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DECISION

1. Judith Nickerson is a School Bus Driver A, in the employ of School District #6.  This is a unionized position.  The terms and conditions of her employment are governed by a collective agreement made between Board of Management and the New Brunswick Council of School District Unions and the Canadian Union of Public Employees, Local 1253 – Group: General Labour, Trades and Services, Part II on the 1st day of May, 2002 (“collective agreement”).  This contract covers the period from April 1, 2001 to March 31, 2005.

2. On August 22, 2001 her route descriptions were changed.  According to Ms. Nickerson this modification had the effect of changing her classification from Bus Driver “A” to Bus Driver “C”.  On November 19, 2001, Judy Nickerson filed a “Grievance Presentation”.  In the grievance form she details her complaint:

“The employer has created a Bus Driver “C” position by dismissing students early from Fairvale Elementary School, therefore changing my driving duties from that of an “A” Driver to that of a “C” driver as prescribed by the collective agreement between the Board of Management and the Canadian Union of Public Employees, Local 1253.”
3. What in essence Judy Nickerson seeks is a re-classification from the Bus Driver “A” classification to the Bus Driver “C” classification.  The work assignments of these classifications are described in section 23.05 of the collective agreement:

23.05 BUS DRIVERS

(a)
The Bus Driver “A” classification covers a driver engaged to drive a school bus for the transportation of students to school at the beginning of the classroom day and from school at the end of the classroom day, and other driving duties assigned between the end of the classroom day, and other driving duties assigned between the end of the morning run and the beginning of the afternoon run.  The above assignments shall be to a total maximum of six hours per day.


Assignments totaling more than six hours within the time frames above on a normal classroom day shall be paid at the straight time rate for the first two hours, and at the overtime rate thereafter.  Assignments outside the time frame above on a classroom day shall be paid at the straight time rate for the first two hours, and at the overtime rate thereafter, unless the hours worked on that day result in the overtime rate being reached before the two hours are completed.

(b)
The Bus Driver “B” classification covers a driver who performs the same service as those in the Bus Driver “A” classification and in addition a Bus Driver “B” must be available to perform further driving duties, custodial duties or any other duties assigned by the District up to a maximum of three additional hours work during the classroom day up to a maximum of eight hours per day.

(c)
The Bus Driver “C” classification covers a driver who performs the same services as those in the Bus Driver “A” classification and in addition a Bus Driver “C” must be available to perform other driving duties “including transporting kindergarten, Grades 1 and 2 students home early during the classroom day) to a total maximum of seven hours per day.


Assignments totaling more than seven hours within the time frames above on a normal classroom day shall be paid at the straight time rate for the first hour and at the overtime rate thereafter.  Assignments outside the time frame above on a classroom day shall be paid at the straight time rate for the first hour and at the overtime rate thereafter, unless the hours worked on that day result in the overtime rate being reached before the hour is completed.

(d)
Bus Drivers shall comply in all respect with the Schools Act and Regulations thereunder as in force from time to time, and such time spent shall be understood to be time worked.  It is also understood that each bus driver shall be allowed one hour per day to inspect and clean the school vehicle in accordance with this article, which shall also be considered to be time worked.

(e)
Prior to June 1st each year, the District shall issue commitment forms to Bus Drivers for the purpose of continuing employment for the succeeding year.

(f)
Where the Employer, in accordance with clause 23.05(e) above, has issued forms to its Bus Drivers, a Bus Driver who intends to exercise his rights with respect to continuation of employment for the next school year, must notify the Employer in writing of his intention prior to June 30th preceding that school year.  Any Bus Driver who fails to so notify the Employer shall not be entitled to any rights of preferential continuation of employment for such school year, unless such notice was not reasonably possible.

(g)
All bus drivers hired after September 1, 1994, shall be paid for all hours worked, with a minimum payment of six (6) hours, at the straight time rate for the first eight hours of work during the classroom day and at the overtime rate thereafter.


No employees holding a Bus Driver “A”, “B” or “C” classification as of the signing date of the agreement shall suffer a reduction in hours (6 hours for classification “A”, 8 hours for classification “B” and 7 hours for classification “C”) as a result of the changes to 23.05 (a), (b), or (c).

