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REASONS FOR DECISION OF THE TRIBUNAL :

Summary of Tribunal's decision

1

Following a process of mediation in the Tribunahe tparties
proposed consent findings and orders in relatioartcallegation that a
legal practitioner, Mr Kenneth Paul Bates, hadefhiin various duties as
prosecuting counsel in the course of a trial fdfuvmurder. The consent
orders were referred to a Tribunal constituted bse¢ members, as
required by thd_egal Profession Act 2008VA), for consideration as to
whether the proposed orders should be made.

The Tribunal, on reviewing the proposed orders thiedagreed facts
setting out the basis of the proposed finding dfatisfactory professional
conduct, was not initially prepared to make theessdoroposed. Further
information was sought from the parties as to fheumstances in which
the failures occurred, and in particular whethee tfailures were
intentional or inadvertent.

The parties then submitted an amended minute qigsexd orders,
containing additional relevant facts. In addititime practitioner provided
a statement as to how the failures occurred.

In light of that further information, the Tribunaks satisfied that the
proposed orders fell within an acceptable rangep@falties for the
conduct in the circumstances in which it occurrédcordingly, it made
the orders proposed by consent.

Background

5

On 29 November 2011, the Legal Profession Com@alammittee
(Complaints Committee) made an allegation againspractitioner,
Mr Kenneth Paul Bates, that he had engaged inisfesztbry professional
conduct in relation to conduct as a prosecutoredrali of the Crown on a
charge of wilful murder against one Andrew Mall#ndt was heard in the
Supreme Court between 2 November 1995 and 15 Noxeh€®5.

At the initial directions hearing, the matter wagerred to mediation
before a senior member of the Tribunal. After ¢hreediation sessions,
the parties reached agreement as to the relevetst &nd as to what they
considered to be an appropriate disposition of tbemplaint.
Accordingly, they filed a minute of consent ordesich, in accordance
with the Tribunal's usual requirements, set outrtlevant facts that had
been agreed and the proposed findings and orders.
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The Tribunal's approach to the making of order¥ahg mediation
in vocational disciplinary matters was recently lakped by the Tribunal
in Legal Profession Complaints Committee and Ld2@11] WASAT 13
(Love) at [7] - [22]. It is not necessary to reiteratbat was said in that
case, other than to say that the approach explamddve was the
approach taken by the full Tribunal in this caséhat approach requires
that the Tribunal be satisfied that the penaltypps®d falls within the
range of appropriate penalties having regard topthposes to be served
by the imposition of vocational disciplinary pemadt Upon review of the
initial minute, the Tribunal was not satisfied thiat had sufficient
information to satisfy itself that the proposed glgnwas appropriate. In
particular, the Tribunal considered it critical ttte determination of that
guestion to know more of the circumstances whiah tte the conduct
complained of, and especially whether the condwag imtentional. The
Tribunal's preliminary view was that, if the contdwas intentional, the
proposed penalty appeared inadequate.

Accordingly, the parties were invited to providether information.
As a result, an amended minute of consent ordess prvavided. In
addition, Mr Bates provided a note of his explasatof his conduct
which he indicated he was willing to verify on oathhe Tribunal did not
consider it necessary to convene a hearing forghgtose, and accepts
the truth of Mr Bates' explanation.

The amended minute provided by the parties diffefredn the
original minute in two respects. The first wastthader the section 'The
Tribunal notes' the Complaint Committee's positas more fully
explained, and in particular that no allegationdefiberate conduct was
made by the Complaints Committee. The second wasdtl a section
immediately prior to the proposed orders under hieading 'Factors
relating to Penalty’. The amended minute of conseders reads as
follows:

Minute of Consent Orders

On the application of the parties to settle thecpealings determined by
[President Justice J Chaney, Deputy President J0dg@arry and Member
Ms S Gillett]:

The Tribunal notes:

The Legal Profession Complaints Committee (‘the @dtee’) alleged
that there is proper cause for disciplinary act@ainst the practitioner
pursuant to Section 438 (1) of thegal Profession Act 2008.
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It is not alleged by the Committee in its applioatithat the practitioner's
conduct was deliberate.

The Committee's position is that, in those circiamsgs, the appropriate
finding is of unsatisfactory professional condwather than of professional
misconduct.

Nevertheless, for the reasons set out below, thendtee's position is
that the seriousness of the practitioner's conduatrants a public
reprimand and the imposition of the maximum finaikble under the
Legal Practitioners Act 1893 (‘the 1893 Act’) inder to achieve the
disciplinary objectives of maintaining and enfociappropriate standards
of professional conduct.

The parties have agreed the following relevantsfact

1.

At all material times, the practitioner was:

0] an Australian lawyer, within the meaning of thegal
Profession Act 2008

(i) a senior prosecutor with the Office of the &itor of
Public Prosecutions for Western Australia.

Matters leading up to trial

2.

On 23 May 1994 Pamela Susanne Lawrence was nedr@é her
shop in Mosman Parfshop).

