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Social Discrimination and No Service Need  

 The applicant stated that the rule against cadets having dependents dates back to the 1897 

rules for the cadets of the Revenue Cutter Service, which stated that “[t]he marriage of a cadet will 

be considered as equivalent to his resignation.”  The applicant stated that the rules have never 

explained this prohibition and argued that it “simply mirrored the norms of American society” at 

the time.  At times, military officers have been prohibited from marrying during their first two or 

three years of service as an officer, and even in the civil service, certain positions were restricted 

to unmarried members.  Military nurses could not be married, and many States prohibited teachers 

from marrying.  The applicant stated that “discrimination against married persons was wide-

spread.”  However, the applicant stated, military restrictions on marriage and parenthood have 

been disappearing.  In 1958, the Court of Military Appeals struck down a Navy regulation requir-

ing a six-month waiting period as an unreasonable interference in a member’s right to marry.2  In 

1973, a Federal District Court found that the U.S. Merchant Marine Academy could not expel a 

cadet simply because he was married.3  In 1975, the Second Circuit invalidated a regulation 

requiring the separation of pregnant Marines.4  And in 1980, Congress repealed a statute that 

allowed the Army to discharge officers due to marriage.5  The applicant noted that the restriction 

against marriage “also served as a regulation against parenthood” because of the stigmatization of 

having children born out of wedlock.   

 

 The applicant stated that when women were first admitted to the Coast Guard Academy in 

1976, the Academy published its first policies against paternity, maternity, and pregnancy.  Preg-

nancy and parenthood cases were to be reviewed by a seven-person board, and the cadet had a 

right to counsel, to present evidence, and to question witnesses.  The board was to consider the 

cadet’s ability to carry out the duties of a cadet, and there was no automatic disenrollment. 

 

Lack of Due Process 

 The applicant argued that the Coast Guard denied him due process because it enforced an 

ultra vires regulation, denied him a hearing, denied him a meaningful opportunity to present an 

appeal, and denied “review of his case at the level required by statute.” 

 

 Ultra Vires Regulation.  The applicant argued that the cadet regulations are ultra vires 

because 14 U.S.C. § 182 states that “Cadets shall be subject to rules governing discipline 

prescribed by the Commandant,” but since 1976, the rules about parenthood have been 

prescribed by the Superintendent, and the Commandant has never delegated his authority 

to the Superintendent “to regulate discipline generally, nor to regulate procreative rights of 

cadets specifically.”  The applicant argued that without a proper delegation, a policy inter-

fering in a cadet’s fundamental rights is not entitled to a presumption of validity.  He also 

                                                 
2 The applicant cited United States v. Nation, 26 C.M.R. 504 (C.M.A. 1958). 
3 The applicant cited O’Neill v. Dent, 364 F. Supp. 565 (E.D.N.Y. 1973) (finding that the Government had not 

presented sufficient evidence of the need for an absolute prohibition on married cadets to establish a fair and 

substantial relationship between the rule and the purpose of the academy or to survive strict scrutiny). 
4 The applicant cited Crawford v. Cushman, 531 F.2d 1114 (2d Cir. 1975). 
5 Pub. L. 96-513, Title II, § 2141, Dec. 12 1980, 94 Stat. 2885. 
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argued that the policy for cadets is “at tension” with the Coast Guard’s published policies 

on equal rights and is contrary to the rules for enlisted members and officers. 

 Summarily Dismissed Without Proper Authority.  The applicant claimed that he was not 

disenrolled but “summarily dismissed” from the Academy without proper authority.  He 

stated that under 14 U.S.C. § 182(a), only the Secretary may summarily dismiss a cadet:   

The Secretary may summarily dismiss from the Coast Guard any cadet who, during his 

cadetship, is found unsatisfactory in either studies or conduct, or may be deemed not 

adapted for a career in the Coast Guard.   

The applicant stated that while the term “dismissal” is usually associated with the 

punitive separation of an officer or cadet by sentence of court-martial,6 the statutory history 

of 14 U.S.C. § 182(a) shows that “dismissal” means expulsion without trial.7  The 1914, 

1921, and 1947 cadet regulations for the Coast Guard Academy stated that married cadets 

“shall be dismissed,” and the 1971 cadet regulations stated that they “shall be dismissed” 

if they do not resign.  In 1977, the regulations were revised to state that a “cadet who is 

pregnant, who is to be the father of a child, or is the father or mother of a child, will be 

subject to disenrollment.”  The applicant claimed that currently the cadet regulations use 

the terms “dismissal” and “disenrollment” interchangeably and so the use of one term 

rather than the other does not change the analysis. 

