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Executive Summary 

This proposal is the result of a research project to determine a revised Enforcement Resourcing 
Model and staffing requirements of the Ministry of Environment (MOE) Conservation Officer 
Service (COS). 

The minimum deployable strength is the number of available officers that are needed in a given 
location, to answer calls for service and respond to hazardous situations, pursuant to the COS 
mandate. 

Numerous reports, studies, anecdotal evidence, statistics, geography, population and public 
expectations were reviewed.  The Senior Management Team of the COS provided recent and 
historical evidence, as did the COS’ Provincial Continuous Improvement Team members. 

The study suggests an increase of 40 positions is required in order to have a prudent minimum 
deployable strength for the COS. 

The mandate of the COS remains consistent with the MOE’s goals and objectives.  There have 
been changes to legislation which have increased expectations that COS will respond to 
increased work pressures.  Consequently, a revised Enforcement Resourcing Model is proposed. 

The key drivers behind this proposal are public safety, officer safety and effective compliance 
and enforcement for government. 
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Introduction: 

The MOE COS is a Tier 1 Environmental Law Enforcement Agency, that specializes in human-
wildlife conflict response, commercial environmental investigations, and statutory compliance 
and enforcement. 

A Tier 1 Law Enforcement agency requires officers to be selected, trained and empowered to 
deal with a variety of situations where there are likelihoods of spontaneous confrontations.  The 
COS traditionally responds to calls for service involving human-wildlife conflicts, such as bear 
attacks on humans and other large carnivores threatening human health and safety.  
Consequently, Tier 1 officers are required to be armed with sidearms, rifles and shotguns in 
order to respond to the high risk threats to public safety. 

The law enforcement mandate of Tier 1 Law Enforcement requires Conservation Officers (COs) 
to make contact with people from all walks of life.  The majority of public contact with COs 
involves elements of risk, such as checking hunters or anglers.  Most people that are hunting and 
fishing are in possession of firearms.  Furthermore, when COs are required to conduct 
verifications or take enforcement actions, some people respond in a negative or confrontational 
manner.  The reality is that in this capacity, COs are in harm’s way as spontaneous 
confrontations do occur in law enforcement encounters with some members of the public. 

For example, in an officer initiated vehicle stop, the risk to the CO is classified as an “unknown 
risk” vehicle stop.  The officer may be stopping a potential violator’s vehicle under the Wildlife 
Act provisions, only to actually encounter a person armed with a firearm, transporting a large 
quantity of illegal drugs or other contraband.  Therefore, an unknown risk vehicle stop is by 
necessity, a Tier 1 Law Enforcement officer’s responsibility only. 

Tier 1 Law Enforcement officers require training in more than 30 provincial and federal statutes 
and regulations.  COs are trained and equipped with defensive weapons and tactics, and must 
conform to the high standards established by the BC Police Act and Criminal Code of Canada, in 
terms of their powers of arrest, search and seizure, and use of force. 

All COs are sworn-in as “Special Provincial Constables (SPCs)” and are empowered to enforce 
the laws and regulations entrusted to them.  With this responsibility comes the obligation to 
provide annual firearms training and re-certification, and scheduled force options training and 
evaluation.  The re-qualifications and ongoing training are mandatory and must be at standards 
set by the BC Police Academy Use-of-Force co-ordinator, which is consistent for all police and 
law enforcement personnel that have SPC appointments and use of force authorities.  This is also 
consistent with the Federal Use of Force model, and is the standard for all provincial and federal 
law enforcement officers as the power to use force is derived from Section 25 of the Criminal 
Code of Canada. 

 

Page 4 
MOE-2013-00029



Tier 2 law enforcement activities are primarily regulatory and inspection activities that do not 
reasonably give rise to the likelihood of spontaneous confrontation.  Examples include pesticide 
inspection, industry compliance inspections and related activities where administrative sanctions 
are the means for ensuring compliance. 

There have been changes to the mandate and scope of the COS core duties over time, and we are 
now at the point where government and public expectations are exceeding our capabilities, and 
capacity to deliver on our mandate.  Environmental law enforcement has evolved over time, in 
terms of complexity and accountability.  The COS is expected to be the lead agency of this 
current mandate; however the full scope of this mandate has not been defined in its entirety. 

