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O R D E R 

 

 Instant appeal under Section 17(1) of the Odisha Entry Tax Act, 1999 

(in short, ‘the Act’) at the instance of the appellant stands directed against the 

impugned order dated 21.12.2004 promulgated in Appeal No. AA-164(ET)/BH-II/ 

2004-05 for the assessment year 2000-01 by the learned Assistant Commissioner of 

Sales Tax, Puri Range, Bhubaneswar (in short, ‘FAA’) confirming the order of 

assessment dated 31.03.2004 passed by the learned Assessing Authority Entry Tax, 
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Bhubaneswar-II Circle, Bhubaneswar (in short, ‘AA’) on the grounds inter alia that it 

deserves interference for not being in accordance with law.   

2.   The appellant is a limited company engaged in manufacturing and 

sale of MDF Boards at its unit situated in Nabarangpur of the erstwhile district of 

Koraput. In course of assessment proceeding for the alleged year, it was noticed 

that the appellant effected purchases of different products both from inside and 

outside the State to the tune of `6,81,10,141.44 besides scheduled goods worth of 

`45,16,910.00 and that apart, certain other goods from unregistered dealers within 

the State found not to have suffered entry tax and considering it, the AA 

completed the assessment and raised the impugned demand of `8,10,883.00, 

which was assailed in appeal, but the same was dismissed. Against such dismissal, 

the present appeal is moved. 

3.  Precisely speaking, the learned counsel for the appellant contended 

that demand of entry tax with respect to chemicals not being scheduled goods was 

unjustified by misinterpreting entry at Serial 6 of Part-I of the Schedule. It is further 

contended that industrial chemicals to be an unscheduled goods, which has 

already been the view of the Tribunal in S.A. No. 47 (ET) of 2008-09 disposed of on 

10.11.2017 which receives concurrence from the decision of Hon’ble Supreme Court 

of India in the case of Pardeep Aggarbatti Vs. State of Punjab reported in 1997 (96) 

ELT 219 (SC). As per the appellant, demand of entry tax on paper and a decision in 

that respect has to be consistent with the view expressed earlier by the Tribunal in 

the disposed of case (supra). As to the taxability in terms of Section 3 of the Act, 
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the appellant raised a point that the manufacturing unit as situated in local area 

other than specified in clause (a) of sub-section (4) thereof, and for the relevant 

period between 01.04.2000 and 05.11.2000, it was not liable to pay entry tax on the 

raw materials. Regarding the spare parts of the machinery, the appellant claimed 

that it was not in the entry at Serial 9 of Part-II of the Schedule, which was, in fact, 

amended w.e.f. 24.07.2000 incorporating the words ‘spare and components of the 

machinery’ and, therefore, with bifurcation of figures for the relevant period, it was 

not liable to pay tax thereon between 01.04.2000 and 23.07.2000 for a purchase 

worth of `44,14,499.00 On the above grounds, besides other grounds stated in the 

memorandum of appeal, the appellant questioned the legality and judicial 

propriety of the impugned order dated 21.12.2004.  

4.  .As a counter measure, the learned Standing Counsel (CT) for the 

respondent State, while opposing the appellant, strongly supported the impugned 

order dated 21.12.2004. Rejecting the claim on non-taxability with reference to the 

local area, it is contended by the respondent that the manufacturing unit is situated 

at a village, namely, kusumi, which is situated within Pujariguda GP of Nabarangpur 

and moreover, it is an industrial area and therefore, the goods are liable to entry 

tax for the relevant period by placing reliance on the decisions of the Hon’ble 

Court in O.J.C. No. 14424 of 1999 dated 28.02.2003 and Hon’ble Apex Court in C.A. 

No. 2637 of 2003 disposed of on 29.03.2017. It is further contended that since the 

principal place of business of the appellant is situated at Bhubaneswar, in any case 

the goods are taxable under the Act and that apart, the appellant has not proved 



4 
 

its non-liability by any cogent and credible evidence. As to the chemicals and 

papers, according to the respondent, no such assertion was earlier made by the 

appellant to the effect that the raw materials, as such, were not directly used in 

manufacturing of the finished products and the interpretation so advanced that the 

raw materials are not liable to tax within the periods from 01.04.2000 to 05.11.2000 

is untenable as the provisions of law have been misread. So far as the exemption 

claimed under Section 3(4)(b) of the Act, the contention of the respondent is that 

the whole of the Act and Rules have to be harmoniously read and understood vis-

a-vis the scheme and intent of taxation by the legislature. For the paper worth of 

`70,84,929.00, it is claimed by the respondent that the AA rightly taxed it as a 

scheduled goods under Serial 14 of Part-I of the Schedule and the distinction which 

is sought to be made by referring to the previous decision of the Tribunal in S.A. 