The applicant claimed that the Secretary has not delegated his authority under 14 

U.S.C. § 182(a).  Under Delegation No. 0170.1, the applicant argued, the Secretary has 

delegated his authority only with respect to foreign cadets.  And under Management Direc-

tive 3330, the Secretary delegated “responsibility for ‘retention’ of ‘graduates’ for ‘com-

missioned service.’”  However, he argued, “retention” is the opposite of “dismissal.”  The 

applicant argued that under 14 U.S.C. § 181, the Superintendent of the Academy is “the 

immediate government and military command” but lacks the authority to separate a cadet 

from the Coast Guard.  He argued that the authority to summarily dismiss a cadet from the 

Academy is not included in § 181 and so rests with the Secretary under § 182.  He also 

argued that the Commandant is not the “alter ego” of the Secretary,8 and neither is the 

Superintendent. 

 Denial of Due Process under Fifth Amendment.  The applicant stated that he requested a 

hearing with the Superintendent, but his request was denied.  He noted that the Academy 

has procedures that could have been implemented, such as the Suitability for Service Board 

                                                 
6 See, e.g., Rules for Court-Martial, 1003(b)(8)(A) (2012) (“There are three types of punitive separation. … Dismissal 

applies only to commissioned officers, commissioned warrant officers, cadets, and midshipmen and may be adjudged 

only by a general court-martial.”); UCMJ Art. 71(b), 10 U.S.C. § 871(b) (court-martial sentence of dismissal must be 

reviewed by the Secretary, or Appropriate Under Secretary or Assistant Secretary.). 
7 The applicant stated that in Hartigan v. United States, 38 Ct. Cl. 346 (1903), aff’d 196 U.S. 169 (1905), the court 

found that a cadet’s summary dismissal from West Point by the President without a trial by court-martial was proper.  

He stated that in 1906 Congress authorized the Secretary (then of the Treasury) to “summarily dismiss from the Service 

any cadet who, during his probationary term, is found unsatisfactory in either studies or conduct, or may be deemed 

not adapted for a career in the Service.”   
8 The applicant cited Nolan v. United States, 44 Fed. Cl. 49, 59 (1999). 
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SUMMARY OF APPLICABLE STATUTES AND POLICY 

 

Title 14, United States Code 

 Title 14 U.S.C. § 181, “Administration of Academy,” states the following: 
 

The immediate government and military command of the Coast Guard Academy shall be in the 

Superintendent of the Academy, subject to the direction of the Commandant under the general 

supervision of the Secretary. The Commandant may select a superintendent from the active list of 

the Coast Guard who shall serve in the pleasure of the Commandant. 

 

 Title 14 U.S.C. § 182, “Cadets; number, appointment, obligation to serve,” states the 

following: 
 

(a) The number of cadets appointed annually to the Academy shall be as determined by the Secretary 

but the number appointed in any one year shall not exceed six hundred. Appointments to cadetships 

shall be made under regulations prescribed by the Secretary, who shall determine age limits, meth-

ods of selection of applicants, term of service as a cadet before graduation, and all other matters 

affecting such appointments. In the administration of this chapter, the Secretary shall take such 

action as may be necessary and appropriate to insure that female individuals shall be eligible for 

appointment and admission to the Coast Guard Academy, and that the relevant standards required 

for appointment, admission, training, graduation, and commissioning of female individuals shall be 

the same as those required for male individuals, except for those minimum essential adjustments in 

such standards required because of physiological differences between male and female individuals. 

The Secretary may summarily dismiss from the Coast Guard any cadet who, during his cadetship, 

is found unsatisfactory in either studies or conduct, or may be deemed not adapted for a career in 

the Coast Guard. Cadets shall be subject to rules governing discipline prescribed by the Comman-

dant. [Emphasis added.] 

 

(b) Each cadet shall sign an agreement with respect to the cadet's length of service in the Coast 

Guard. The agreement shall provide that the cadet agrees to the following: 

    (1) That the cadet will complete the course of instruction at the Coast Guard Academy. 

    (2) That upon graduation from the Coast Guard Academy the cadet-- 

        (A) will accept an appointment, if tendered, as a commissioned officer of the Coast Guard; and 

        (B) will serve on active duty for at least five years immediately after such appointment. 