On 23 and 24 May 1994, Dr Clive Cooke, the tBémef Forensic
Pathologist with the Western Australian Centre Pathology and
Medical Research, conducted a post mortem exaromatif

Mrs Lawrence's body and prepared a Post Mortem mRejaded

24 May 1994 (Post Mortem Report)which set out details of
12 lacerations to Mrs Lawrence's head including grdiens

depicting the location of each of those lacerations

The Post Mortem Report included 2 addenda, dnehich was

dated 24 May1994, indicating that Dr Cooke had bsleown a

metal bar and a comparison was made between sothe wijuries

to Mrs Lawrence's scalp and the end of the baris Ebmparison
was a visual comparison made by Dr Cooke betweeopper

anode from the shop or the shed at the back ofltbe and some
of the injuries to Mrs Lawrence's scalp.

On 24 May 1994, Andrew Mark Mallard was arresaed charged
by police with an unrelated offence and remandedo&ychiatric
assessment to Graylands Hospital until he was getean bail on
10 June 1994.
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Mr Mallard was interviewed by police while he svim Graylands
Hospital and following his release from hospitah @ June 1994,
Mr Mallard was interviewed by police, in particul&retective

Sergeant Caporn and during the course of that vietgr

Mr Mallard:

(1) repeatedly denied any involvement in the murasr
Mrs Lawrence;

(i) admitted, then later denied, that he had ed¢he shop on
the day of Mrs Lawrence's murder;

(i) answered questions from the police in therdhperson
saying, in effect, that the murderer hit Mrs Lawaenvith
a wrench obtained from a shed at the back of tbp;sh

(iv) subsequently said that the answers he hadnginethe
third person 'must be' lies and that 'it's all'lies

On 16 June 1994, a visual comparison was madBrbgooke
between either an excise of some of the injurig€t® Lawrence's
head or photographs of the head wounds and a phlsnieench
but the wounds were not found to be compatible &itflumber's
wrench.

On 17 June 1994, Mr Mallard was interviewed adgi police, in
particular Detective Sergeant Brandham, and duitiegcourse of
that interview drew a sketch of a wrench with th@rav'Sidchrome'
written on it(sketch)and also stated, to the effect, that:

0] he had hit Mrs Lawrence possibly 12 times watkwvrench
taken from the shed at the back of the shop, buer la
denied that he had been in the shed;

(i) the wrench was a pipe wrench (also known atuaber's
wrench) which was rusty, had a ratchet system, bigs
and was a Sidchrome,;

(i) he got the wrench from near the gas bottleshie shed at
the back of the shop;

(iv) the wrench was similar to the sketch;
(v) he did not murder Mrs Lawrence;
(vi) everything he had told the police was madeang lies.

On 24 June 1994 Dr Cooke, in the presence ofptiiee and
Mr Bernard Lynch, the then Principal Chemist, PbgsEvidence
Section, Forensic Science Laboratory, conducteztiassof tests in
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which a pig's head was struck with a copper anode later, with a
crescent wrench or similar (ie not a pipe wrenghip's head

testing). As a result of those tests, Dr Cooke formedvibes that

neither the copper anode nor the wrench could ltauesed the
injuries to Mrs Lawrence's head.

On 19 July 1994 Mr Mallard was charged withwhkul murder of
Mrs Lawrence.

Mr Lynch prepared a report for the police daB@dAugust 1994
(Chemical Reporton the foreign matter found in specimens from
the head wounds of Mrs Lawrence. He found thah ezicthe

specimens contained minute amounts of dark blusucetl smears
which contained the pigment Prussian Blue in amapftithalic

alkyd enamel and that iron or iron oxide particlesre present in
the smears.

The Chemical Report contained comments by Mnchy that
Prussian Blue was a pigment once commonly usedimntp and
artist colours and that the presence of iron on ibaide particles
suggested that they originated from an iron orlsi@@lement
either painted or with blue paint marks present.

By letter dated 21 October 1994 to Mr McKech@€, the then
Director of Public Prosecutions, the police regeésthat a
prosecutor be assigned to prosecute Mr Mallardhatptreliminary
hearing and attached a 30 page comprehensive synohéacts
(Comprehensive Summangigned by Detective Sergeant Shervill
and the prosecution bri@Prosecution Brief).

The Comprehensive Summary, at page 29, reféor¢de murder

weapon and, in essence, stated:

0] the type of murder weapon used in the crime maidbeen
identified or located,;

(i) Dr Cooke had compared a copper anode

(iii)

Mrs Lawrence's wounds and considered that soméeof t
wounds may have been caused by an anode of similar
shape but an experiment conducted in conjunatidm Mr
Lynch where a pig's head was hit using a copped&no
showed that the anode left wounds of a similar shap
some of those sustained by Mrs Lawrence but theerop
residue left in any wounds inflicted by a coppeodawas

not consistent with the copper residue found in
Mrs Lawrence's wounds and therefore it was consdler
that a copper anode was not the murder weapon,;

during the pig's head experiment, a crescgrench was
also tested which inflicted dissimilar wounds tamgh
sustained by Mrs Lawrence.
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The Prosecution Brief:

0] contained a copy of the Post Mortem Report dne
Chemical Report;

(i) did not contain any expert report on, or wigsestatement
referring to, the comparison between the plumbersich
referred to in paragraph [7] above or the pig'siheating;

(i) did not contain any forensic evidence linkily Mallard
to the murder.