(h)
It is understood that should a present “C” position be vacated, the employer may assign the early afternoon run for kindergarten, Grade 1 or 2 students to a present bus driver “A”.  Where the addition of these duties do not result in the six (6) hours per day being exceeded, a bus driver “A” shall retain a bus driver “A” classification.

(i)
The driver’s salary shall be payable for a minimum 39 week period to be scheduled in a 43 week consecutive period during the school year.  It is the Employer’s intent to schedule all 39 weeks on a Monday to Friday basis.  Where this is not possible and where this adversely affects the employee’s Employment insurance benefits, the employer shall pay an amount equal to such loss to the affected driver.


Matters in issue

4. There are two issues before me.  The first is the challenge made by the Employer that the complaint is untimely.  The second is the complaint itself that Judy Nickerson should be reclassified from School Driver “A” to School Bus Driver “C”.

Summary of facts

5. School Bus Drivers form part of the Operational Category of Part II of the First Schedule of Public Service Labour Relations Act (“Act”).  They are part of the General Labour, Trade and Services Group which is defined in the following manner:

“The performance of craft, semi-skilled and unskilled activities involved in the installation, operation, maintenance, alteration and repair projects; the performance of service duties; and the supervision of any of these activities.”

6. This Group, as can be expected, contains many classifications, including the School Bus Driver “A” and School Bus Driver “C” classifications.  These classification definitions were entered as evidence
.  I reproduce, in its entirety, the definition of the “Bus Driver A” classification, as revised in March 1998.  I have excluded however, the “Qualifications” and “Necessary Special Requirements” sections, which are identical in both classification definitions:

BUS DRIVER A

DEFINITION

“This is skilled work in the operation of a vehicle to transport school children to and from school and other school-related activities.  Employees of this class are responsible for the safety of their passengers and for the safe operation of their assigned vehicle in accordance with the Motor Vehicle Act and Regulations, the Education Act and Regulations and any other applicable departmental policies or rules.  Work includes maintaining a clean and operationally safe vehicle and performing other related duties as assigned.  Work is performed with relative independence in accordance with established routes and loading stops for the conveyance of students and for school-related activities as assigned by the supervisor.  Work is subject to review for conformance with established standards.”

7. The Bus Driver “C” definition is the same as Bus Driver “A”, with the exception that the words “performing other related duties as assigned” found the “A” definition have been replaced by the words “in addition, the employee must be available to perform other driving duties as assigned up to a maximum of seven hours per day”.

8. Judy Nickerson states that she has worked for the School District since 1977.  During the past 15 years she has been a School Bus Driver “A”.  There are 10,500 students in School Districts 6 and 4.  They encompass 13 elementary schools, 5 middle schools and 5 high schools.  Approximately 85% of the students require transportation.  Judy Nickerson is one of 104 school bus drivers who transport these students.  Other than the Rothesay and Quispamsis municipal areas, the school districts are largely rural.

9. The changes to Nickerson’s routes were announced by management during on August 20, 2001 meeting of the School District bus drivers.  The alterations to the route schedule were a direct result of a request from the Fairvale Elementary School.  The school principal was concerned that kindergarten to grade 2 students were being dismissed early but were required to wait for the end of the classroom day of grade 3, 4 and 5 students before being transported home.  The changes implemented corrected this situation.  They also had an effect of Judy Nickerson’s bus routes.

10. Prior to August 2001 the children in kindergarten, grades 1 and 2 were dismissed from Fairvale Elementary School at 2:00 p.m.  They were then loaded onto the bus at 2:15 p.m. and departed the school grounds at 2:30 p.m.; along with the grade 3, 4 and 5 students.

11. After the change the Fairvale Elementary School kindergarten children and the grade 1 and 2 students were let out at 1:30 p.m.  Judy Nickerson would then transport these children home.  Her bus now leaves the school at between 2:00 p.m. and 2:05 p.m.  She completes her run in time to pick up high school students at Kennebecacis Valley High School at 3:05 p.m.  These older students are loaded on the bus between 3:20 p.m. and 3:25 p.m.  The Nickerson bus then departs the high school at 3:35 p.m.  It takes approximately 20 minutes to transport these students home.  By 3:50 p.m. she has completed her route and her workday.  The total number hours involved in completing her runs, according to her evidence, is 5.5 hours.

