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BACKGgOUNQ 

The Town of f1' )ltnt Pleasant ("Town") and the Police Welfare and 

Benevolent Organj~ation ("PBA") are signatories to an Agreement 

which expired 011 December 31, 1992. That Agreement covered 

approximately thil Iy Patrolmen, six Sergeants, three Detectives and 

one Det:ective Serqeant. 

Negotiations for a successor contract were unsuccessful, as 

were m(~diation p f lor ts. Consequently, pursuant to the rules and 

regulat:ions of tl1" Public Employment Relations Board (PERB), the 

undersigned Panel was constituted to resolve the dispute. 

HE~arings wert' held before us on October 26, 1992 and January 

7, 1993. At the first hearing, the parties waived the requirement 

for a stenographic record. In addition, the Panel met in executive 

session on Februa l Y 3, 1993 and March 11, 1993. This Opinion and 

Award follows. 

POSITIONS OF THE PARTIES1 

A. 

The PHA ~e0ks salary and longevity increases as follows: 

1 In the interest of expediting these findings, parties' 
positions are sumll1.'1rized. 
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The base sa];n-ies for the calendar year 1992 shall be as 
follows: 

1st Grade $47,413 
2nd Grade 43,697 
3rcl Grade 39,981 
4th Grade 36,264 
5th Grade 32,547 
Sel' want 15% above 1st Grade 
Detnctive 10% above 1st Grade 

Starting with the anniversary of the employee's fifth year of 
service, a longevity factor shall be added to the base salary 
as follows: 

Anniversary Longevity Factor 
(Non-Cumulative) 

5 $ 800.00 
10 1,000.00 
15 1,200.00 
20 1,400.00 
25 1,600.00 
30 1,800.00 

The PBA maint.1 ins that these rates are justified because wages 

here are below t.h<lse of comparable communities elsewhere. For 

example, it allege~', as of December 31, 1991, a top grade Patrolman 

earned $43,709. E"en if only Towns are considered, the PBA asserts 

that members of th0 bargaining unit earn $550 less than Patrolmen 

in the other Westc'1]ester Towns (PBA Exhibit 8). 

In addition, the PBA insists that settlements have averaged 

5.86% and 6.14% fe',- ]992 and 1993, respectively (PBA Exhibit 9) . 

Therefore, it asserts, increases far in excess of 6% are needed if 

it is to reach the median of relevant communities. 
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As to longevity, the PBA contends that its members earn far 

less :tn this cill egory than their counterparts elsewhere (PBA 

Exhibit 1). Thelnfore, it asks that its proposal be adopted. 

Regarding ovnrtime, the PBA seeks a minimum of three hours pay 

when held over. ~or employees required to work on a day off, the 

minimum should br· four hours, according to the PBA. 

The PBA als(l asks for a five per cent differential for those 

indivjduals required to work between 6:00 p.m. (1800 hours) and 

6:00 a.• m. (0600 )Iours). 

'J'he PBA cant '-'nds that many members are required to perform the 

duties of a higher paid classification, without additional 

compensation. Thus, it asks that an out-of-titIe clause be 

incorporated int(' the Agreement. 

The PBA ~lso asks for six additional tours off for those 

working a two tOllr rotation or those working a steady forty hour 

per week schedul n • Additionally, it asks for the right to swap an 

unlimited number of tours, instead of the current twelve. 

As to training days, the PBA asks that the current allotment 

of two per year f,e eliminated. 
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with respect to sick leave, the PBA makes the following 

proposals: 

ARTI_CLE VI 

SICK LEAVE 

S I;:CTION 1. Employees shall be entitled to 
uI11imited sick leave. Currently accumulated 
sick leave will remain credited to each 
E"l1ployee for the purpose of conversion of 
U 111lsed sick leave bank. 

E;IC'l'lON 2. The Employer shall continue to 
I," ov ide Workers' Compensation Insurance. 

S I:(~TION 3. An employee may lise up to ten 
(10) sick days per year for illness in the 
f ;lmily, upon approval of the Department 
Ilnad, which approval will not be unreasonably 
withheld. 

s l:CTION 4. This shall be the current SECTION 1 N. 

f~I:CTJON 5. Maternity leave shall be in 
(1 'cordance with federal and New York State 
l""quLrements, provided, however, that a 
1 "ilve of absence , without pay, shall be 
glanted to a maximum of two (2) years 
nt for the length of time granted under 
Nnw York state or federal law, whichever 
js greater. While on maternity leave, the 
E'1l1ployee may continue to use any and all 
]nave she has theretofore accumulated. 