    (3) That if an appointment described in paragraph (2) is not tendered or if the cadet is permitted 

to resign as a regular officer before the completion of the commissioned service obligation of the 

cadet, the cadet-- 

        (A) will accept an appointment as a commissioned officer in the Coast Guard Reserve; and 

        (B) will remain in that reserve component until completion of the commissioned service obli-

gation of the cadet. 

 

(c)(1) The Secretary may transfer to the Coast Guard Reserve, and may order to active duty for such 

period of time as the Secretary prescribes (but not to exceed four years), a cadet who breaches an 

agreement under subsection (b). The period of time for which a cadet is ordered to active duty under 

this paragraph may be determined without regard to section 651(a) of title 10. 

    (2) A cadet who is transferred to the Coast Guard Reserve under paragraph (1) shall be transferred 

in an appropriate enlisted grade or rating, as determined by the Secretary. 

    (3) For the purposes of paragraph (1), a cadet shall be considered to have breached an agreement 

under subsection (b) if the cadet is separated from the Coast Guard Academy under circumstances 

which the Secretary determines constitute a breach by the cadet of the cadet's agreement to complete 

the course of instruction at the Coast Guard Academy and accept an appointment as a commissioned 

officer upon graduation from the Coast Guard Academy. 
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RCC § 2-1-03, “Hardship Readmission,” states the following: 

 
a.  Former cadets who resigned due to unavoidable hardship, which is subsequently resolved, may 

be granted readmission. However, the Academy does not guarantee readmission. Cadets should 

make every effort to resolve hardships without resorting to resignation. 

b.  Former cadets who wish to apply for hardship readmission may do so through the Admissions 

Office in consultation with the Commandant of Cadets. Applications for hardship readmission must 

be accompanied by proof that: 

1. A hardship existed at the time of resignation and was the primary reason for the resignation; and 

2. The hardship has been resolved and will, in all probability, not recur. This proof may be in state-

ments from doctors, family, friends, and clergy or by official records. 

 

 RCC § 2-1-04.a. states that “[e]ligible former cadets may seek readmission to the Academy 

commencing within two years of their separation. See Chapters Two and Five of the Admissions 

Organization and Regulations Manual for policy and procedures related to readmission.” 

 

RCC § 4-5-03.c.1.(d) states the following about a cadet’s honesty: 

 
By words or acts of either commission or omission, a deceitful person intends to represent a fact to 

exist which is known to be otherwise. Such conduct displays an element of cowardice and a flaw in 

character which is inconsistent with the standards required of a Coast Guard officer. The daily 

routine at the Academy provides innumerable occasions for the deceitful person to practice guile. 

Inaccurate reporting of facts, musters, class attendance, signing of lists, etc., is an example of 

deceitful conduct. A person who is unwilling to be held accountable for actions and omissions within 

the cadet corps will most likely display the same weaknesses as an officer. This kind of unreliability 

is unacceptable in a Coast Guard which relies on honest and forthright reports from its commanders 

around the world. 

 

VIEWS OF THE COAST GUARD 

  

 On December 12, 2017, a judge advocate (JAG) of the Coast Guard submitted an advisory 

opinion in which she recommended that the Board deny relief.  She adopted the findings and anal-

ysis in a memorandum on the case submitted by Commander, Personnel Service Center (PSC) and 

also argued the following: 

 

 Although the applicant alleged that he had no duty to “incriminate” himself, parenthood is 

not a Class One offense so the right not to incriminate oneself of a criminal offense is 

inapplicable.  In addition, the JAG argued, under Part 9, § 3-9-01.b. of the cadet regula-

tions, the applicant had a duty to report the pregnancy within two weeks after he learned 

of it.13  Moreover, because his fiancé was 19 weeks pregnant at the time, under the rules, 

the applicant already had parental obligations when he learned of the pregnancy.  And the 

applicant waited almost a full year to report that he had parental obligations, even though 

the cadet regulations make clear that a pregnancy past 14 weeks constitutes a parental 

obligation whether the cadet is the mother or the father. 