12. The numbers of runs have not changed for Judy Nickerson.  Prior to the 2001 school year she had 2 scheduled runs in the morning as well as 2 runs in the afternoon.  What has changed is that Judy Nickerson is now called upon to perform her duties earlier in the afternoon and the afternoon runs now include one dedicated to transporting kindergarten, Grades 1 and 2 students specifically.

13. Judy Nickerson does however testify that she is occasionally called upon to make extra bus runs during the course of a day.  As an example she states that she has had to transport students to the Imperial Theatre in Saint John several times.  She estimates that she has had 12 hours of extra driving duties of this nature during the most recent school year.  She does state that if she is required to put in more than six hours per day, she gets paid extra.

14. Elizabeth Thompson, President of the Union local, testified that Nickerson had complained to her of the situation in September 2001.  She in turn had attempted to discuss the matter with Shelly McLeod, School District 6’s Transportation Manager, but was unable to schedule a meeting with her.  Mrs. McLeod does state however that she told Elizabeth Thompson on October 17, 2001 that if Judy Nickerson was displeased with the situation that she should submit a request for a reclassification.

15. According to Ms. Thompson, John MacDonald, Director of Finance and Administration for the School District, also advised her to file a grievance.  The grievance was eventually filed on November 19, 2001.  The grievance was denied by Mr. MacDonald at Step 1
 and by Rod Campbell, Superintendent, School District 6 at Step 2
.  Subsequently the matter was referred to adjudication.  The referral to adjudication was made, interestingly enough, pursuant to the Classification Appeal procedure set out in Article 23.09 of the collective agreement
.

Summary – Representations of Union

16. (i)
Jurisdicition

On the issue of jurisdiction the Union argues that I am properly seized of the matter.  Although the Employer contests that the grievance was filed beyond the time limits prescribed by article 7.07 of the collective agreement and must as a result be deemed abandoned by operation of article 7.12 of the contract; the Union vigorously disagrees.  Specifically it argues that Elizabeth Thompson’s evidence is unchallenged that the Employer did not raise at any time during the adjudication process the issue of timeliness.  That is not until the adjudication hearing.  Both responses in Steps 1 and 2 of the Grievance settlement process make no mention of the untimeliness of the complaint.  Consequently the Employer has now effectively waived its rights regarding the timeliness of the grievance.  It cannot now resurrect the argument.

17. (ii)
“Classification”

The Union argues that Judy Nickerson is in effect a Bus Driver C based on the description of such duties found in article 23 of the collective agreement.  That is she transports students at a kindergarten, and Grade 1 and 2 level home early during the classroom day.  Prior to September 2001, Judy Nickerson transported children from kindergarten to Grade 5 level home at the end of the classroom day.  Presently because of the nature of her regular driving activities during the classroom day she has become a Bus Driver C and thus her grievance should be granted.


Summary – Representative of Employer

18. (i)
Jurisdiction

The Employer argues that if the grievor’s premise is valid, she then knew on September 4, 2001 that she was performing duties beyond her classification.  The time to file her grievance started at that moment.  According to article 7.07 of the collective agreement the contract allowed her 20 working days to file her grievance in writing with the Employer.  She did not do so.  Consequently the grievance is not timely and should be dismissed.

19. In New Brunswick (Board of Management) vs. Critchlow (N.B.C.A.)
 the Court states that an adjudicator’s jurisdiction is limited.  The case is authority for the proposition that Regulation 84-130 under the Act establishes time limits that must be met by grievors.  The Court states that an adjudicator cannot proceed unless the statutory requirements regarding time have been met.  In this case they haven’t.  Thus, as a result of Judy Nickerson’s tardiness, I have lost the jurisdiction to rule on her complaint.  Additionally there being no agreement between the parties to extend the contractual time limits, the grievance must be considered abandoned, by operation of article 7.12 of the collective agreement.

20. (ii)
Classification

On the merits of the complaint the Employer maintains that due to the change in the contract language, the most pertinent of the case law submitted for consideration are S.C.F.P., Locale 1253 et Le Conseil Scolaire No. 1
 and Donald Arseneault c. Le Conseil Acadienne, School District #9
.  In both those decisions the determinative factor was the number of hours worked and not who the bus driver transported.  In this case Judy Nickerson does not require more than six hours a day to complete her assignments, consequently she is and remains a Bus Driver “A”.