No. 47 (ET) of 2008-09 cannot be sustained and in this regard, a ruling of the 

Hon’ble Apex Court in the case of State of U.P. Vs. Kores (India) Ltd. reported in 

(1977) 39 STC 8 (SC) is cited along with Commissioner of Sales Tax Vs. Macneill and 

Barry Ltd:(1986) 61 STC 76 (SC) and Nandi Printers Pvt. Ltd. Vs. State of 

Karnataka:(2001) 122 STC 164 (Karnataka). Interestingly, further placing reliance on 

the following decisions in Mazagaon Dock Ltd. Vs. CIT: (1958) 34 ITR 368 (SC); 

Ishwar Singh Bindra Vs. State of U.P:  AIR 1968 SC 1450; and Shree Durga 

Distributors Vs. State of Karnataka:(2007) 7 VST 267 (SC), the respondent strongly 

urged that the chemicals used by the appellant are scheduled goods under Serial 6 

of Part-I of the Schedule disputing the claim that the doctrine of noscitur a sociis to 
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be applicable and thus, the AA rightly made it taxable and in this connection, cited 

the following rulings reported in (2017) 1 SCC 81; (1978) 113 ITR 655 (SC); (1983) 144 

ITR 797 (AP); (2009) 19 VST 284 (SC); (2018) 9 SCC 1; and (2019) 64 GSTR 1 (SC). It is 

made to suggest by the respondent that insertion of Serial 73 of Part-I of the 

Schedule vide amendment dated 01.06.2004 indicates that the prior taxable event 

was on entry of the goods into the local area, whereas, post 01.06.2004, it changed 

to use of chemicals for any purposes and the measure of taxation which was on 

use, consumption or sale was restricted and confined to use only and therefore, 

having regard to the legislative intent such measure of taxation is not to be 

confused. Besides other grounds, the last of all is with respect to machinery spares 

taxed under Serial 9 of Part-II of the Schedule and according to the respondent, 

the amendment dated 24.07.2000 in respect thereof is only clarificatory in nature, 

which means, it remained within the purview of the entry even before 24.07.2000 

and in this regard, the decisions in State of Kerala Vs. Fr. Williams Fernandez : 

(2018) 57 GSTR 6 (SC) to the effect that ‘plant in a knock down condition’ comes 

within the ambit of machinery and MMS Exports (P) Ltd. Vs. Additional CCT and 

another: (2007) 6 VST 728 (Karnataka) which pertains to dealing with spare parts of 

machinery have been cited. On the entire, the respondent, dismissing each and 

every contentions of the appellant, made a valiant attempt to justify the impugned 

order dated 21.12.2004.  

5.  Let us examine the grounds of challenge in a chronology. Firstly, the 

challenge is as to the demand of entry tax on industrial chemicals. According to the 
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learned Counsel for the appellant, there is no dispute regarding use of industrial 

chemicals as a raw material in the manufacturing of finished products and it stood 

classified under Serial 6 Part-I of the Schedule as ‘drugs and chemicals including 

medicines’ but w.e.f. 01.06.2004, Serial 6 was substituted as ‘drugs including 

medicines, surgical instruments, apparatus and materials’ and simultaneously, Serial 

73 was introduced with an entry as ‘chemicals used for any purpose’ and therefore, 

as on 01.06.2004, industrial chemicals was an unscheduled goods and until then, it 

was not liable to entry tax, inasmuch as, pre-amendment to Serial 6 never included 

industrial chemicals, but chemicals analogous to drugs and medicines, the fact 

which was completely lost sight of by the authorities below. In this regard, the 

learned Counsel for the appellant relied on the ratio of Pardeep Aggarbatti’s case 

(supra) and sought to apply the doctrine of noscitur a sociis. According to the 

learned Standing Counsel (CT), no such interpretation to Serial 6, Part-I of the 

Schedule can be resorted to and it would be wrong to apply the principles of 

noscitur a sociis and in this connection, cited the following decisions of the Hon’ble 