                                                 
13 The Coast Guard submitted pages that appear to be from the 2015 edition of the RCC, which contains the two-week 

deadline. 
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 b. The Government may not infringe upon a fundamental liberty interest 

unless the infringement is narrowly tailored to serve a compelling government interest.24  The 

applicant argued that that the Academy’s absolute prohibition on parenthood is not narrowly 

tailored to serve a compelling government interest, but the Board disagrees.  As noted in § 1-1-03 

of the Regulations for the Core of Cadets (RCC), the Academy is charged with producing a trained 

corps of officers with a “high sense of honor, loyalty and obedience.”  To that end, it admits young 

people without loyalties and responsibilities to dependents (spouses and children)25 and over the 

course of four years it requires them to develop devotion to their duty,26 to learn to depend on and 

have complete trust in each other,27 and to build an esprit de corps, integrity, honor, and loyalty to 

their Service and country that will last throughout their careers.28  The result every May is a cohe-

sive class of newly commissioned ensigns who are ready for a three-year tour of duty afloat29 and 

whose esprit de corps and loyalty is such that they will obey orders at great cost to both themselves 

and the families they later acquire;30 they will entrust their lives to and risk their lives for each 

                                                 
24 Lawrence v. Texas, 539 U.S. 558, 593 (2003). 
25 COMDTINST M1000.3A, Article 1.E.2.; RCC, § 2-4-04.b. 
26 See RCC, § 1-1-04; RCC, Regimental Commander’s Supplement to the Cadet Regulations, § F-1-02; COMDTINST 

M1600.2, Chap. 2.A.1.a. (“The Coast Guard attracts and retains highly qualified people with commonly shared values 

of honor, respect and devotion to duty. These values anchor our cultural and Service norms and serve as a common 

foundation for our interpersonal relationships within the Coast Guard.”). 
27 See RCC, Regimental Commander’s Supplement to the Cadet Regulations, § 4-5-03.a.2. (“The personal and work-

ing relationship between cadet and cadet, between cadet and officer, and between officer and officer, must be founded 

upon mutual and complete trust and integrity. In closely knit societies, such as the Corps of Cadets and the Coast 

Guard Officer Corps, the relationships established at the Academy are lifelong. In order to establish the proper rela-

tionship among Coast Guard men and women, trust and integrity are absolute essentials.”); U.S. Coast Guard Publi-

cation 1, p. 90 (“Our organization works on the basis of trust among our people; and in turn, their loyalty, sense of 

responsibility, and professionalism motivate each of us to excel.”). 
28 See COMDTINST M1000.3A, Art. 1.E.4.a.(3) (stating that the Academy program “stimulates a high level of 

integrity, commitment, respect, discipline and camaraderie … that enables a graduate to assume duties immediately 

as a junior officer afloat.”); RCC at § 4-5-03.b.1. (stating that rising above the rules of regular society “the society of 

the Corps of Cadets departs for higher forms of ordered relationships which are considered necessary and appropriate 

for administering the community of the Coast Guard Academy and developing young men and women to assume their 

responsibilities as officers in the U.S. Coast Guard.”); § 4-5-03.c.1.(d) (“A person who is unwilling to be held 

accountable for actions and omissions within the cadet corps will most likely display the same weaknesses as an 

officer. This kind of unreliability is unacceptable in a Coast Guard which relies on honest and forthright reports from 

its commanders around the world.”); see Hagopian v. Knowlton, 470 F.2d 201, 205 (2d Cir. 1972) (noting that West 

Point teaches cadets “to be prepared to accept full responsibility for all that they do or fail to do and to place loyalty 

to the service above self-interest or loyalty to friends and associates.”).   
29 COMDTINST M1000.3A, Art. 1.E.4.a.(3) (stating that the Academy program “stimulates a high level of integrity, 

commitment, respect, discipline and camaraderie … that enables a graduate to assume duties immediately as a junior 

officer afloat.”); COMDTINST M1000.8A, Chap. 1.A.7.d. (stating that recent graduates of the Coast Guard Academy 

“should expect to complete their first tour afloat.”); Chap. 1.A.4.a.(1) (showing that an afloat tour is three years). 
30 COMDTINST M1000.3A, Art. 1.E.4.a.(3) (stating that the Academy program “stimulates a high level of integrity, 

commitment, respect, discipline and camaraderie … that enables a graduate to assume duties immediately as a junior 

officer afloat.”); COMDTINST M1000.8A, Chap. 1.A.4.a.(1) (showing that normal tour lengths range from eighteen 

months to four years); Chap. 1.A.1.a.(1) (“In distributing and assigning members, the needs of the service come 

first.”); Chap. 1.A.5.a. (“[A]ll Coast Guard members [must] be available for unrestricted duty assignment 

worldwide.”); Chap. 1.A.5.b. (“Because many Coast Guard assignments feature unusual or irregular working hours 

and calls to immediate duty remain an inevitable possibility, members often encounter difficulties in caring for 

dependents.”); Chap. 1.A.5.c. (“It is manifestly unfair to implement the Commandant's unrestricted duty assignment 
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e. The applicant argued that marriage and parenthood restrictions on employ-

ment have been struck down by courts in civilian life and that the decisions in O’Neil v. Dent, 364 