Aim and Scope: 

The aim and scope of this report will identify deficiencies in staffing levels throughout the 
province, and identify the risks to COs, the public and government based on our current 
deployable strength, which is below minimum levels. 

The anticipated changes to the COS’ core mandate have not as yet been formalized.  However, 
the expectations have been changed to focus more on the enforcement mandate of the Natural 
Resource ministries.  The expectations are that if voluntary compliance within various Natural 
Resource industries is not achieved, the COS will then provide a leadership role with respect to 
the law enforcement sanctions required.  An example would be industry causing significant 
environmental damage, with intent to be out of compliance with statute or regulatory law, thus 
necessitating enforcement action. 

The recent amendments to the Wildlife Act regulations regarding “Controlled Alien Species 
(CAS)” has been and will continue to add strain on the COS’ resources.  There are many issues 
to address here, suffice to say that the new CAS Regulation has more complex issues stemming 
from the enforcement of those regulations. For example, in the 17 CAS investigation 
deployments since April 2010 to March 31, 2011, the costs to the COS have exceeded $52,000.  
This is based on the Major Case Management model that tracks all expenses tied to an 
investigation.  There were seizures and transfers of:  2 tigers, 2 lion cubs, 1 lemur, 2 pythons, 1 
caiman, 1 panther, 2 alligators and 20 snakes. 

The recent CAS investigations have also shown there are increased risks to COs by virtue of the 
“subjects” our officers have dealt with.  Some of the subjects are

COS and police.  Some of these subjects are 
violent and listed as dangerous offenders, with criminal records and histories of conflicts with 
law enforcement officers. 

The re-prioritization of Tier 1, or high-risk law enforcement work for the COS is not realistically 
viable.  Human health and public safety matters are all priority functions for the COS, however, 
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there are insufficient COS personnel available to meet current and future expectations of the 
MOE and the Ministry of Forests, Lands, Natural Resources (FLNRO). 

The reality of eliminating proactive compliance checks in favour of responding to strictly 
enforcement work is not feasible, and creates more disruption and non-compliance in the future.   
The COS will still need to conduct hunter and angler checks in order to maintain the public’s 
voluntary compliance.  Conversely, industry will need to be inspected and checked regularly 
with the understanding that non-compliance will result in enforcement action or administrative 
sanctions, in a predictable and timely manner.  Compliance can be achieved primarily through 
effective monitoring and enforcement presence. 

This report will recommend where staffing levels should be in order to risk manage the concerns 
for officer safety, public safety and government responsibility. 

This report does not address the previous Ministry of Forests and Range (MoFR) - Special 
Investigations Unit amalgamation process currently underway within the COS Provincial 
Investigations Unit. 

Minimum Deployable Strength Concepts: 

The current sworn officer compliment throughout BC is 147; from newest recruit up to Chief 
Conservation Officer.  These are authorized positions, as required to fulfill our public safety 
mandate.  Uniform officers, namely first-response COs and Supervisors, are the primary call-
response officers.  To support the uniform branch, there is a section of provincial plainclothes 
investigators.  These officers are distributed throughout 44 offices in BC.  There are Senior 
Officers and Executive Officers (ranked as Inspectors, Chief-Superintendents and the Chief 
Conservation Officer) that operate in a para-military law enforcement supervision and 
management structure.  This structure is effective and efficient in terms of general supervision 
and accountability within the COS.  This chain-of-command structure is essential in order to 
maintain professional standards, accountability and responsibility to government and the public. 

The expectations and current budget levels support minimum deployable strength at 7 hours per 
day, 5 days per week availability, per officer position.  There are currently 14 “single-officer” 
posts in remote locations in several regions of BC, which is inherently dangerous and at the 
extreme of our risk management spectrum. 

The kernel issue for minimum deployable strength in the field is two-fold.  First, in a single 
officer post, if the officer is off-duty, or otherwise away from duty on mandatory training or 
holidays, then another officer needs to be available at that post for primary service response.  
Leaving a post vacant for periods of time creates a risk management issue which is non-
defensible.  Single officer posts are exposing COs and the public to risks that are inherently 
dangerous and expose government to liability, by not having minimum response capability. 
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Second, single officer posts are putting COs at personal risk, as they are performing dangerous 
tasks while alone, such as setting grizzly bear traps or dealing with multiple armed humans 
involved in illegal activities.  This exposes the COS to risk, and knowingly puts COs in 
dangerous work environments on a prolonged basis.  This deficiency is contrary to sound 
personnel deployment principles, and is non-defensible in current times. 