Apex Court in the case of Mazagaon Dock Ltd., Ishwar Singh Bindra and Shree 

Durga Distributors, wherein, the words ‘and’ and ‘or’ have been interpreted and 

about its interchangeability. Admittedly, till 01.05.2004, chemicals as a scheduled 

goods found alongside drugs and medicines and subsequently, the above entry 

was substituted excluding it therefrom and incorporating the same under Serial 73 

of Part-I of the Schedule as ‘chemicals used for any purpose’. Now, the question is, 

whether, the chemicals included chemicals used in industrial purposes, or it had 
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certain similarity with reference to drugs and medicines. Obviously, in so far as the 

appellant’s unit is concerned, it uses industrial chemicals for manufacturing MDF 

Boards and obviously, it is not chemicals which are drug or medicine related. In 

that case, now a further question arises, whether, Serial 6 of Part-I of the Schedule 

did include all kinds of chemicals, industrial and non-industrial? No doubt, w.e.f. 

01.06.2004, Serial 73 was incorporated in Part-I of the Schedule and until then, 

chemicals stood included in Serial 6 thereof. According to the learned Counsel for 

the appellant, chemicals in Serial 6 only included chemicals which are referable to 

drug and medicine and while claiming so, applied the doctrine of noscitur a sociis. 

However, learned Standing Counsel (CT) claimed that said doctrine cannot be 

applied and chemicals as appearing in Serial 6 needs to be understood as all types 

of chemicals including industrial in nature. The citations so relied upon by the State, 

particularly, Shree Durga Distributors case suggests that when expression ‘and’ is 

used followed by a punctuation mark, it designates one class and puts the subject 

in one category. However, in the considered opinion of the Tribunal, such is not 

the case here and there is no need of any such interpretation for the following 

reasons, such as, the expression ‘and’ no doubt finds a place between the words 

‘drugs’ and ‘chemicals’ but it is immediately followed by an expression ‘including’ 

which precedes the word ‘medicines’. Had it been the legislative intent to be 

otherwise, such an expression as ‘including’ would not have been in place after 

‘drugs and chemicals’ preceded by ‘medicines’. It, thus, lead to an inference that 

the word ‘chemicals’ as appearing in Serial 6 prior to 01.06.2004 was a scheduled 
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goods or an article grouped together in an entry as a common category articles 

with one class. In fact, in Pardeep Aggarbatti’s case, while examining Entry 16 of 

Punjab General Sales Tax Act, 1948 with reference to Central Excise Tariff Act, 1985, 

doctrine of noscitur a sociis was applied to mean word ‘perfumery’ in an entry only 

to refer such articles as are used as cosmetics and toilet goods and not to include 

incense sticks,. In fact, as understood by the Tribunal, the principle of noscitur a 

sociis is a rule of construction. It is one of the rules of language used by Courts to 

interpret legislation. This means that the meaning of an unclear word or phrase 

should be determined by the words immediately surrounding it. In other words, the 

meaning of a word is to be judged by the company it keeps. The questionable 

meaning of a doubtful word can be derived from its association with other words. 

It can be used wherever a statutory provision contains a word or phrase that is 

capable of bearing more than one meaning. The rule is explained in Maxwell on 

the Interpretation of Statutes in the following words such as, ‘when two or more 

words susceptible of analogous meaning are coupled together, they are 

understood to be used in their cognate sense; the words take their colour from 

and are quantified by each other, the meaning of the general words being 

restricted to a sense analogous to that of the less general. However, noscitur a 

sociis cannot prevail in case where it is clear that the wider words have been 

deliberately used in order to make the scope of the defined word correspondingly 

wider; it can also be applied where the meaning of the words of wider meaning 

import is doubtful; but where the object of the legislature in using wider words is 
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clear and free from ambiguity, rule of construction cannot be applied. In the instant 

case, if the relevant entries in Part-I are read, understood and appreciated in its 

proper perspective, it would suggest that all kinds of chemicals have been made 

scheduled goods w.e.f. 01.06.2004 under Serial 73 of Part-I of the Schedule but 

prior to it, only the chemicals which are not used for industrial purposes but having 

reference to drugs and medicines were treated as scheduled goods under Serial 6 

thereof. To lay too much of stress on the expression ‘and’ in between the words 

‘drugs and chemicals’ so as to classify both as to separate categories and to hold 

that it includes industrial chemicals would certainly lead to two entirely different 

kinds of articles grouped without having any reference to each other to have been 

classified in one entry, which according to the humble opinion of the Tribunal, 

cannot and could not have been the intention of the legislature by any stretch of 

imagination. By saying so, the Tribunal holds that industrial chemicals could not be 

a scheduled goods in Serial 6 of Part-I till 31.05.2004 with a special entry at Serial 

