelated to his official duties in the Reactoer 1log book;

Article-III states that he had exhorted, instigated and abetted
the plant operators of Dhruva/CIRUS Reactors on 11.6.18%%2 to

abandon their duty and he along with other Flant operators thus
resorted to a form of strike in connection with certain demands
pertaining to his services; and Articlile-IV relates t¢ the

allegation that he gave certain {mislieading} information to the

-~

ficer in his report had also found that

48]
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Articles I-III were proved and Article-IV as nct proved. The

b

learned counsel for the applicnt had very vehemently submitted
that there is no such procedure of handing over and taking over

cable t

ot
g
@]

of duty in the work place and under the Regulations app
the applicant, he could go for His bath which was compulsory and
. "1

what he termed as "statutory" at 2.30 p.m. This, according to

. . . , , o moa t . . _
him, by nc stretch of imagination can be held to be desertion of
dutvy. He has also submitted that as the applicant was attached
to a regular operateor, Mr. Sharma, whe was responsible to . write

-

the 1log book, the applicant cannot be blamed or charge-sheete

Q

for not deing so. He has also contended that the Area Log EBook

given in the 1list of documents was not presented during the

jo}
]

hearing but he was unable tc show any representation, if

xr
7

made by the applicant during the Departmental proceedings for

-

production of what he called the "real' Log Book. He has also
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very vehemently submitted that the respondents could at best
charge the appliicant for misuse of the staticnery material they

had provided in the Reactor Control Room and ncthing more for
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ismissal was too harsh. However, the

w3

applicant was unable t¢ show what representation, if any, the

applicant had submitted during the hearing for production ¢f the

“real® Log Eook. It is, however, rlevant to note that in the
Inguiry Officer's report dated 9.3.1995 {page 125 of the paper

beok), it has been stated that 12 documents, including the Area
Log Book, Ex. P-5, were produced and taken on record which has
been emphasised by the learned counsel for the respondents. Shri
. Natrajan, learned counsel has submitted that Ex.P-5 which
1egedlyvis the log book, was not furnished té the applicant.

1
The respondents, on the other hand, have submitted that the iog

bock has been produced during the inguiry and taken on record.

earned counsel for the applicant has also submitted that

=
ol
o

bt

ince November, 1991, the applicant was posted as Under Licensing
Operater and there was no duty asssigned to him as he was not
entitled to function as an Operator under the Regulations. He
has very vehemently submitted that the Log Book was to be written
by the Shift Engineer in the Control Room although he does not
deny the fact that the Log Book in which the applicant had
written certain complaints and grievanées cf the Unicn was indeed
available in the Contrcl Room. With regard to Article-III, the

learned counsel for the applicant has contended that this is a
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case of nc evidence. Regarding the punishment awarded to the
applicant, he has also contended that it is too harsh even if it

is held that all the three articles of charges are proved against

ct

the applicant. He has alsc referred tc he evidence adduced

4]

before the Inguiry Officer to contend that the conclusions of the

Inquiry Officers are net wvalid. He has submitted that the

28}

applicant was on leave on 12.5.1992 and thereafter he was placed

+

-~

under suspension on 13.6.19

(¥4

-~
7
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.

. The respondents have controverted the above submissions.

[ %]

-

Learned counsel for the respondents has referred tc the findings

of the Inguiry Officer in his report dated 9.3.19%95 {pages

- ° . b

158-182), in which he has dealt with the specific submissions of

- -

the applicant, referred to above. A2According to him, there was

atement of the prosecution

ot
o
4]

specific material by way of s
witnésses and defence witnesses and other evidence to prove th

articles of charges against the applicant. He has, therefore,
submitted that in the circumstances of the case, the 0.A. may be
dismissed as there are no grounds on which the Tribunal can set
aside the penalty corders which have been passed in a 1legal and

proper manner in accordance with the law and Rules.