WorkSafe BC Issues: 

It is incumbent upon employers to provide safe work environments for employees under the 
provisions of the Workers Compensation Act (sec 115. (1)(2)). It would appear that the single 
officer deployment model within the COS contravenes this provision, and exposes officers and 
the government to risk.  Under section 117, supervisors are responsible for the health and safety 
of workers.  Therefore, it is prudent for COS management to reduce risk by no longer deploying 
single officer posts.  Further review of the Canada Labour Code, Part II, confirms this single 
officer deployment model is obsolete, and needs to be addressed. 

It should be noted that similar situations exist within the Royal Canadian Mounted Police 
(RCMP), and unfortunately they had officers killed at isolated detachments in recent years.  The 
RCMP and Federal Government revised their policies and no longer have single officer posts; for 
similar reasons applicable to the COS.  This benchmark is instructive and should be given 
considerable weight for MoE and Government. 

The modern reality is that COs are regularly encountering criminals, and coming across criminal 
activities in progress.  This type of criminal contact in remote areas of the province has been 
increasing and is significant.  For example, it is not unusual for COs to search a vehicle and 
occupants, only to find they belong to the or some other 
organized criminal group.  There have been numerous cases where COs have recovered multiple 
firearms, illegal drugs, as well as illegally harvested animals, and so on.  It is not uncommon for 
criminals to cultivate large crops of marijuana in remote locations of BC, and also conduct 
criminal “business” in the bush.  Recently, a CO came across a group o

who were armed with a multitude of weapons, having a “meeting”.  The 
CO properly disengaged and called upon the RCMP for assistance, however, this demonstrates 
how simple good luck was the deciding factor in terms of risk to the officer who encountered the 
subjects while alone. 

Mandatory Training and Re-Certification: 

This issue of understaffing is exacerbated by the COS’ mandatory annual training and re-
qualifications that are necessary for our law enforcement agency.  CO’s are “Special Provincial 
Constables” by virtue of the BC Police Act.  CO’s are trained in the use of defensive weapons, 
firearms and in defensive tactics that accompany powers of arrest, search and seizure and 
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investigative responsibilities that are required for a Tier 1 Law Enforcement Agency.  The re-
qualifications are mandatory and cannot be reduced or deferred. 

Mandatory training requires all officers to re-qualify and re-certify with firearms annually and 
defensive tactics every third year.  Not only will officers leave their posts for several days at a 
time to receive their training, but other officers have been designated as “in-service instructors”.  
This compounds vacancies created during the mandatory training cycles by putting additional 
pressure on sparse staffing levels.  Current single officer posts have no redundancy or extra 
capacity to cover off vacancies; therefore calls-for-service are being left unanswered or 
unattended.  The ability to have the RCMP or other government agencies cover for vacant COS 
posts is not feasible in the long term. 

The apparent consequence of the COS not having a minimum deployable strength model is 
approximately 30 percent of calls-for-service are left unanswered, and 40 percent of Problem 
Wildlife Occurrences cannot be attended to.  This is a general statement based on provincial 
statistics collected. 

The following is a statistical overview of COs workload.  These numbers are averages only and 
fluctuate by region, over a one-year period. 

Table 1 
 

Average Problem Wildlife Occurrence Reports (PWORs) 24,000 
Average cases received at the call centre for investigation 4,700 
Estimated number of PWORs, threats to public safety that cannot be attended 4,000 
Average cases not attended, not investigated 1,500 
Average investigative cases assigned per officer 105 
Average PWORs per officer 329 
 
These statistics demonstrate the demands on officer’s time are significant, particularly the 
investigative cases.  Some require considerable time to investigate to conclusion, while 
concurrently more calls for service continue to be received.  This necessitates individual COs to 
decide which public safety call is more of a pressing matter than another.  The risk to 
“prioritizing the priorities” is significant and carries with it liability on the COS and MOE. 

Therefore, due to risks to officer safety, public safety and the COS’ inability to meet our core 
mandate in certain areas, a new deployment model is required. 

