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"'Spcciallegislation' is constitutional as long as it bears a 'fair and substantial relationship' to legitimate

stilte objeclivcs:061 Tn this case, lhe initiatives have been draned. so they have a general application

statewide, It is tme that the initiatives apply only to large-scale metallic mineral mines. but other water

qmtlity regulations apply to smaller mines or non-metallic mines.6~ However, the court concludes thJt

07WfR3 bears a fair and substantial relationship to lhc legitimate purpose ofregulating the effect of large--

scale mct.1l1ic minerol mining on water quality within Alaska to ensure that humans and salmon using

Ala.o;kn waters are not adversely aITected by large-scale metallic mineral mining operating upstream.

G. I, 07WTRJ PlWTlpled bytl,e Clean Water Ac~ Federal Milling Law, or ANCSA?

Article VI of the Unitel! States Constitution provides that tho laws of the United States "shall be

1110 supreme Law of the Land;,., any Thing in the Constitution Or Laws of any Stale to the Contrary

notwithstanding," TIle Supremacy Clause obligates states to abide by fcdcrallaw, thereby empowering

Congress to preempt state law.

The Supremacy Clause of article VI of the Constitution provides Congress
with the power to pre-empt slale law, Pre-emption occurs [I] when
Congress. in enacting a federal statute, expresses a clear intent to pre·empt
state law, (2] when there is outright Or acnla) conflict botwoeD federal and
state law, (3] where compliance with both federal Wld state law is in effect
physically impossible, (4] where there is implicit in federal law a barrier to
stale regulation, (51 where Congress has legislated comprehensively, thus
occupying an entire field of regulation and leaving no room for the Slales
to supplement federal1aw, or [6] where the state law stands as an obstacle
to the accomplishment and execution of the full objectives of Congress,
Pre-emption may result not only from action taken by Congress itself; a

" ,:",>IIS ex rei. Kulch v. Stale, 56 P.3d 1046, 1057 (Alaska 2002).
" E,g., AS 46.03.070 - .100; sec also Kel,o v. Rybachek. 912 P.2d 536, 541 (Alaska 1996),
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federal agency acting within the scope of its congressionally delegated
authority may pre-empt state rcgulation.69

Thc plainti ITs argue thal 07WTRJ is preempted by federal law in three ways: (1) by enaCling

cmucot limits and pcrfonnance standards without complying with procodures required by the Clean Water

Act; (2) by conflicting with and frustrating the purpo,c of tlx: Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act

(ANCSA), which conveyed lands (0 Native corporations ror their economic benefit; (3) by conOieting with

and fnlstrating the purpose of the Federal Mining Act, to fostc::r and encourage the mining of mineral

t'CSOUTCC$.

1. Clean Water Act

TIle plaintiffs contend that the federal Clean Water Act preempts state Jaw enacted through 8

process other than the adminislralivc agency rulcpmaking process. However, the plaintiffs have not cited

any specific law or case supporting this proposition. Nothing in fcderal1aw prohibits the stale legislatutC

from cnneling water quality statutcs,7Q

Thc CI""n Water Act (33 U.S.C. section 1251) ,tates:

It is the policy of the Congress to recognize, prcscrvCt iUld protect the
primary responsibilities and rights of Stutes lo prevent, reduce, and eliminate
pollution. to plan the development and usc (including restoratioll,
preservation, and enhanccment) of land and water rcsomcc:s, ~d (0 consult
with the Adminislralor in the exercise ofhis autholity under this chapter.71

"Loui,iuna Public Service Com'n v. F.C,C, 476 U.s. 355, 368-369,106 S.C!. 1890, 1898 - 1899 (U,S"
I986)(citations omiUedXnumbcnng added),

70 E.g., AS 46.03.070 _.110.
'133 U.S.C. § IZSI(b).
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Congress expressly reserved tho authority of states to adopt standards more stringent than federal Jaw by

pf<Jviding thHt nothing in th" Clean Water Act would preclude the right of any state or political subdivision

or Interstate agency to adopt or enforce:

(A) any standard or limitation respecting discharges ofpollutants, or
(8) any requirement respecting control or abatement of pollution~

except that if an effluenl limitation, or other limitation, effluent standard,
prohibilion, pretreatment standard, or standard of pcrfonnance is in eITeet
under this chapter. such StOlle or political subdivision or interstate agency
may not adopt any Cffi\lent limitation, or other limitation, effluent standard,
prohibition, pretreatment slandltrd, or standard ofperfonnancc which is less
stringent than the effluent limilalion, Or' other limitation, emuent standard,
prohibition, pretreatment standart.l, or standard of perfonnanco under this
chapter; or (2) be constmed as impOllring or in any manner aerecting any
right or jurisdiction of the Slates, with rcspecl to the waters (including
boumlary waters) of such SlaLe.<;.72

Thl' Clean Water Acl's dcl1nition of "effluent limitation" is "any restriction established by a State or the

Atlmininlrator on quanlities, rates, and concentrations of chemical, physical, biological and other

collslituCnts which aro discharged from point sources into navigable waters, the waters of the contiguous

....onc, or the ocean, including schedulc:s of compliancc:m

The Clean Water Act rtquires federal agencies to cooperate with state and locat ageneics.74

Additionally, courts in other jurisdictions have recognized the slates' authority to establish more

stringent me.1surcs to protect water quality than ex.ist under fedcrallaw.75 CAP has not cited any case in

which a court held thalthe Clean Water Act preempts a stale's ability to adopt more stringent measures

7',; 33 U.S.C. § 1370.
33 U.S.C § 1362(1 I).

74 33 V.S.c. § 1313.
75 U.S. Sleete Corp. v. Traill, SS6 F.2d 822, 829 n.S (7'h Cir. 1971); SED. Inc. v. City of!JaytOil. S19
F.Supp. 979, 991 (S.D. Ohio 1981); Pennsylvallia Caal Milling Assoc. v. Watt. 462 F.Supp. 741, 747
(D.C. Po. 1983)
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for waters within the slate's boundaries. The interstate water pollution case. cited by the plaintiffs is

inapplicable, because it deall with whether a slate with more stringent standards could impose those

stamlarc..ls all a SO\lfCe in a neighboring state with lower standards that was discharging into a river

nowing into the slate with higher standw:ds.76 When the conflict is between states, fcdcrallaw prccmplS

the law of the stale with higher standards.n HowevCf, there is no interstate conniet in this case. The

court concludes that there is no controlling authority that clearly indicates that 07WTR3 would be

preempted by the Federal Clean Water Act.

2. Federal Mining Act

The Federnl Mining Act provides for Ule fTee and open exploration of public lands for valuable

mineral deposiLl; and declares a policy of fostering and encouraging pIivatc development of mineral

rcs0l1rccs,78 A slate law that banned mining entirely wo~l!d be an obstacle to the accomplishment of the

pl1rposes and objectives of tho Federal Mining Act.?? Howevcr, 07WTR3 does not ban mining; it merely

rcglllut.es the usc ofwatcr by a large~seale mine fOT discharsing waste materials.

3. ANCSA

The main purpose behind Congress' gr.ml or land to Native Corporations under ANCSA was to

ellcoumge economic development,811 The plaintiffs contend that 07WTR3 would render Native corporation

limd worthless. However, 07WTRJ only regulates minitlg through water quality standards. In addition, it

is not at all clear that the land would become worthless. Mines smallf...'T' than 640 acres as welt as oon-

7G See ImenwlionClI Paper Co. 11. O"lette, 479 U.S. 481. 498-99, 107 s.er. 805, 814~15. 93 L.Ed.2d 883
(1987).
77/d,

7R Soutll Dakofa MiningAss'n, lSS F.3d at 1010.
?? M.at 1011.
HO Koning, inc. v. Koncor Forest Resource, 39 F.3d 991, 996 (9th Cir. 1994).
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melallic mines can operato on corporalion land. Non-mining development can take place. Ii is no1 clC<l.T

that the purposes of tho land grant under ANCSA would preempt state regulation of largo-scale metallic

mineral mining pursuant to 07WTR3 ifthe initiative passes.

4. Controlling Authority leaves Room for Argument About Preemption of07WTR3

Absent controlling authority that leaves no room for argument aboullhe initiative's preemption by

fcdcrallnw, the court ShOll1d not decide the issue until and unless the initiative is enacted by the VOleTS,1I

The Stille contends that the preemption question should be deferred until after the people have voted. The

court agrees. Preemption under the Supremacy Clause, like other underlying constitutional issues involving

the subslance of the initia1ive, should not be considered prc·clcction unless thero is clear conlrolling

authority lhat the measuI"C is unconstitutional.