3. We have also considered the additional facts and
submission made by &hri E. Natraijan, learned counsel. The

penalty orders passed by the respondents in both -the



aforementioned two <cases cannct be held to be excessive or

e e or arbitrary as contended by the learned counsel for the

Fy

VEeXr
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73

applicant, taking intec account the nature of duties and

"3

esponsibilities of the applicants who are admittedly working in
the Reactor Contrel Rcocom on Dhruva/CIRUS Reactors of BARC. The
grounds taken by the learned ccunsel for the épplicant in OA
854/96 have been dealt with by bhu Inquiry Cfficer in his report
as well as the disciplinary authority and the appella
authority. The submission made by Shri 8. Natrajan, learned
counsel that since Mr. §£harma who was a more senior Operator was
not given an equally severe punishment, therefore, the punishment.
in this case should be set aside, has no basis,’as it has not

been shown in the C.A. by the applicant that his case is exactly

et
o)
Fh
0
ct
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the same or similar on the relevant grounds to thatf
case. - The submissions made by the 1learned counsel that the
applicant had been victimised by the respondents because he was
an office bearer of a Union only and was trying tec protect the
workers by making the entries of demands and grievances in the
Leg Beok and so on, have also no relevance because the articles
of charges pertain tc his duties and alleged misconduct which
have been held as proved. 1In the facts and circumstances of the
case, we dc not find the ccnclusiohs of the competent authorities
either arbitrary or perverse. Accordingly, the punishment

imposed on the applicant does not justify any interference as we

neither find it arbitrary, perverse or are able toc c¢come tc the
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[

conclusion that the Departmental inquiry has been held de hors
the Rules or the principles of natural Jjustice. ~ The learned
counsel in the above cases have also not contended that they have

not had a reasonable opportunity to defend their cases in the

e

Departmental inquiry proceedings. As this is also not a case

“where there 1is no evidence, as contended by the learned counsel

for the applicant, we would not be justified to reappraise the

evidence to come to a different conclusion or to substitute our

"conclusion for that of the competent authority. The other

Vo

submissicns made by the learned counsel for the applicant which

€41

are in all fours with those raised by Shri M.S. Ramamurthy,

(¥4

in O.A.768/1996 have

ot
b
4]

learned coun
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o
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lsc been dealt with in that
C.A., The shift dufy letter dated 11.6.1992 and the fact that the
applicant was on leave on 12.6.19%82 wouid alsc not assist him as
what has been alleged in Article-1I of the charge is that he had
left duty on 11.6.1992 without handing over the charge or without
being relieved. These relevant facts have been fully gone into
and discussed by the disciplinary authority and fhe appellate
authority in their orders. We have also considered the other
submissions made by the learned counsel for the applicant in both
the aforesaid QOriginal Applicatiohs but do not find any merit in