Also, on tt,is issue, the PBA insists that the number of bonus 

days ~;hould be ir"T(~ased based upon an employee's attendance. This 

proposal will fo~;ter better attendance and productivity, in its 
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view. Thus, it asks that the following schedule be adopted. 

sick Leave Used Bonus Days 

1 5 
2 4 
3 3 
4 2 
5 1 

In addition, the PBA asks for the right to use personal days 

instead of vacati'ln days in lieu of bonus days' cash payments. 

Concerning '/acations, the PBA notes that employees can 

currently take \';lc<:ltion in two segments (three, if they are 

entitled to 28 V·) cation days.) In its view, this provision is 

overly restricti"o. Therefore, it asks for the right to split 

vacation days in ;1 ny number of segments, sUbj ect to the approval of 

the Department H"'"d. 

As to person;) 1. leave, the PBA asks that the current allotment 

be increased from four to six days and that employees be permitted 

to convert unus(" I days into cash. with respect to bereavement 

leaves, the PBA ~:~eks two more days for an expanded definition of 

the II immediate "lmilyll so as to include in-laws or any other 

relative living in the horne. 

Regarding t"lli days, the PBA contends that the current 

allotment is ill("l' lequate. Consequently, it seeks two additional 

IIsuper holidays," as well as the right to a compensatory day in 

lieu of a day off, for holidays listed in Article X. 
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Concerning clothing allowance, the PBA insists that the 

current $400 all(,tment is far below the County average (PBA Exhibit 

19). Thus, i t a~;ks that this sum be raised to $700, payable on or 

about April 1 of each year. 

Hegarding mpr] ieal benef its, the PBA asks that the current $500 

payment to its Wnlfare Fund be increased to $600. 

The PBA als') seeks a commitment by the Town that it will pay 

the tuition cos ts of courses toward a Police Science degree, 

including a doctnrate, up to $1,500 per year. 

:rinally, thr, PBA contends that it needs additional time off 

for its President or his/her designee to attend to its business. 

Consequently, it asks that the current five day maximum be 

eliminated. 

In sum, the PBA maintains that given the relative rankings of 

its current wage ~nd benefit allotments, and settlements in other, 

comparable commll ni ties, the increases it seeks are justified. 

Also , it insist~;, the Town can well afford these improvements. 

Consequently, it asks that its demands be awarded. 

B. Town 

The Town insists that it cannot afford the wage increases 

sought by the Pl~f\. 'rhis is so, it stresses, because it faces a 

declining tax bCl';e and increasing costs, exclusive of any raises 

won by the PBA i II this proceeding. 
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Specifically, the Town alleges, retirement contributions, 

Workers' Compens:l tion and Health Insurance premiums have risen 

dramatically from L991, i.e. from $1,360,000 to $1,857,000 in 1993. 

Most of this rise is attributable to the Police budget, the Town 

insists (Town Exhibit 5). 

Moreover, tlJ n Town urges, it is faced with a deluge of tax 

certiorari proceo'llngs. Based upon current projections, the Town 

estimates t.hatU,; tax base will decline approximately 8.6% over 

its 1992 assesserl valuation, since there are five major lawsuits 

pending before it (Town Exhibit 2). 

G i. ven these factors, the Town asserts that regardless of 

settlements elsewhere, it cannot afford the improvements which the 

PBA seeks. Instr'ild, the Town argues, it needs substantial cost 

savings from this bargaining unit. Consequently, it asks for the 

economic givebacks, as follows: 

1.	 Pay" 3, Article 1, Section 4.A, overtime 
De1 0 te present provision 

2 .	 Pagr~ 4, Article IV, New Provision, Workday 
alld Workweek: 

In addition to the workdays 
described in this Article, all 
officers shall be assigned an 
additional six (6) days of work 
per year at the discretion of 
the Chief. 
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3.	 Pag r 13, Article VIII, section 4, Vacations 
Delr-te section 4 and replace with the following: 

SECTION 4. Employees shall be eligible 
for vacations based on length of service 
as follows: 

il. during the first year of employment, 
but not during the first 30 days - six (6) 
Horking days; 

I). during the second through fifth years 
0leven (11) working days; 

c. during the sixth through fifteenth years 
eighteen (18) working days; 

(1. during the sixteenth year and each year 
thereafter - twenty-five (25) working days. 