Initiativo 07WTRJ is not clearly preempted by lhe Clean Water Act. federal mining law or ANCSA

Thererorc. it is inappropriate ror this coun to decide procmption issues before the election.

H. Takings Issue

A tilking is not clearly unconstitutional unless there is no just compensation. In Al1chorage Citizells

jor Taxi Rc!nrm. the Alaska Stlpreme Court stated:

We thc-rerorc do not decido here whether taxicab permits are private
property lhe taking of which reqllires just compensation. nor do wo decide
whether the iniliative would result in any sueh taking. Our limited review is
consistent wilh lh~ principle that an inltialivc may be:: reviewed heroro going
to lhe voters only to "ensure compliance with the 'panicular constitutional
and statutory provisions regarding initiatives....S2

III Alaskt. Actio,1 Center. 84 P.3d at 992; Broo!cJ, 911 P.2d at 1027.
82 Anchorage Citizens/or Taxi Reform, ISl PJd at 421 n.2. quoTing TnlSt the People, 113 P.3d at 626.

Ctmncr'J ofAJa~1n ProJlICf/rs til at v. ramell et a/
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This court may not reject an initiative on constitutional grounds unless "controlling aUlhority' leaves

no room for arglnncnt nbout its unconstitutionality,,,113 As discussed above, 07WTR3 is a regulatory

measure that prohibils LSMMs from discharging cffluenL that would adversely affect humans or salmon.

07WTR3 doe.o; not state that all discharges will be prohibited. There is no clear authority that lhe

rcgulntions resulting from 07WTR3 would constitute a taking of land containing large mineral deposits or

rights to mining claims on stale: land, Since it is not clear that 07WTR3 would result in a taking, this court

also cannol nnd that the Stale wHl be required to pay just compensation if07WTR3 is enacted by voters.

1. Ballot and Petition Summaries and Statements orCosts

Courts apply >\ deferential standard of review in challenges to lhe lieutenant govemor's summary of

fm iniliative.g·
l "'111C burden is upon those l:llLacldng the Slln1ffilUY to demonstrate that it is biased or

misleading,'.s,

Aficr an initiative application is certified, AS 15.45.090 requires the lieutenant governor to prepare

petitIons containing a copy of the proposed bill ifit is 500 words or less or "an impartial summary or the

snbjcct matter of the bill.,,86 The lieutenant governor also must include in the petition "an estimate of the

cost to the statc of implemonting the proposed law.'t87 lr the circulated petitions are properly filed, AS

15.45.180 requires the lieutenant governor to prepare a ballot title and proposition:

The ballot tille shall, in not more Lhan 25 words, indicate the general subject
of the propositiolL The proposition shall give a true and impania/ summary
of the proposed law. The total number of words used in the summary may

83 AltlSka Action Cemcr, 84 P.3d at 992.
84 Alaskans/or HfJicient (;ovcrnmef1t v. State, 52 P.3d 732, 735 (Alaska 2002). quoting Burgess v.
Alaska Lieutenanl Goverllor1'erry Miller, 654 P.2d 273, 276 (Alaska 1982).
~s Burge,'iS, 654 P.2d at 276; Alaskalls for Efficient Government, S2 P,3d at 735.
"AS 15.45.090(0)(1)-(2).
" AS 15.45.090(u)(4).

CUIIIIt:ilofAlaska Producers ct (1/ v. P"'"I1l~ll t:t 01
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not exceed the product or tho number of sections in the proposed law
mulliplied by 50. In this subsection, "section" means a provision of the
proposod law that is disiinci from other pn)visions in pwposc or subject
matter,"

Alnska. Statute 15.45.180 also requires the lieutenant governor. with the assistance ofthc anomey general to

prepare a "true and impartial" ballot summary for initiatives.19 In practice. the lieutenant govanor uses the

sl\me !lwnmary for both the: petition arnlthc ballot.