Minimum Deployable Strength Analysis: 

There is a need to address the immediate deficiencies in COS personnel throughout BC in order 
to meet the current expectations and core duties.  This is based on the premise of each officer 
providing 5 days per week, 7 hours per day coverage.  Overtime, stand-by pay and expanded 
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scope of duties are not factored here.  These limitations are driven by the number of officers and 
budget realities. 

It should be noted that research was conducted using statistical collection tools available to the 
COS, input from all members of the COS Senior Management Team, the COS’ Provincial 
Continuous improvement Team, and several documents, reports and internal studies over the past 
8 years (see reference list). 

This study also reviewed the “RCMP Policy regarding remote detachment staffing operational 
availability and call-out”, the “Worker’s Compensation Act”, the MOE Service Plans for COS 
and other internal government risk assessment documents.  Of equal weight was the anecdotal 
historical evidence from all levels of CO’s who described close calls with dangerous wildlife, 
dangerous terrain, and dangerous humans that could have led to tragic outcomes, were it not for 
simple good luck.  Furthermore, the known hazards have increased over time, with criminal 
activities expanding into rural and remote areas of the Province. as been 
confirmed in numerous villages and towns throughout BC, and CO’s are increasing their contacts 
with those individuals, on an increasing basis. 

Single Officer Posts and Risk Management: 

The specific methodology to address the immediate risk to human health and safety, and officer 
safety, is the matter of single-officer posts. 

Currently, due to staffing changes since 2002, there are 14 single-officer posts in BC.  This can 
be remedied immediately by doubling these posts. 

The formula for 7 days per week, 14 hours per day coverage, in order to adequately meet public 
expectations, is 1.5 officers per position.  Therefore, a single-officer post should in reality be 
staffed by 3 officers.  This rationale conforms to operational readiness and operational 
availability, in order to keep COs engaged and perform their duties safely. 

There are safety protocols in place that require single officers to double-up when releasing 
grizzly bears. In practice, COs who are alone and do not have the ability to call in other COs, are 
releasing grizzly bears on their own at great risk and counting on good luck.  This practice is 
dangerous and unacceptable; however, the lack of adequate staffing necessitates officers 
breaching safety protocol. 

Further methodology examined the size of population centres, geography and calls for service 
relating to human-wildlife conflict, human health and safety issues brought on by industry as 
well as accessibility by road. 

Current workload analysis suggests that some areas of the province are more demanding than 
others.  However, volume alone cannot be the sole determining factor.  Single-officer posts do 
not allow officers to have any “time-off”.  In small communities, an officer will generally make 
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him or herself available on scheduled days off, as they have a duty to their community, and 
public perception is they should be available at all times.  Unfortunately, as officers grow 
fatigued, they are predisposed to make mistakes, and those mistakes can be significant in their 
consequences. 

For example, in Bella Coola, we no longer have officers posted to that community.  From  
April 1 – November 17, 2010, there were 8 calls for investigation and 95 calls for problem 
wildlife.  The wildlife calls were for grizzly bears, black bears and cougars which are a serious 
threat to human health and safety.  The CO responsible for that small community had to respond 
from Williams Lake, approximately 6 hours away.  This risk management approach is not 
entirely satisfactory, however, operational needs in Williams Lake are greater overall. 

The community of Castlegar has 2 COs assigned, and for the same time period, they responded 
to 154 calls for service and 1165 problem wildlife files involving large carnivores.  These 
officers had worked long hours and many consecutive days without rest, thus becoming fatigued 
at peak times.  The risk to public safety and officer safety was high, and will likely be repeated in 
the future.  There are many similar examples around BC. 

The re-deployment of COs from less busy posts to cover busier posts is not practical simply due 
to geography.  Distances and road conditions during the year are unpredictable and therefore 
back up cannot be counted on.  To exacerbate matters, the COS has been advised that re-
deployment of existing single-officer posts, or shutting down remote offices and consolidating 
officers in larger communities, is not permitted pursuant to government direction. 

Therefore, given all of the rationale and research, it is necessary to immediately increase CO 
staff by 14 more officers to address human health and safety, public safety and officer safety 
concerns, and to double up and eliminate single officer posts. 