73 w.e.f. 01.06.2004. The rulings of the Hon’ble Apex Court with the interpretation 

on the words ‘and’ ‘or’ and classification of the articles in one category/class as 

suggested by the learned Standing Counsel (CT) cannot be borrowed to hold that 

industrial chemicals was a scheduled goods under Serial 6 of Part-I of the Schedule 

even prior to 01.06.2004. If all the entries in Part-I and II are meticulously examined 

and looked at, it would suggest that the articles have been categorized as 

scheduled goods having some reference to each other. When the amendment was 

introduced, Serial 6 was harmonized excluding chemicals which could not have 
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included industrial chemicals and therefore, a distinct entry under Serial 73 was 

created and incorporated which is to include all kinds of chemicals used for any 

purposes. The above doctrine does play a role to suggest that Serial 6 of Part-I of 

the Schedule simply included chemicals related to drugs and medicines and such a 

conclusion assumes significance for the expression ‘including’ which followed the 

words ‘drugs and chemicals’ and preceded by the word ‘medicines’. As the rule of 

noscitur a sociis demands that a particular word with wider meaning, if seems to be 

doubtful or carries ambiguity, then in that case the meaning is to be understood 

from the colour of other words surrounding it. Having attempted to understand 

the applicability of the doctrine, the Tribunal arrives at a logical conclusion that 

chemicals in Serial 6, Part-I of the Schedule only included chemicals which are drug 

and medicine related and not industrial chemicals as it is claimed by the State and 

all chemicals have been made scheduled goods w.e.f. 01.06.2004. So, it can be held 

that the authorities below wrongly included industrial chemicals as scheduled 

goods and taxed the appellant for a period till 01.06.2004. As pointed out, a 

similarly view had previously been expressed by the Tribunal in S.A. No. 47 (ET) of 

2008-09 disposed of on 10.11.2017. The Tribunal, after having discussed and 

deliberated upon the applicability of the doctrine of noscitur a sociis, and also the 

legislative intent in categorizing the articles of Part-I of the Schedule, does not find 

any compelling reasons to take a different view that the one earlier expressed in 

the case (supra).  
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6.  Next is related to entry tax on paper and in this connection, the 

learned Counsel for the appellant cited the order (ibid) of the Tribunal dated 

10.11.2017 to contend that base paper would not have been included by the 

authorities below as scheduled goods vide Serial 14, Part-I of the Schedule. Said 

entry at Serial 14 relates to ‘paper including news print’. On the contrary, the 

learned Standing Counsel (CT) citing the decisions of the Hon’ble Apex Court in 

Kores (India) Ltd. and Macneill and Barry Ltd. claimed that the term ‘paper’ includes 

all kinds of paper and therefore, base paper is also exigible to tax. In fact, in Kores 

(India) Ltd., the Hon’ble Apex Court held that if the word ‘paper’ is not defined, it 

has to be understood according to the well established cannon of construction in 

the sense in which persons dealing in and using the article understand it; it is, 

therefore, necessary to know what is paper as commonly or generally understood; 

in popular parlance the word ‘paper’ is understood as meaning a substance which 

is used for writing, printing, packing, drawing, decorating, or covering walls etc. 

Similar is the view of the Hon’ble Apex Court expressed in Macneill and Barry Ltd. 

When there is no specific definition of the word ‘paper’ appears, its meaning under 

Serial 14, Part-I of the Schedule is to be attributed as is understood in normal 

parlance, which means, paper used in writing, printing, packing, etc. The expression 

‘paper’ does include all kinds of paper as enunciated in Nandi Printers Pvt. Ltd. 

case (ibid) but certainly as understood in popular parlance. In the instant case, gum 

and craft papers do come within the purview of expression ‘paper’ but in so far as 

the base paper is concerned considering its use and utility and the purpose for 
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which it is being utilized, the same cannot be treated as scheduled goods. So, the 

contention of the appellant that the base paper has to be excluded from the tax 

net is justified after having appreciated Serial 14, Part-I of the Schedule in 

juxtaposition to the settled principles of law. Such is also the earlier view of the 

Tribunal in S.A. No. 47 (ET) of 2008-09.  