4.	 Pag l ' 14, Article IX, section 1, Personal Leave 
Amend section 1 to provide as follows: 

Three (3) paid personal leave days 
may be granted upon written request 
stating the specific reason for such 
request, which written request shall 
be submitted to the Chief no more 
than 15 days prior to the day 
requested, except in an emergency 
and a determination on the request 
shall be made in writing within 
five (5) days of the request. 
Personal leave is only available 
for personal matters which cannot 
be accomplished other than during 
the officer's assigned workday. 
The request shall, consistent with 
the needs of the Department, not be 
unreasonably denied. 

5.	 Pi'l'lP 15, Article X, section 2, Holidays 
Delete section 2. 
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6.	 Pa'!e 16, Article XIII, section 2.A.1, 
!lo c;Qitalization and Medical Benefits 
Amnnd section 2.A.1 to provide as 
follows: 

Effective January 1, 1992, all unit 
employees shall contribute twenty
five (25%) of the annual premium 
for the Health Insurance Program 
provided by the Town. 

7.	 P;l'~e 16, Article XIII, section 2.A.2, 
lI.o~;J2italization and Medical Benef its 
Ad'i the fa] lowing language to section 
2.A.2: 

" , or other health plans 
prllviding benefits comparable to the 
NC'I York State Empire Plan, at the 
ti lite of such change. 

As to non-ec')Jlomic issues, the Town asks that Article XVI 

Grievances be amrllded to provide for a ten day time limit for the 

filing of any clnim. 

Also, the To'm contends that a number of provisions constitute 

non-mandatory subjects of bargaining. Consequently, it asks that 

Article XVII - Discrimination, Article XXI, section 5 - Previous 

Practice; and Ar~icle XXI, section 8 - Job Description, be deleted 

on this basis. 

In sum, til" Town contends that current harsh economic 

realities justify wage improvements far less than those sought by 

the PBA or those awarded elsewhere. These same realities render 
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its	 demands reaSOllrJ ble, according to the Town. Therefore, it asks 

that the Panel grdnt them as proposed. 

DISCUSSION AND FINDING~ 

SE~veral intr< 'ductory comments are appropriate. This Panel is 

consti1:uted pursu;lnt to section 209.4 of the civil Service Law. As 

such, we are required to consider the statutory criteria contained 

therein in making our determination. These criteria are: 

209.4 (v) 

a.	 comparison of the wages, hours and conditions 
of the employees involved in the arbitration 
pro(~eeding with the wages, hours, and con
dirions of employment of other employees 
performing similar services or requiring 
similar skills under similar working con
ditions and with other employees generally 
in l'ubl ic and pr i vate employment in com
par~ble communities. 

b.	 the interests and welfare of the public 
and the financial ability of the pUblic 
employer to pay; 

c.	 COnl!lar ison of peculiarities in regard to 
oth"r trades or professions, including 
spc-"'ifically, (1) hazards of employment; 
(2) physical qualifications; (3) educa
ti()tl,l1 qualifications; (4) mental quali 
fiC'1\:ions; (5) job training and skills; 
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d.	 thp terms of collective agreements negotiated 
between the parties in the past providing for 
cO[TIpensation and fringe benefits, including, 
but not limited to, the provisions for salary, 
in~l\rcmce and retirement benefits, medical and 
ho~pit_alization benefits, paid time off and job 
seC'l\r ity. 

with these princjJlles in mind, we turn to the facts of this case. 

The parties concur that the successor Agreement should run 

from January 1, l'1g2 through December 31, 1993. Unfortunately, the 

statute prohibits the Panel from imposing a longer contract, since 

the parties will nnter into negotiations not long after this Award 

is issued. NOIlr-theless, given the legal constraints upon our 

findings, a two Y0ar Agreement is imposed. 