Additional Responsibilities: 

In April 2010, the COS took on the responsibility to investigate offences relating to the new 
“Controlled Alien Species (CAS) Regulation”.  There were no additional officers added to the 
COS, consequently a Quick Response Team and Incident Management System was organized. 

The COS has implemented a “Major Case Management” approach to the CAS investigations, 
deployment and follow up process which effectively tracks all human resources effort and costs.  
This added legislated responsibility has diverted uniform and plainclothes officers from their 
regular duties, in order to deploy during CAS files.  Based on current experience, two full-time 
officers will need to be assigned to tracking and co-ordinating CAS files.  There is intelligence 
being developed that will identify potential investigations that will need to be conducted in the 
next few years.   
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Since April 2010, there have been 17 CAS deployments involving COS personnel, Permit 
Authorization Service Bureau and other police agencies.  Due to operational security reasons, 
specific details are not described in this proposal. 

It should be noted that lions, tigers, poisonous snakes, alligators, lemurs and other exotic and 
dangerous creatures have been encountered by COs during CAS investigations.  Using the 
Incident Command Response model and Major Case Management processes, the cases have 
been resolved to a satisfactory level thus far.  However, it is known that most of the human 
subjects of these case investigations are known criminals, involved in organized crime activities, 
and are dangerous people.  These investigations are labour intensive and must be adequately 
staffed from beginning to conclusion, and take considerable time and resources. 

The gathering of intelligence on CAS files is time consuming, yet critical to the safe planning 
and implementation of response and follow up investigation.  This reality appears to be new to 
MOE, COS and indeed government, and is showing to be a significant draw on our resources, 
presently and for the years to come.  CAS files require professional training, tactics and response 
in order to meeting this new government mandate. 

Future Considerations: 

In the event that new “Off Road Vehicle (ORV) Regulations” are enacted, it is likely the 
enforcement responsibility will be assigned to the COS.  The COS is the only Tier 1 natural 
resources law enforcement agency within government that is trained, equipped and properly able 
to respond to violators in the field.  This is by acknowledging that all vehicle stops are by their 
very nature, “Unknown Risk” violator stops, where the likelihood of spontaneous confrontations 
can occur.  This requires Tier 1 officers to be assigned these duties.  (It should be noted that there 
is an additional needs analysis being conducted by other branches of government currently).  
These numbers are estimates only based on scarce objective data for off road vehicle 
enforcement. 

Preliminary needs analysis suggests that initially an additional 20 officers would be required to 
be dedicated ORV enforcement within the COS.  These resources are in addition to the minimum 
deployable strength model.  This is based on 10 areas of BC where ORV usage is apparently 
quite common, and officers will need to work in pairs conducting vehicle stops and enforcement. 

Re-Deployment of Personnel:  

The parameters within this study were; a) there is no additional funding for new staff, b) existing 
natural resource personnel could be re-assigned or re-aligned, and c) government transfer vacant 
FTE positions and budget to COS, not people. 

Through “Order in Council #651” dated October 25, 2010 the MoFR “Special Investigations 
Unit” was transferred to the MOE COS.  This amalgamation of 17 Investigations officer 
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positions into the “Provincial Investigations” unit increased COS’ capacity and scope for natural 
resources violations and crime investigations.  There were many issues to resolve with re-
assigning FTE’s from another ministry, which are still not fully concluded. 

Findings and Recommendations: 

The COS does not have adequate uniformed officers deployed throughout BC. 

The study suggests an increase of 40 officers is necessary, in the short and medium term. 

The approach to increase authorized staffing will be to phase-in sustainable growth: 

A. Re-alignment of 17 plainclothes investigators positions from the former Ministry of 
Forests and Range “Special Investigations Unit” into the COS “Provincial Investigations 
Unit” has occurred. 

B. As soon as practicable, increase the authorized strength for the uniform branch by 14 
positions.  These positions would, by design, go to the current 14 single-officer posts. 

C. The following fiscal year, increase the authorized strength by 20 new positions, to be 
deployed for “Off Road Vehicle Enforcement” primary duties. 

D. The following fiscal year, increase the authorized strength by 6 new positions to be 
deployed in high-risk areas (areas to be determined). 

Budget Impacts: 

Total increase of $5.6 million over 3 years. 

Each uniform officer costs $140,000 per annum (salary and benefits). 