F. Supp. 565 (E.D.N.Y. 1973), and Crawford v. Cushman, 531 F.2d 1114 (2d Cir. 1975), show 

that the prohibition on cadets being parents violated his right to substantive due process.  In Craw-

ford, the court found that a Marine Corps regulation requiring the discharge of all pregnant marines 

violated their right to equal protection because marines were allowed to have children and the 

Marine Corps had not shown a rational basis for treating pregnancy differently than other tempo-

rary disabilities.41  The decision in Crawford does not persuade the Board that the prohibition on 

parental obligations at the Coast Guard Academy is unconstitutional, however.  The applicant has 

not shown that the Academy allows cadets to maintain other significant, distracting responsibilities 

that divide their attention and loyalties.     

 

f. In O’Neil, the court held that marriage was a fundamental right and applied 

strict scrutiny to find that the Government had not shown compelling grounds for an absolute 

prohibition on married cadets at the Merchant Marine Academy.42  The court held extensive evi-

dentiary hearings and concluded that the Government had not shown that married cadets performed 

worse academically43 and so had not proven that the absolute prohibition on marriage affecting all 

students regardless of age, maturity, or circumstance was required to meet that academy’s goal.44  

In the absence of academic statistical evidence supporting the alleged need for the prohibition, the 

court found no “rational and reasonable relation of the regulations to legitimate military objec-

tives.”45  The court acknowledged that “military institutions are allowed a certain amount of 

latitude of discretion in order to properly discipline and train their members,”46 but held that acad-

emy officials had failed to demonstrate a clear imperative for interfering in a cadet’s right to marry.  

The court also wrote, however, that its decision did not require the academy to change its program 

and acknowledged that such a regulation based on other data or evidence might be valid:47  “The 

Court decides only that no such data or evidence has been adduced in this case,”48 and so ordered 

the cadet to be reinstated.  In O’Neil, the court considered only evidence concerning the academic 

performance of the cadets.  Building the cadets’ esprit de corps, trust, loyalty, obedience, and 

willingness to make personal and familial sacrifices throughout their careers and the impact of 

granting (or not granting) special privileges to cadets with dependents were not addressed.49  

Therefore, the decision in O’Neil does not persuade the Board that the prohibition against cadets 

having parental obligations is not necessary to fulfilling its mission. 

  

                                                 
41 Crawford v. Cushman, 531 F.2d 1114, 1122-25 (2d Cir. 1975) 
42 O’Neil v. Dent, 364 F. Supp. 565, 579 (E.D.N.Y. 1973). 
43 Id. at 575-76. 
44 Id. at 574. 
45 Id. at 576. 
46 Id.  
47 Id. at 580. 
48 Id. 
49 Graduates of the Merchant Maritime Academy are members of the Naval Reserve but primarily take full-time 

civilian jobs in the maritime and transportation industry and so are not necessarily required to make the kind of 

personal and familial sacrifices that active duty military officers are regularly required to make.   
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5. Disenrollment vs. Summary Dismissal:  The Board finds that the applicant was 

disenrolled from the Academy, and not summarily dismissed.  Although the applicant alleged that 

these terms mean the same thing and are used interchangeably by the Coast Guard, the Board 

disagrees.  The RCC never uses the terms interchangeably and always presents disenrollment and 

summary dismissal as distinct alternatives.50  The term “summary dismissal” connotes disgrace, 

and the RCC states that only the Commandant may summarily dismiss a cadet,51 whereas the 

Superintendent may administratively disenroll a cadet for numerous reasons unrelated to miscon-

duct, including parenthood.52  The fact that 14 U.S.C. § 182(a) authorizes the Commandant to 

make the disciplinary rules and authorizes the Secretary to summarily dismiss a cadet does not 

mean that every cadet administratively disenrolled from the Academy is summarily dismissed.53  

For example, in accordance with 14 U.S.C. § 182(b), (c), and (g), a cadet who breaches an agree-

ment signed upon admission may not be tendered a commission, may be transferred to the Reserve, 

or may be separated and charged for his or her educational expenses.  But the applicant did not 

submit copies of all the agreements he signed upon admission to show the Board what he agreed 

to.54 

 