The basic purpose of the ballot summary is to enable voters to reach innmncd and intelligent

decisions on how to cast their ,,'ate on the initiative question.¥O The summary should be free from

misle:K1ing stalCments and provide a fair. neutral expl:mation of the pmposal's contents.91 '''The summary

may not be an argument for or against the measure, nor can it be likely to create prejudice for or against the

mcasIlrc:m A ballot summary musl be accurate and impartial, but it will not be invalidated simplybccausc

the COllrt may believe a better summary could be written.9J

1. Summary and Cost SWornent for 07WATR

After Judge Torrisi certified Jnilialivc 07WATR. the lieutenant governor prepared the fonowing

summmy:

BILL PRQY!J.lING FOR PROHIBITIONS ON CERTAIN ACl'IYITIES
BY LARGE MIJTA.~PC MINERAL MJNINQ OPERATIONS

" AS 15,45,180(0) (emphasi. added).
89 Alaskans for Efficient Governmellt. 52 P.3d al 733.
" /d, at 735.
" /d. at 735; Fa/paas Y. Mllnicipali(yofAnchorage, 860 P.2d 1214, 1218 (Alaska 1993); Rurge", 654
P.2d at 275,
"2 Faipcfls, 800 P.2d al 1218, quoting Burgess, 654 P.2d at 275 (quoting with appro'Val from I" ra
SC!('()lId Illitiated COllstitutional I1I1lClldmellt Respecling the Rights o/the Public to U"i,lterrupfed Service
by 1'lIb1te F:mployeas of) 980.613 P,2d 867. 869 (Colo, 1980». See also Ala-,kallstar EffiCient
Government, 52 P.3d at 735.
I)) Alaskansfor Rfficiel1t Government, 52 P.311 at 735.
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This bill imposes five prohibitions on new large scale metallic mineral
mining opemtions in Alaska. The bilI bars such a mining operation from
releasing any amount of toxic pollutant 1010 water that is used for drinking
water or by salmon. The bill bars such a mining opemlion from storing
mining wastes and tailings tllat could release sulfuric acid, dissolved metals
or chumicals. Finally, the bill bars such a mining operation from storing
mining wastes and tailings within 1000 feet of any river, slream. Jake. or
tributary that is used for drinking water or by salmon. The bill dcfmes a
large scale metallic mincr1\! mining operation to mean a metallic mineral
mining operation thal is in excess of 640 acres in size. The bill defines toxic
pollutllnts to include substances that will cause death and disease in humans
ilnd fish, and incliides Ollist of substances identified as toxia pollulanls under
radcrallaw.

Should this initialive become law?"·

With the aid of tho Dcpmtmcnt of Naturol Resources, the lieutenant governor prepared the following cost

stntcment for implementation of07WATR:

Rstimate of Co§t (0 State for Implementation: As required by A..~

15.45.090(aX4) lhe Alaska Dcparlrnenl of NalUtal Resources has preparod
the following slalemcot of costs to the State of implemenling the law
proposed in the lniliative 07WA1'R.

StMtementoCCosts and ~venues for Inltlative 07WATR-Preparcd by
the Alaska J)cpartments ofRevcDue and Natunl Resources

COSlS

By prohibiling any discharge of cenain pOllutants, even if those discharges
meet or exceed existing state and federal water quality standards, tltis
inlllative would effectively prohibit m031, if not all new large scale mining
activity.

The Departmenl (ONR) docs not foresee any new costs from the initiative,
as DNR would be in the position oC denying most applications for hard rock
mining dl;velopmcnts greater than 640 acres. The Division of Projecl
Management and Pcnniuing, large mine permitting team would require less

., CAP Mm. Sum. I., Exh. 6 (summary of07WATR),

COUJJcilofAla,rkn Produc~rx C'l al v. POntdl PI al
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fiscal support as there will be 110 large mines; however, these positions arc
fllnded in part by pcnnit fees, which would also be reduced.

Revenues

The impacts of this initiative on Stale revenues arc difficult to estimate.
There would be a signincant long tenn impact to state revenues ill loss of
royalty revenue from State lands and loss of mining tax revenues from state
amI private lands. DNR would also expect to see a decline in mining claims
and related revenues.

Fulure State mining revenues, and the associated impact of this inilialivc,
depend on a number of factors, including future metals prices, costs of
production. ('Illd the development of new mines. An analysis of potential
State revenues from ono large mine that would be prohibited by this
initiative indicates that potential revenues of up to $5 biUion over the life of
the mine (40 years) could be eliminated by lho initiative.