the same tc justify any interference in the matter having regard

to the settled principles of law in the Disciplinary proceedings



[l £ ) Lo} (o} u
=4 © L3 ] I S ~
QO +3 « -t o~
Ko} 1] 1 ¥ [
. T Q (]
mn 0 ~ (&) n mm N h
) 0 - 4 3 43
- £4 a3 (2] O Yy a3
g ] L OO M MOIMROP HONT OO OOO QW L . [ @] & o] [= R
QO &8 o HOMP 00 MPadOSORgmogudga-o () ' e
MU0 W G0 W QR R R R 3 £ e
S & S OO pao i A B 30 « £ QY o o
= £ $d4 43 D M el Lo 03 Y4 &4 Hd 1 & D 42 L3 O [®] ﬂ = a3
0. 3 = LO M OB T n B OO Y B L2 Q g N (20
- MOLQRE EWNOD Q- e 3 (9] Yo -4 ord K4 @ aF m (0] [ ol
&) ol Q Mo Q03 . V0O~ AR R ] (o) - Lol o 4
-4 ud (<] Yy as -4 03 T £ o QO 03 W 4o (VIO G o] 72} £ a3
Lo} o K SRS 4 IOy L3 oay ) £ 0080 0 3 M~ U 4 @] o (o] £3 £
= 4 +2 QOM Y HO T 0 a3 49 ER K LR e S £©g 0 oo 0 0w
U] i 4+ 0 0 OO hen S ed O €3 et 4 &4 @ K I A
£3 - £3 6 LG - Q a3 [®) H DG OT M u ol Q a3 O
W] L I T el Yo O R4 UL el OO0 = S BRSSO (0] ~t . ES) [T I 8]
lo] ()] o Y4 O 0 MO DX QML O U N Q -1 P 0w T -r
O MO O W O (SRR SIt] +J 4% Q N ] . n =
ORI oM 00 Q Q- ~ 00 4 @ g © O ® .
[ 4] 0] W O £ £ 0 W h g £ Ko O £ .09 +) e+ 43
~ [s ) 43 £3 8~ om0 oo T Q eed WO O WO [ Q) (@] ] Q - £
(&) ] £ Q& Q - Q3w B3 00 e QD K £ ~ L (3] m
b Q- ay -e4 L3 O MU a3 3 W)y My QLR Q0 +J T O -3 (] - jo) N
(0] fq £ (SR QW] oA Q QY 3T s IO BN N © fos Q4 O o ¥
e ¢ - qQ el ) Q [{3] o3 R B ) S Uy )] ~ o) ¢]
©3 ® 2 ) s £ Ot MW e Y e OO e I . - Q -
o3 1 n 1 4 OPEEA>O0O0N~O0 (AR ] e w i w e B o o 3 4] a3 ()] (o]
. (o) 3 kS a3 Q OO MO D 44 £t Bued 4 2 O £ M &y -4
L1 ] ™ (o] " <3 0OV b @ o~ by Lt W I3TOLAd 203 O 3 .l [0}
£ e~ poe B () I 4 Q 4.0 73 53 w1 a2 o] el 3 R O £ o U
£ - £ . (53 T~ TR I RN B ¢ e 3 Gd D 0 -4 4 .
(] (3] O e D P QO e > 3] a3 £ . M£3O e 3 w Q T3
[t i ! Ud i ) wQ £ SO 2O (O™ s © [7s] Q
~t .} (o] N IR I R RS BN ] R L ®] O W M Q.- W + b | (o]
3 0 Ud 6 @4 Q S 1 Y4y £ - £ GO O ML MO (4] . 0
£ a3 o 0> VO M QOO NGO LONN )] Q Kl s} L] kS o
o~ - Y4 Q L3N e E L3 L4 O LW Q £3 44 £ +J Y -rd = £
o3 ] O o] £4 D Yt D FER IR, FS RS I w2 /v B¢ I SR TREE B R Lo} [} 0
£ {24 = Bt U3 23 0 03 Ud et £ e ord © 4 et et OO O SO Q o -4
-3 ] O L < B> RN = Y & I () B I v e o B & + o3 +3 3 ) (0] i)
Q £t £3 LI = +2 Q €y By O~ O 0 +J K= o] :
e . Q .- o~ ) QD et 3doed Q) ored W Q ¢ QL rd g3 4] 42 B
A4 0 W] ] L o P £ T M SV OO O UM N OPY I = el
£ > a3 a 3183 M M Q2 0303 O3 E P 03I 0 Q - (8] 0] o)l
S~ [#] £3 el DO P TIeed £ 4 e @) £ T I e Y4 0w o Q + £ ] lom
(] (i ] Ud R 1 QO & e W) &4 O I R A w R €34 23 [ ~ o+ -4 4
FE R Y 3 DR ELORNHB AT IO O O SO~ Q0 a3 o o] o3,
¥ o] 1] £, 3 Q-0 00 e~ L VWi, 0 M M o] ¥ £ ] e}
e ot £ =3 Q & §Ed e £ £33V £ 0L 4244 £ £ B2 & B O [ - (o] (2]
Q bt -rd 9] LO0OHOOIIIVOLOMNODV-dIHTagadadO OO0 M 44 [&)] &) L
[ [} MOV ONTBMD UM IETOOLEONYEEHLDLLD OO (O] (0] (0]} &) a3 o=~
L +] M & ¥ a3 ™% 1M g
(o} (V] [0) (0} (1)) S
(0} e < £ Ew [+ IR TV 0 ¥
L3 .l (o} [0} 4 £ ¥ ~t < ® -
4+ QO “ < [} iz .Q =3
i e~ £ b ) o3 . £ 12 4
B = (o} =3 . a3 £ £ n qQ 7))
2 Q [1oe B ()] I B a3 iy~
A