Obviously, the most important issue is wages. A key element 

in setting wages for 1992 and 1993 is the comparability factor; 

i.e., settlements in other similarly situated communities [Section 

209.4(v)(a) of tile civil Service Law]. For 1992 the record is 

virtually complet0.. As PBA Exhibit 9 indicates, the 1992 average 

is 5.86% for all ~estchester County communities. If only Towns are 

considered, the ~verage is 5.69%. since the preparation of that 

exhibit other settlements have been reached, as follows: 

Buchanan - 5.5% 
Dobbs Ferry - 4.5% 
Bedford - 5.25% 
North Tarrytown - 5.9% 

These settlements do not seriously alter the figures set forth in 

PBA - Exhibit 9. 
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Also of significance are Police Officers' current (i.e. 1991) 

wages when compan>rj with other communities. strict dollar 

comparisons are not totally accurate since Villages operate on a 

June 1 - May 31 f is(:al year and Towns operate on a calendar year. 

NonetheIE!ss, comparisons of this type afford a reasonable basis to 

determinE~ if Mount Pleasant salaries rank well or poorly when 

matched ,lith other \'!estchester County municipalities. 

PBA Exhibit 9 rnfJects a Countywide average of $43,709 for top 

grade Police Officers. For Towns only, the average is $43,885. In 

Mount Pleasant/ the (:orresponding figure is $42/333. Clearly, some 

inequity exists brtween wages in this community and others 

similarly situated. 

Balanced again~t these data is the community's ability to pay 

[Section 209.4 (v) (tl) of the Civil Service Law]. Obviously, a 

poorer community cantlot: be expected to pay its employees as well as 

a richer one. As :IICh, disparities among Police Officers' wages 

are to be expected. 

The evidence ill Mount Pleasant does not indicate that the Town 

is financially str.lpped to the point where it cannot afford 

reasonable increase:'. Town Exhibit 7 reveals that taxes rose 1.9% 

in 1992/ certainly modest increase.I 
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In addition, Mount Pleasant is not overburdened with 

debt. The avera'le debt to debt limit ratio for all Towns in 

Westchester is 9. I, %• In Mount Pleasant, it is 5.6% (PBA Exhibit 

7). Mount PleasClnt has a demonstrably lower debt structure than 

other comparable (~ommunities. 

This is not to say that Mount Pleasant is without fiscal 

problems. Far fre,pl it. Town Exhibits 2-4 reveal that its tax base 

is in danger of substantial erosion. Numerous re-assessment 

petitions have bel't) [iled against the Town. Some, if successful, 

will dramatically ('educe its ratables. 

In addition, State revenues are decl ining. Mortgage tax 

receipt:s have deC'lined substantially, from $916,567 in 1990 to 

$470, 000. Supplem0nt:al State Aid has been eliminated (Town Exhibit 

7). Also, costs for retirement contributions have risen a great 

deal in recent ye;l1's (Town Exhibit 5). 

These economic data reveal that the Town's ability to pay is 

not unl,imited. TIley demonstrate that though not impoverished, the 

Town faces real blldgetary problems. 

Under these rircumstances, the Panel must award wage increases 

which properly balance the PBA's right to fair wage improvements 

against the Town':: genuine fiscal constraints. For 1992, such a 

balance results ill a 3% increase effective January 1, 1992, and an 

additional 3% increase effective July 1, 1992. 
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Such increa~es are consistent with wage raises accorded 

elsewhere. When ('onstrued as a six per cent rise, they exceed the 

county average fOl Towns by approximately .3%. As such, they will 

improve the ranking of Mount Pleasant Police Officers. 

On the othel' hand, the split raises reduces the economic 

impact upon the 'j'f)wn. For 1992, the basic wage package will cost 

4.5%, a figure which will not unduly burden the Town's budget, the 

Panel is convinced. 

For 1993, thr- wage issue is more complex. Only about 25% of 

Westchester COUTlly communities have settled. Four of these 

settlements were made in 1992 or earlier, when settlements were 

higher than tho~e currently being negotiated. More recent 

agreements reached are as follows: 

Ardsley 
Buchanan 
Dobbs Ferry 
New Castle 
North Tarrytown 
Croton-on-Hudson 

- 5.5% 
- 6.0% 
- 5.25% 
- 5.0% 
- 5.9% 
- 3.0% 

The most recent of the above settlements is Croton-on-Hudson. 