When other statewide mining developmenls are considered, the potential loss
of Slale revenues resulting: from tho initiative could tolal up to $10 billion or
more over the ncxt 30-40 years.95

Plaintiffs argue that the summary is defective because it fails to infonn petition signers that

07WATR would end large scale metallic mineral mining in Alaska,IM !lowever, the first paragraph of the

cost statemenl includes an explicit slatement to this effect "By prohibiting any discharge of ccrtain

pOlltllanlS, even if those discharges meet or exeeed existing state and federal water quality standards, lhis

iJJiOativc wOllld ~ff~livdy prohibit mosl, if nOl all new large scale mining activity. ,m Since both the

summary amI cost statement appear on lhe petition, tJlis does not demonstrate bias. The summary is a fair,

nCull'll explanation of the contenls of07WATR. while the cost statement surnmllriZes the expected decline

in mining ulld the loss ofmining revenues for the state.

" CAP M'n. Sum. J., Exh. 6 (07WATR Statement of Costs) (emphasis added).
06 CAP Mtll. Sum. J.•'45,
"CAP MIn. Sum. 1., Ex11 , 6 (07WATR Sm'emen' of Costs) (emphasis added).
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Tho pl~intiffs also contend that thl: possible cost ofpotential claims of takings should be included in

the cost statement. This argument must be rejected, Since a potential taking claim as a consequence of an

initiative is not appropriate for pre-election consideration, there is 110 merit in th9 argument that potential

takings claims should be included in the cost statement for the initiative.lls

The court conchldcs that if 07WATR proceeds, the summary and cost statement are fair and

, It' I "lmpa la statements.

2. Summary and Cost Statement for 07WTR3.

For Ule 07WTR3 iniliative, the lieutenanT govemorpreparcd the following summary:

DIU. PROVIIlING FOR REGULATION OF WATER QUALI1'Y

This bill imposes two water quality standards on new large scale metallic
mineral mining operations in Alaska. The first standard docs not allow such
mining operation to release into water a toxic pollutant that will 'adversely
affect human health or the life cycle of salmon. The secorld standard docs
not allow such a mining operation to store mining wastes and tailings that
could release sulfuric acid, other acids, dissolved metals or other toxic
pollutants O,at could mlversely affect waler that is used by humans or by
salmon. The bill delines a large scale metallic mineral mining operation to
mean a melallic mineral mining operation that is in excess or 640 acres in
size. TIle bill (lefines toxic poltutants to incIllde substances that will cause
death and disease in humans rtnd fish, and includes 51 list or substances
idelltified as toxic pollutants under fcdcmllaw.

Should this initiative bccome law?'oo

The plaintiffs contend that the slUnmary is defective because it docs not statc that the initiative

would end large-scale metallic mineral mining. However, 07WTR3 does not han large-scale metallic

--------
9~ See Anchorage Citizens/or Taxi Reform, 151 P.3d at 421.
~ See IlIlrgess, 654 P.2d a1275,
100 CAP MIn. Sum, J., Exh, 9 (summary of07WTR3) (emphasis added),
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mineral mjning 115 long as a mine can operate without adversely affecting human drinking water or the

salmon life cycle.

The State's use of the tCffil "adversely" in the summary for 07WTR3 is reasonilblc. Usc of

"ndvcrscly" in Ule summary renects usc of that term in the stated purpose in the initiative itself. When

07WfR3 is read as a whole, the term "adversely' is appropriate for the summary. Funhennorc. the

Sponsors' lack of objection to the lieutenant governor's summary, combined with their ciJ't.ulalion of

pt:1itions containing il, "indicates their acquiescence to its i.nterpreWion aCthe mcasure,',IOI Use orthc tam

"adversely" 10 qualify provisions relating to the crrcet on the heallh of humans and salmon rcnccts the

proper meaning of the provisions in 07WTR.3. I02

The bnllet and pelili<.>o swnmary for 07WTR3 is a fair, true. neutral, and impartial explanation of

the main features ofth~ lnitiative's contents. toJ

Wilh the aid of the Departmenl of Natural Resources, the lieutenant governor prepared the

following cost statement for implemenlation or07WTR3:

F...(jlimate of Cost to the State for Implementation: As required by AS
IS.4S.09O(a}(4) the Alaska Department of Natural Resources has prepared
lhe following statement of costs to the SUlto of implementing the Jaw
proposed in the Initi:'ltive 07WTR3.