7.  On the demand of entry tax vis-a-vis machinery and spares, it is 

contended by the appellant that Serial 9, Part-II of the Schedule suffered 

amendment w.e.f. 24.07.2000 but prior to that spares and components were not 

scheduled goods which means till 23.07.2000, the purchases made by them on 

machinery and spares are not liable to tax. Admittedly, vide Orissa Entry Tax 

(Amendment) Act, 2000, the words ‘and spare parts and components’ were 

introduced in Serial 9, Part-II of the Schedule which came into force w.e.f. 

24.07.2000. However, the learned Standing Counsel (CT) referring to MMS Exports 

Pvt. Ltd. case (supra) contended that machinery includes spare parts. While 

defining the word ‘machinery’, the Hon’ble Karnataka High Court in the case 

(supra) held and observed that when the Act does not provide a meaning or 

definition to it, recourse have to be taken to understand the meaning of the said 

expression as contained in the dictionaries and judicial pronouncements; the 

meaning assigned to the word machinery lexicologically and through judicial 

decisions makes it abundantly clear that an article to be machinery must either be 

completed machine or a number of completed machines or parts or members of a 

machine which when they are assembled form a complete machine. If understood 
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by applying the above ratio, it is to be concluded that machinery included spare 

parts and components and in so far as the amendment to Serial 9, Part-II of the 

Schedule vide Orissa Act 5 of 2000 is concerned, it is to be treated as clarificatory 

in nature. So, the contention of the learned Counsel for the appellant that till 

23.07.2000, for spare parts, there was no liability to pay entry tax cannot be 

countenanced as the expression ‘machinery and equipments’ under Serial 9 of 

Part-II of the Schedule always included spare parts and components even prior to 

24.07.2000.  

8.  Lastly, the Tribunal is to consider the issue regarding exclusion of tax 

on the raw materials with reference to Rule 3(4)(b) of the Orissa Entry Tax Rules, 

1999 (in short, ‘the Rules’). According to the learned counsel for the appellant, the 

manufacturing unit is situated in a local area other than the area so specified in 

clause (a) of sub-rule (4) of Rule 3 of the Rules and, therefore, it is not exigible to 

entry tax till 05.11.2000. The learned Standing Counsel (CT) made a reference to 

Section 2(f) of the Act and claimed that the ‘local area’ as defined therein included 

a Gram Panchayat as the unit of the appellant is situated under Pujariguda GP of 

Nabarangpur and moreover, it is within an industrial area so to say. Prior to 

24.07.2000, as per Section 2(f) of the Act, the definition of ‘local area’ means the 

areas within the limits of any Municipal Corporation, Municipality, Notified Area 

Council, Gram Panchayat and other local authority by whatever name called, 

constituted or continued in any law for the time being in force and shall include an 

industrial township constituted under Section 4 of the Orissa Municipal Act, 1950. 



14 
 

On and from 24.07.2000, ‘local area’ stands defined as areas within the limits of a 

Municipality, Gram Panchayat and other local authority including the industrial 

township, thus, excluding therefrom Municipal Corporation, NAC and GP, that is, 

vide Orissa Entry Tax (Amendment) Act, 2000. If Section 2(f) and Rule 3(4)(b) are 

read together, it would lead to a conclusion that whatever the definition of the 

‘local area’ as it stood prior and later to the Amendment Act, 2000, goods specified 

in Part-I and II of the Schedule when used as raw material by a manufacturer on its 

first entry in a local area notified as Municipality, Municipal Corporation or NAC, it 

was exigible to tax at fifty percentum of the rate to which such goods taxable under 

the Rules and in a local area other than that specified in clause (a), was not so 

liable, which has been the position till 05.11.2000. The assessment period is 2000-01 

as far as the appellant is concerned and the contention is that till 05.11.2000, it shall 

have no tax liability, since the manufacturing unit is not situated within any local 

area notified as Municipality or Municipal Corporation or NAC. Admittedly, the 

appellant did not raise it before the AA. It is alleged that there is no contention on 

the part of the appellant that the scheduled goods are being directly used in 

manufacturing of finished products and that part, the unit to be situated within a 