6. Authority to Disenroll:  The Board finds that the applicant has not proven by a 

preponderance of the evidence that the Superintendent lacked authority to disenroll him.  Under 

14 U.S.C. § 181, “Administration of the Academy,” the Superintendent is “the immediate govern-

ment and military command of the Coast Guard Academy … subject to the direction of the Com-

mandant and under the general supervision of the Secretary.”  And pursuant to Article 3-1-5.A. of 

Coast Guard Regulations, COMDTINST M5000.3B, the Commandant has directed the Superin-

tendent to “promulgate regulations for the Coast Guard Academy,” and only those regulations that 

pertain to discipline and the course of instruction are subject to approval by the Commandant.  

Therefore, the Superintendent’s rules about parenthood are not subject to approval by the Com-

mandant because they do not pertain to discipline or the course of instruction.  Moreover, the 

Commandant has expressly authorized the Superintendent to both tender appointments to cadets 

and terminate those appointments.55  And under 14 U.S.C. § 184 and Article 3-1-5.C. of Coast 

Guard Regulations, the Superintendent may confer a degree upon a graduate who completes the 

program and so also may not confer a degree.  Together these statutes and regulations show that 

the Superintendent has the authority to issue regulations regarding who is eligible to remain a cadet 

and graduate with a degree and who is not and to disenroll those who are not eligible.56    

                                                 
50 See RCC, §§ 1-5-03 f.1, 2-4-04.a., 2-6-03.b.2., and 4-4-06.c. 
51 Id. at § 2-4-04.a.7. 
52 Id. at § 2-4-02 (authorizing disenrollment for lack of physical fitness or inability to swim); § 2-4-04.b. (authorizing 

disenrollment for lack of adaptability, failing weight standards, failing physical fitness tests, inability to swim, 

marriage, and parenthood); Coast Guard Medical Manual, COMDTINST M6000.1E, Chap. 3.D. (listing medical 

standards for which a cadet might be administratively separated, including obesity, eating disorders, attention deficit 

hyperactivity disorders, adjustment disorders, personality disorders, enuresis (bedwetting), and somnambulism). 
53 See, e.g., 10 U.S.C. §§ 6961, 6962, 6963 (distinguishing dismissal and discharge authorities for midshipmen at the 

Naval Academy).  
54 33 C.F.R. § 52.24 (placing the burden of production and persuasion on the applicant). 
55 COMDTINST M1000.3A, Articles 1.E.1.a.(1) and 1.E.4.h. 
56 See Greer v. Spock, 424 U.S. 828, 840 (1976) (“There is nothing in the Constitution that disables a military 

commander from acting to avert what he perceives to be a clear danger to the loyalty, discipline, or morale of troops 

on the base under his command.”); Chappell v. Wallace, 462 U.S. 296, 302 (1983) (“The complex, subtle, and 



         

                
                 

                
                 

                
              

                
             
                

               
               

                
            

               
                 

                 
            

              
                

     

              
               

                
              

              
              
                 

               
                 
          

              
                

                  
             

                
              

         

                
              

                  
                

              



         

            
               

               
                

            
             

                 
                

                 
              

                   
                  

               
                   
        

             
               

              
                
             

              
               

               
                 

                  

            
               
              

                 
                

                   
                

                
                  

                     
                

   
                    

                     
                   

    



         

                   
                 

          

               
                 

                   
               

                  
          

            
     

              
                

                 
                

               
                

                  
                 

                 
                   

                   
  

               
             

    

           
              

              
              

            
            
                 
                   

                
                

                      
                    

                        
                  

 
    



         

             
               

               
               

                
                 

 

                
                

              
               

             
              

                
    

              
               

                
                 

               
               

               
               

                
                 

               
             

               
              

               
                 

                  
                 

                  
                 

                  
                

                 

           
              
    
         





         

                  
                   

                  
                  

               
                  
             

             
              

              
               

              
             

               
               

                
                

                 
               
              

              
               

               
             

            
                

                   
           

                
                

              
                

     
                      

                   
                      

                  
                       

     
                   
      
                     
                    

  



         

                 
              

              
             

               
             

               
 

               
               

               
               

               
                

                 
               

            
                   

              
              

      

                  
                   
                    

      
               

               
                

                  
  



         

 

          
   

   