Statement of Costs and Revenues for initiative 07WfRJ Prepared by
the Alaska Department ofNatural Resources

This initiative appears to propose language that docs not differ significantly
from existing watcr quality standanls. Therefore, the department does not
foresee any significant impact on tbe department or all activities on state-

101 MeAlpille v. UII/versily ofAlaska, 762 P.2d 81, 90 (Alaska 1988).
100 All pal1ies have requested a dccJarRlory judgment that insertion orthe term "adversely" is the correct
interpretation or07WTRJ.
IOJ Sec Alaslwnsfor Efficiellt Government. 52 P.3d at 735

CoundlolAlaska Product!Ff ct al v. Purndl el ClI
'FA 07-2692 CJ
Mcmol'i1ndul11 Decision and Ocder
Page 37 ofJ9



FE8-29-2008 FRI 06:46 AN SUPERIOR COURT FAX NO. 919072648262 P. 39

owned land. As a result, thero will not be si~ilicant fiscal impact-either
revenues or costs· --8S a rcsuh afthis initiative. 04

The plaintiffs argue that the cost statement for 07WTR3 i~ defective because (1) it docs not account

[or alleged ti'\kings claims ag~inst the Stale iftl10 initiative passes and (2) it does not include the alleged loss

in tax rev~ue if 07W'fR3 is interpreted to be as restrictive as 07WATR Neither argument has merit.

First. as discussed above, the takings issue is not appropriate for the court to decide before the election, and

therefore, the potential cost is not appropriate. lOS Second, the plaintiffs arguo that the cost statement for

07WTR3 shoulcJ he the same as the one for 07WATR. because the plaintirrs contend that both initiatives

would ball latgl,}-scale melallic mineral mining. nus argument arises from their assertion lhat the term

j'auvcrscly" should not have been used in t.hc summary. However, since the court has found that

"adversely" is appl'opriate in the summary, then tho plaintiffs' argument for a cost statement like the one for

07WATR must be rejected.

lrlh~ initiative p:.sses, new regulations probably wilJ be promulgated to implement it. For many

pollutants, the regulations may be little dilfcrcnt than current water quality slandal'(ls. This suggests that tha

stale would incur few additional costs to implement the program and mining companies would be able to

obtain the necessary pennils to operate.

The COlJrt concludes that the cost statement for 07WTR3 is impartial and accurate to enable voters

to make 8n infomlcd decision.

('.oneillsion and Or<jg

104 CAP Min. Sum. J., Ellh. 9 (07WTR3 Statement of Costs).
lOS SC'e. Anchorage Cttfzen.~for Taxi Reform. 151 P.3d at 421.
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This court concludes thallhe lieutenant governor's decision was com::cl for both 07WATR and

07WfR3. Lieutenant Governor Parnell was correct in refusing to certify 07WATR because: it is an

appropriation. The lieulenant governor's certilicarion or 07WTR3 as a regulatory measure was correct.

The court concludes thai 07WATR constibltcs an appropriation, but 07WrRJ is not an approprintion. but

merely regulatory. Tho State's summary or 07WTR3 lLsing the term "advorsely," as in adversely affcct

humnn health and tho salmon life cycle, is nppropriate lo convey the obvious intent of the initiaHvc. This

COUn.'ll decision makes it unnecessary to address partics' other arguments,lM

With reSpct:t to 07WATR, the plaintiffs' Illotions for sununary judgment and the State's cross-

mOlion regarding 07WATR arc GRANl'CD. The Sponsors' cross-molion regarding 07WATR is DENJBD.

With respect to OTIVTR3, the plaintiffs· motions for summary judgment nrc DENJED, and the

Stato's and Sponsors' cross~motions regarding 07WTR3 nrc GRANTBO.

IT IS SO ORDURE!>.

Dated Ihis J?,Srftday ofFebruary, 2008, al Fairbanks. Alaska.

J)-.-Iz.i~~
~ Blankenship
Superior Courl Judge

--------
J()(, Additionally, the plnintiffs' argument lhat 07WTR3 would change the constitution bas no merit

l.()/II/ctl "/Aroda Prodllcen et al v. P"'mcll tl at
4FA 07-2692 Col
M~lllofl1nd\Un DI.~i$iOIl and Order
PlISe 39 of39