Strategies: 

1. Phased in budget lifts over 3 years 

a) First year = $1.96 million 
b) Second year = $2.8 million 
c) Third year = $840,000 

 
2. Transfer existing FTE vacant positions at N21 budget level to COS from other divisions 

and ministries, plus training and overhead funding. 
 

3. Combination of budget lifts and vacant FTE re-assignments. 
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Capacity for Sustained Growth: 

The COS recruiting, screening, selection and basic training process requires 6-10 months. 

The recruit training academy, “Western Conservation Law Enforcement Academy” has capacity 
to only conduct one recruit training class per year.  The number of instructors is proportionate to 
the number of recruits from all the western provinces.  Consequently, the three-year staged 
growth is viable and feasible. 

It should be noted that normal attrition rates must be factored in as well, at approximately 6 
positions per year, in addition to these new positions, thus increasing COS deployable strength. 

Conclusions: 

The COS’ enforcement resourcing model addresses the need to provide the minimum number of 
officers that are required for deployment and to meet current government and public 
expectations.  The primary goal is to respond to public safety concerns, while keeping officer 
safety at the forefront. 

By re-deploying 40 existing vacant FTE positions to the COS, the impact to government is 
mitigated by virtue of re-aligning existing staff from one ministry to another.  Training and 
equipment costs will initially be required; however, ongoing salary costs should remain 
relatively constant. 

The net increase to COS authorized uniformed officer strength will allow for increased public 
safety, officer safety, meet public expectations and reduce vicarious liability to government. 

  

Page 13 
MOE-2013-00029



Reference List 

Canada Labour Code, Part II, human Resources and Skills Development Canada  
(November 30, 2010). 

COS “Controlled Alien Species” Incident Command Policy and Procedure (2010). 

COS Environmental Scan (undated). 

COS Senior Management Team, Minutes of Meeting (November 2, 2010). 

COS statistical overview by officer per year (September 20, 2010). 

COS statistics (April 1 – November 17, 2010). 

Guidebook from the Amalgamation of Police Services in Canada, Solicitor General of Canada 
(March 1999). 

Intelligence Led Compliance and Enforcement Report and Presentation (COS, MFLM 
March 31, 2009). 

Minimum Deployable Strength Recommendations, Coast Region (October 21, 2010). 

Minimum Deployable Strength Recommendations, Interior Region (November 2, 2010). 

Minimum Deployable Strength Recommendations, North Region (November 2, 2010). 

MFLM Compliance and Enforcement Branch Field Staff Risk Assessment Review (Canpro 
Global May 31, 2010). 

Northern Region Staffing Strategy Report (2008). 

Natural Resources Ministries Organizational Charts (October 26, 2010). 

Organizational Re-Alignment (email from D.M. Doug Konkin dated September 13, 2010). 

Provincial COS Continuous Improvement Team meeting Minutes (September 28, 2010). 

Report on Diminishing Monitoring and Enforcement Capacity (West Coast Environmental Law, 
2004). 

Summary of Ministry Responsibilities Before and After October 2010 Re-Organization  
(October 2010) 

Superintendent J. Faulkner, Royal Canadian Mounted Police.  Personal Communication  
(October 5, 2010). 

Workers Compensation Act (1996) RSBC Chapter 492. 

Page 14 
MOE-2013-00029



Page 15 
MOE-2013-00029



Page 16 
MOE-2013-00029



Page 17 
MOE-2013-00029



Page 18 
MOE-2013-00029



Page 19 
MOE-2013-00029



Page 20 
MOE-2013-00029



Page 21 
MOE-2013-00029



Page 22 
MOE-2013-00029



Page 23 
MOE-2013-00029



Page 24 
MOE-2013-00029



Page 25 
MOE-2013-00029



Page 26 
MOE-2013-00029



Page 27 
MOE-2013-00029



Page 28 
MOE-2013-00029



Page 29 
MOE-2013-00029



Page 30 
MOE-2013-00029



Page 31 
MOE-2013-00029



Page 32 
MOE-2013-00029



Page 33 
MOE-2013-00029



Page 34 
MOE-2013-00029



Page 35 
MOE-2013-00029



Page 36 
MOE-2013-00029



Page 37 
MOE-2013-00029



Page 38 
MOE-2013-00029



Page 39 
MOE-2013-00029



Page 40 
MOE-2013-00029