21. She had four runs prior to September 2001 to perform; she continues to have the same number of runs since September 2001.  All completed within six hours a day.  Nothing having changed, her grievance must be dismissed.

Decision

22. I declare that the Employer is in breach of the collective agreement to the extent that they have required Judy Nickerson, a Bus Driver “A”, to perform the duties of a Bus Driver “C”, since September 4, 2001.  Accordingly I direct that the Grievor, Judy Nickerson be paid at the Bus Driver “C” weekly wage rate from September 4, 2001.

Reasons

(a)
Jurisdiction

23. In order to decide the challenge to my jurisdiction I must first identify the essential nature of the complaint.  Specifically I must determine whether I am seized of a grievance arising from, and relating to, the interpretation, application or administration of the collective agreement or am I adjudicating a Classification Appeal pursuant to Article 23.09.

24. The “Grievance Procedure” set out in the agreement is comprehensive.  For purposes of this opinion several of the provisions are useful and require reproduction.  In particular sections:

ARTICLE 7 – GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE:

Where a difference arises between the parties relating to the interpretation, application or administration of this agreement, the employee shall have the right to assistance of representatives of the Canadian Union of Public Employee, including bargaining unit stewards, when meeting with the Employer.

7.05 Informal Discussion

A complaint of any nature may be discussed with the employee’s immediate supervisor.  Every attempt will be made to settle such complaints without making use of the grievance procedure hereinafter provided for.

7.07
Settling of Grievances


Should any question arise concerning the application, interpretation, or an alleged violation of the provisions of this Agreement, between the Employer and the employee or group of employees and where the employee has the written consent of the Local Union or Council the following procedure shall apply:

STEP ONE:
Within twenty working days after the alleged grievance has arisen, the employee, accompanied by a member of the grievance committee and a representative of the Union if he so desires, may take the matter up with the Director of Human Resources presenting the grievance in writing, on forms agreed upon by the Employer and the Union.  Failing any written reply or satisfactory settlement within ten working days, the employee may proceed to Step Two.

STEP TWO:
Within ten working days from the expiration of the ten-day period referred to in Step One, the employee, accompanied by the grievance committee and a representative of the Union if so desired, may take the matter up with the Superintendent.  The form completed on Step One must be presented.  The Superintendent shall reply in writing on such form within ten working days from the presentation of the grievance under Step Two.  Failing any written reply or satisfactory settlement within such ten-day period, the matter may be referred to adjudication as provided in Article 8 (Adjudication) hereof within 20 working days from the expiration of such ten-day period.

7.12 Failure to Act Within Time Limits

Any and all time limits fixed by this Article may be extended or shortened by mutual agreement between the District and the Union.  If advantage of the provisions of this Article is not taken within the time limits specified herein or as extended as set out in clause 7.12, the matter in dispute shall be deemed to have been abandoned and cannot be reopened.

7.13 Technical Objections to Grievance

Subject to Section 7.12, failure to comply fully with the grievance procedure established by this Article, is not a bar to adjudication of the grievance, if the Adjudicator before whom the grievance is adjudicated is of the opinion that the other party to the grievance was not prejudiced by the failure to comply and that to bar the adjudication would be an injustice.

25. As well the reclassification provisions that apply are summarily dealt with in Articles 23.08 and 23.09 of the collective agreement:

ARTICLE 23 – CLASSIFICATION:

23.08 Review of Classification

When an employee requests reclassification of his position, such request will be forwarded to the District Superintendent with copies to the Director of Human Resources of the Department of Education, Fredericton, N.B. and Director of Labour Relations Services, Office of Human Resources, Fredericton, N.B.  Within forty-five (45) working days of receipt of such application, the employee will be notified in writing of the results of his request giving reasons for the decision.  The time limits specified may be extended by mutual consent.  Application forms to request a reclassification can be obtained at the School District Office.

23.09 Classification Appeal Procedure

Where an employee, after following the procedure under Article 23.08 is not satisfied with the results, he may within ten days of receiving such results submit the reclassification grievance to a single adjudicator named in this Agreement.

The Adjudicator covering the above two Articles only (Articles 23.07 and 23.08) shall be Guy G. Couturier.  The sole Adjudicator shall have all the powers as outlined in this Agreement.