Gram Panchayat. Irrespective of situation of the manufacturing unit within a Gram 

Panchayat or industrial area, the fact to the matter is, so as to exclude it from the 

tax liability, it needs to be proved that the unit is not in a local area notified as 

Municipality, Municipal Corporation or NAC. Even if it is situated within a Gram 

Panchayat or assuming for the sake of argument that it is within an industrial 
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township, then also liability to pay the entry tax is excluded for a local area not 

notified as Municipality or Municipal Corporation or NAC which was the position till 

05.11.2000. In other words, if the appellant’s manufacturing unit is situated not in a 

local area so notified but within such area other than the notified areas as 

described in Rule 3(4)(a), it shall not be exigible to tax. So, even if the unit is 

situated within a GP or an industrial area, it is not liable to pay tax since it is not 

situated in a local area which is notified as a Municipality or Municipal Corporation 

or NAC and such exemption was in force till 05.11.2000. The learned Standing 

Counsel (CT) cited OCL India Ltd. Vs. State of Orissa reported in AIR 2003 Orissa 

117 and a rule of Hon’ble Apex Court in Indian Rare Earths Ltd. Vs. State of Orissa 

in C.A. No. 2637 of 2003 disposed of on 29.03.2017, but, as it appears, the above 

are with respect to industrial township and definition of ‘local area’ as interpreted 

with reference to Section 2(f) of the Act and thus, not directly applicable to the 

manufacturing unit of the appellant which is situated either in a GP or industrial 

area and even then also excluded from exemption not being within a local area so 

notified under Rule 3(4)(a) of the Rules. Such aspect has not been considered by 

the FAA on the ground that Rule 3(4) received amendment only on 04.11.2000 and 

the appellant failed to submit purchase details with corroborative evidence. Under 

the above circumstances, having clarified the position that the exemption applies to 

the case of the appellant till 05.11.2000 and in view of the fact that the said aspect 

was never considered on merit by the FAA and having regard to the fact that no 

evidence is on record to consider whether the manufacturing unit of the appellant 
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does situate within the notified areas or beyond, it would be just and appropriate 

to direct its consideration afresh. Moreover, the appellant shared the statistics with 

respect to the industrial chemicals and paper purchased during the relevant period 

i.e. from 01.04.2000 to 05.11.2000 and its purchase worth of `2,27,66,552.84 and 

`46,01,776.00 respectively, whereupon, the exemption as per Rule 3(4)(b) of the 

Rules is claimed. The Tribunal is of the considered opinion that the aforesaid fact is 

required to be scrutinized with the material evidence on record which are not 

presently available. Thus, dismissing the contention of the respondent to the effect 

that full tax has to be charged and paid on the alleged materials, the Tribunal is of 

the ultimate conclusion that for the relevant period till 05.11.2000, if the 

manufacturing unit of the appellant found to be situated not within the notified 

areas as specified in Rule 3(4)(a) of the Rules, it shall not be liable to pay entry tax 

vis-a-vis the scheduled goods.  

9.   Hence, it is ordered. 

10.  In the result, the appeal stands allowed in part. As a logical sequitur, 

the impugned order dated 21.12.2004 in Appeal No. AA – 164 (ET)/BH-II/2004-05 

promulgated by the FAA is hereby set aside to the extent indicated herein above. 

Consequently, the matter is remitted back to the AA for undertaking fresh 

computation as to the liability of the appellant for the assessment period 2000-01 

keeping in view the findings and observations of the Tribunal by providing a 

reasonable opportunity of hearing to the appellant and to expedite the process 

and complete the entire exercise preferably within a period of three months from 
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the date of receipt of the above order having regard to the fact that the matter is 

nearly two decades old.   

Dictated & Corrected by me 

 

               Sd/-                          Sd/- 

       (R.K. Pattanaik)        (R.K. Pattanaik) 

          Chairman             Chairman 

 

      I agree,         Sd/- 

        (Smt. S. Mishra) 

              2nd Judicial Member 

 

      I agree,                  Sd/- 

          (P.C. Pathy) 

              Accounts Member-I 

 

 