Any 1993 wagr- improvement imposed by the Panel contains an 

element of progno:~tication. While the Croton-on-Hudson settlement 

does not necessari ly demonstrate that future contracts will average 

3% or less, it floes reflect the continuing trend toward lower 

settlements. COllsequently, the Panel concludes, an increase of 
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4.25% is justifipd for 1993. In our judgment, it will not impair 

Mount Pleasant's ranking when all settlements are concluded for 

1993. On the othnr hand, it reflects current patterns toward lower 

wage improvement~~. Also, we note, it is in line with the recently 

bargai.ned Mount Pleasant - CSEA Contract, which provided for a 4.0% 

raise for 1992. Consequently, and for the foregoing reasons, the 

Panel awards the following basic wage increases: 

a. Effective January 1, 1992 - 3% 
b. Effective July 1, 1992 - 3% 
c. Effective January 1, 1993 - 4.25% 

We turn to the issue of longevity, another form of wages. The 

Panel is convince'.! t.hat longevity payments deserve to be increased. 

Currently, a Po I ice Officer receives $150 after ten years of 

service. This figure increases by $100 in five year intervals up 

to a maximum of ~'r)50 after 30 years. By contrast, longevity in the 

Towns of Bedford, Eastchester, Greenburgh, Harrison, Mamaroneck, 

New Castle, ass i ning and Yorktown is far higher than in Mount 

Pleasant (PBA Exhibit 11). Also, longevity has not been increased 

since 1984. 

Given thes n drtta, the Panel f illds that longevity should be 

raised as follQ1-;' ~: 

Effective January 1, 1993, each longevity 
step shall be increased by $250. 
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Such improvements will add approximately .25% to the wage package. 

As such, it is not unduly burdensome to the Town. However, it will 

put Mount Pleasall ,_~, s longevity schedule more in line with those 

elsewhere. Thus, we award it as indicated. 

Concerning Clothing Allowance, the Panel is convinced that 

some adjustment 1 s justified. An increase to $425 effective 

January 1, 1992 i111d $450 effective January 1, 1993 is reasonable 

and we direct th~' it be implemented. 

We note the I'BI\' s request for a substantial increase in the 

rank differential [or Sergeants. This current figure is 11.5%. It 

is far below the County average of 13.9%. (PBA Exhibit 12). Thus, 

the Panel finds, i1 modest increase is warranted, as follows: 

Effnctive January 1, 1992 - 12% 
Effnctive January 1, 1993 - 12.5% 

The issue of Health Insurance is of major concern to the 

partie::; . Escalat Lng premiums constitute a mounting burden upon 

municipalities' blldgets. Clearly, employers have a right to expect 

some relief in this area. Conversely, employees are reluctant to 

give up a hard "arned benefit. Basic health insurance is a 

legitimate expect1tion that workers have. 

This dilemmil crtn best be resolved by requiring all Police 

Officers hired all or after July 1, 1993 to pay 25% of their health 

insurance premiums for the first three years of their employment. 
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Such a provisic'n will save the Town, at current levels, 

approximately $1,100 per employee - if the family plan is 

selected - for a 1 ot~l of $3,900. Thus, it will produce reasonable 

economies. Howevnr, new employees can look forward to fully paid 

insurance within n reasonable time after being hired. 

Also, the Panel notes, similar provisions have been 

incorporated into the Croton-on-Hudson and Yorktown Agreements. As 

such, this claus" is not unique. Accordingly, it is awarded as 

indicated. 

The PBA souqht the right to swap tours and to split vacation 

days more frequelllly than currently exists. The Panel finds merit 

in these propos~ls, provided they do not hamper efficient 

scheduling of tOUtS. Consequently, we shall direct that subject to 

the convenience or the schedule, bargaining unit members shall be 

allowed to swap unlimited number of tours and to split vacationsall 

into three segmell t.s. 

Both parties made numerous proposals concerning sick leave, 

personal leave and bereavement leave. The Panel does not find 

compelling evidell(_~e to grant any of these demands. They are all 

rejected. 

Similarly, note the parties' proposals relating to tourIi,? 

increase/reductic l l1. The current number of tours is reasonably 

close to the COUllty average. Nor does the evidence demonstrate a 

compelling need to alter the current number of training days. 

Therefore, these proposals are rejected as well. 
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Also, demands to increase overtime pay and holidays (PBA's) or 

to decrease same (Town's) are not supported by the record. They, 

too, must be reje(~ted. 

The Panel dons not find sufficient evidence to incorporate an 

out-of-title clallse into the Agreement. This proposal of the PBA 

is not awarded. 