26. If the matter is to be considered a classification appeal under 23.09 it is evident the aggrieved employee has ignored the procedure set out in Article 23.08.  Under the provincial classification system the employee’s Position Classification Questionnaire, or “P.C.Q”, normally supports a request for reclassification.  The collective agreement does not specify the P.C.Q. as the instrument to be used in this instance.  Article 23.08 simply states “Application forms to request a reclassification can be obtained at the School District Office”.  The Application form was not entered as evidence.

27. The Employer relies on Critchlow to support its argument that the classification grievance is untimely.  It is of interest that Court of Appeal was interpreting section 54(2)(b) of Regulation 84-130 under the Act which provided at the time:

54(2)
A grievance shall be presented by an employee

(b)
where it relates to classification or to disciplinary action resulting in discharge, suspension or a financial penalty, not later than the Twenty-Fifth day (emphasis added)
after the day on which the employee is notified orally or in writing, or, where he is not so notified, after the day on which he first has knowledge of any action or circumstances giving rise to the grievance

The Court of Appeal went on to conclude that Section 68 of Regulation 84-130 under the Act:

“makes section 54(2) mandatory, subject only to relief given by either the Board or Chairman.  Thus, the adjudicator, when he assumed jurisdiction by treating the time limits in section 54(2) as directory, was in error and subject to review on that basis”.

28. If I determine the matter to be a reclassification appeal based on Critchlow, I would not have jurisdiction, according to the Employer.  However it is important to recognize that section 54(2)(b) of Regulation 84-130 was amended following Critchlow.  Currently the provisions found in the Regulation 84-130, setting time limits for presentation of grievances, do not include any reference “to classification” matters:

54(1)
Where an employee wishes to present a grievance, he shall do so

(a)
at the first level of the grievance process, where the grievance is in respect of a financial penalty, and

(b)
at the final level of the grievance process where the grievance is in respect of discharge or suspension,

and the grievance shall be in the form prepared by the employer under section 52.

54(2)
An employee shall present a grievance

(a)
where it is in respect of a financial penalty, not later than the twentieth day, and

(b)
where it is in respect of discharge or suspension, not later than the twenty-fifth day,

after the day on which the employee is notified orally or in writing, or, where the employee is not so notified, after the day on which the employee first has knowledge of any act or circumstances giving rise to the grievance.

Consequently these amendments, which restrict and set limitations regarding grievance adjudication, no longer extend to matters of classification.

29. In the alternative, if the matter is properly framed as a grievance relating to the interpretation, application or administration of the collective agreement, which I believe it is, I am faced with other considerations.  Section 7.07 requires the presentation of the grievance “within twenty working days after the alleged grievance has arisen”.  All evidence is that the change in routes was implemented on September 4, 2001 and Judy Nickerson immediately took issue with the change.  She did not present a grievance in writing to the Employer within the time specified.  This is contrary to the collective agreement.  On its face the grievance is therefore untimely.  According to article 7.12, in the absence of mutual agreement to extend time limits, the matter is considered abandoned.

30. Nonetheless an adjudicator can grant relief to the grievor who has not complied with article 7.07, if it is warranted.  Article 7.13 provides that an Adjudicator possesses the discretion to admit a grievance to adjudication if he is “of the opinion that the other party to the grievance was not prejudiced by the failure to comply and that to bar the adjudication would be an injustice”.

31. The discretion granted to the Adjudicator cannot, in my opinion, be exercised arbitrarily.  It cannot be exercised if the Employer will be prejudiced in presenting its case as a result.  Such prejudice could be established where relevant evidence or testimony is no longer available, where documents or files pertinent to the matters in issue have been destroyed or otherwise unavailable, where time has had its effect on the recollection of witnesses, where physical or working conditions have changed to the disadvantage of the Employer’s attempt to establish a context to the matter or in all instances where time has reduced the Employer’s ability to adequately present its case.  In such instances prejudice would exist of a nature to negate the accommodation of an untimely grievance.

32. In this matter nothing has been demonstrated to establish such a prejudice.  The evidence is that the complaint arose at the beginning of the academic year.  The union representative attempted, without success to arrange a meeting with management to discuss the matter.  Advice was given to the union representative to seek a reclassification of the position.  The Employer’s ability to answer the complaint was not affected in my opinion.  I find no prejudice to the Employer would occur by extending time limits and allowing the grievance to proceed.

(b)
Classification
33. As indicated previously I believe this matter to be properly framed as grievance relating to the interpretation, application or administration of the collective agreement.  

34. In a typical reclassification application, weight would normally be given to the various classification definitions at play.  However in an arbitration of a grievance arising out of the interpretation of a collective agreement, the contract language becomes of prime consideration and extrinsic documents, such as classification definitions, are diminished as an interpretive tool.

35. At bar the descriptions of assignments performed by Bus Driver “A” and “C” are of prime consideration.  A Bus Driver “A” is expected to do the following:

ARTICLE 23 – CLASSIFICATION

23.05 Bus Drivers

(a)
The Bus Driver “A” classification covers a driver engaged to drive a school bus for the transportation of students to school at the beginning of the classroom day and from school at the end of the classroom day, and other driving duties assigned between the end of the morning run and the beginning of the afternoon run.  The above assignments shall be to a total maximum of six hours per day.

Assignments totaling more than six hours within the time frames above on a normal classroom day shall be paid at the straight time rate for the first two hours, and at the overtime rate thereafter.  Assignments outside the time frame above on a classroom day shall be paid at the straight time rate for the first two hours, and at the overtime rate thereafter, unless the hours worked on that day result in the overtime rate being reached before the two hours are completed.

36. What distinguishes a Bus Driver “C” from a Bus Driver “A” is that the “C” driver must in addition “be available to perform other driving duties (including transporting kindergarten, Grades 1 and 2 students home early during the classroom day) to a total maximum of seven hours per day”.  If Judy Nickerson meets the criteria found in this passage, she must then be deemed to be performing the assignments of a “C” driver.  As well the use of parentheses to encapsulate these driving duties, are in my opinion, inserted to provide an explanation or meaning to this provision.

37. Based on the evidence presented to me, Judy Nickerson is undoubtedly available to perform driving duties other than those of “A” drivers.  An “A” driver has scheduled duties at the beginning of the classroom day and at the end of classroom day.  The expression “classroom day” has been subject to various interpretations in the past, however I adopt the most recent offered by Adjudicator Thomas S. Kuttner in the Martin Thériault, Alexis Cormier, Alfred Godin and Louis Pinet case
; where he says

“there was no such thing as a District-wide or a Province-wide classroom day but rather only individual school classroom days.  The school was said to be the determinative unit for calculating the length of a classroom day.”

38. Although adjudicators in two recent cases
 appear to distinguish “A” drivers from “C” drivers on the basis of the number of hours they drive, I do not consider this a determinative factor.  The length of time required by Judy Nickerson to perform her pre September 1, 2001 driving duties and those assigned after September 4, 2001 has not increased.  It took her approximately 5.5 hours before, and it takes about the same amount of time after.  

39. What appears to be the distinguishing feature that sets a “C” driver apart from an “A” driver, based on the language of Article 23.05 of Exhibit #2, is the availability to transport “kindergarten and Grades 1 and 2 students home early during the classroom day”.  The “classroom day”, as explained by Professor Kuttner, is dependent upon the classroom schedule of the individual school.  Fairvale Elementary School’s classroom day ends at 2:40 p.m., not at 1:45 p.m., which is the hour that Judy Nickerson is now regularly scheduled to attend Fairvale Elementary School to transport kindergarten and Grades 1 and 2 students home.  It is worthy to note that this provision “to transport these students early during the classroom day” has survived several collective agreements
.  It is also the focus of an exculpatory provision found in article 23.05(h) of the agreement.  The purpose of which, appears to be to declare that the assignment of apparent “C” driver duties to “A” driver will not trigger a reclassification of an “A” driver to a “C” driver classification.

40. What is also of interest is the functions singled out in 23.05(h) are those requiring an “early afternoon run for kindergarten, Grades 1 or 2 students”.  Which is precisely the nature of the dispute before me.  It is evident that the intent of the parties was to acknowledge that these types of duties as being “C” driver duties in essence.  

41. For these reasons I find that Judy Nickerson, a Bus Driver “A”, has been required by her Employer to perform the duties of a Bus Driver “C” since September 4, 2001.  Her wages are, as a result, to adjusted accordingly for the applicable period of time.  I will retain jurisdiction to assist the parties in giving effect to the calculation of compensation in this award.

DATED at Moncton, New Brunswick this 4th day of March 2003.






______________________________






Guy G. Couturier - Adjudicator
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