Nor has the PBA convinced us that additional time off is 

necessary for th n PBA President. This demand, too, cannot be 

granted. 

In addition, in better times payment for courses taken toward 

a Police Science degree might be desirable. However, in an era of 

fiscal restraint, the Panel cannot award this proposal of the PBA. 

Nor is the I'dnel persuaded that a ten day time limit for the 

filing of grievarwes is necessary, as requested by the Town. Also, 

its claim that cel-tain provisions of the expired Agreement should 

be deleted becaus p they are non-mandatory does not afford a basis 

for their eliminution. Thus, these proposals are also rejected. 

In sum, the ~h~nges directed above reflect a proper balance 

between the legit imate interests of members of the bargaining unit 

and the equally v~lid needs of the Town. Consequently, they are 

awarded as indicuted herein. 
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A WAR D 

1. The successor Agreement shall commence retroactive from January 

1, 1992 to Decembe~ 31, 1993. 

2. Wages shall be increased as follows: 

Effective January 1, 1992 - 3% 
Effective July 1, 1992 - 3% 
Effective January 1, 1993 - 4.25% 

3. Longevity sha] L be increased as follows: 

Effective January 1, 1993, each longevity step 
shaLl be raised $250. 

4. Clothing Allow~nce shall be increased to the following rates: 

Effective January 1, 1992 - $425 
Effective January 1, 1993 - $450 

5. Sergeants' differential shall be increased to the following 

rates: 

Effective January 1, 1992 - 12% 
Effective January 1, 1993 - 12.5% 

6. Health Insurance: All bargaining unit members hired after 

June 30, 1993, shilLI be required to pay 25% of health insurance 

premiums for the I irst three years of their employment. 

7. Effective ~Jllly 1, 1993, SUbject to the convenience of 

schedules, employr'es shall have the right to swap an unlimited 

number of tours altd to split vacations in three segments. 

20
 



8. 1\11 other pn'I"'~i1I::-; of the p;:B t-ies, '·1!l0th.-'t- or not specifically 

addresS0U here ill, 't·p Ie j ected. 
(/ r '\ ,J 

. (, t-....~, ., ( ,L-,(t.4-~_L. ,,_ ... ~: - _ 
Dl\'I'ED J} )~~J ;8 I / IInW\Hf) C. J:nf-:I,Tl7\fl, ESQ., CHl\lRM1\N, 

lIlT ERRS'}' T\ 1m J"'IU\'l'J ON PANEL 

STATE OF IIEH yOI'J: 

COUN'rY OF Il1\SS!\l1 

, I ( 
S"-',:>rl1 to ]w'!' '" IIII' til i::-; / S d;,y nf ) I I ,) 1993.I 

) 

r "1 nlCIA [) PH ~l)ltlE 

N'~'nr y l'"fJ llc, SIO'" of ~~''''' Ynrk 
Ii? 4';)11'>71 

Ow.d:fi'Fi I" th~'oIJ County 
('C1,"""I~,iDn hr>i,~~ rflb. 22, 19Q 'I
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/) ~A----,G~ Concur 
~TOLZER, SQ, 

Dissent TOWN PANEL MEMBER 

STATE OF tl(ij '1'1 
I ss. : 

COUNTY OF \ \[1, \ I ,', 

Sworn to bp[ore me this day of J,,!;\ ~'--, 1993 

") ,) I ,i 1 .]1I I i( I ' ( \ (! f' I r ' :It) / ,ti7 L(0' (I. ( 

Notary Public 

MAunEEN MACFARLAND 
Notary Public, State of New York 

No. 4874656 
OUl"ified in Nassau County '/ 

Term Expires October 27, 19ii.; 
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Concur 

Dissent /J.?k-, 

STATE OF tJ(w,/fJPI< 

COUNTY OF Ro</(L,Ibvj) 
ss. : 

Sworn to befc)re me this ,Ay(l, day of (ff.,~~ , 1993. 
\ 

//',i / /7) /.\
{ Iy( ~ l / t- U? 't[ ....~ 

Not~ry Public 71 
ALICE T. WENZ 

Notllry rublic, State of New 'fort 
4641182 

Certified In R0dd8nd Cou~ " 
Comml..lon &pi," Feb. 28, te/ ).J' 

23
 