On or about 28 October 1994, the preliminaring of the charge
against Mr Mallard(preliminary hearing) was allocated to the
practitioner.

Between 16 and 18 January 1995 the prelimitegring took
place and at the conclusion of the hearing Mr Mdllavas
committed for trial in the Supreme Court.

At the preliminary hearing, during his openwigthe prosecution
case, the practitioner referred to the murder weag® a 'metal
object'.

On 1 March 1995 an indictment was issued againd/allard on
the charge of the wilful murder of Mrs Lawrence.

On a date unknown, the trial of Mr Mallard toe wilful murder of
Mrs Lawrence was set down to commence in the Supf@ourt on
2 November 199%trial).

A few days prior to 3 October 1995, Detectiwegeant Brandham
spoke to the practitioner about a conversation et Sergeant
Brandham had with Detective Sergeant Shervill onJdide 1994
when Detective Sergeant Brandham took a break fintenviewing
Mr Mallard. The practitioner made notes of what (the
practitioner) was told by Detective Sergeant Bramdla few days
prior to 3 October 1995 which notes include, refdla the
following words:

'spanner drawn - doesn't match injuries

- bluecopper in the wounds'

On 3 October 1995, a voir dire was held to rdetee the
admissibility at trial of the evidence of policeterviews with
Mr Mallard (voir dire). At the voir dire, the defence submitted that
the confessional material the subject of the painterviews was
not admissible on the grounds that it was not vialynand that
Mr Mallard was suffering from a psychiatric disorde

At the voir dire Dr O'Dea, then a Principal &wsic Psychiatrist
based at Graylands Hospital, gave evidence thahwireMallard
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was first admitted to Graylands Hospital on 25 ME§Q4 he
diagnosed Mr Mallard as suffering from a mood digorin which
he was then in a manic phase.

At the conclusion of the voir dire, his Honduistice Murray ruled
that the evidence of the police interviews with Mallard was
admissible at trial.

At some time shortly prior to the trial, theagtitioner spoke with
Mr Lawrence, Mrs Lawrence's husband, concerningelidence
and learned that Mr Lawrence was not sure, butghbthat an
adjustable spanner or wrench may have been migsingthe shed
at the back of the shop.

The practitioner did not at any time prior to Mawrence giving
evidence at the trial:

0] attempt to ascertain from him whether the sganar
wrench as drawn by Mr Mallard was the kind of tool
which Mr Lawrence was not sure but thought may have
been missing from the shed at the back of the shop;

(i) attempt to ascertain from him whether the spanor
wrench Mr Lawrence was not sure but thought mayehav
been missing from the shed at the back of the simp
painted blue or had blue paint marks on it.

On or about 27 October 1995, the practitioret B conference
with Dr Cooke concerning his evidence for the tri#@uring that

conference, the practitioner did not show Dr Cotiiee sketch and
did not seek to ascertain from Dr Cooke his opirasrio whether
the wrench in the sketch could have caused Mrs &aea's

injuries.

In or about late October 1995, the practitionad a conference
with Mr Lynch concerning his evidence for the triadDuring that
conference, Mr Lynch discussed with the practitidhe pig's head
testing of the anode but not the pig's head testintge wrench and
the practitioner did not show Mr Lynch the sketctd aid not seek
to ascertain from Mr Lynch his opinion as to whettnee wrench in
the sketch could have caused Mrs Lawrence's igjurie

On or about 31 October or 1 November 1995, pfaetitioner

decided to open the Crown's case at the trial erbsis that the
wrench as sketched by Mr Mallard during the intens with the

police was the murder weapon.

At the time the practitioner made the decisieferred to in
paragraph [29] above, he knew that the reliabildy the
confessional material the subject of the policerwiews (including
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the sketch) would be or was likely to be a censslie at the trial

due to:

(1) the lack of forensic evidence linking Mr Malthto the

murder;

(i) Mr Mallard's psychiatric condition;

(i) the fact that in the course of the police entiews
Mr Mallard had denied murdering Mrs Lawrence;

(iv) the fact that in the course of the police mtews
Mr Mallard had disavowed the confessional material;

(v) the inconsistency between, and inaccuracyafesof the
statements made by Mr Mallard during the courséhef
police interviews.

Particulars of inconsistent and/or inaccurate statments

(@)

(b)

(©)

(d)

(€)

(f)

Mr Mallard said in the interview on 17 June 499
that he hit Mrs Lawrence above the left eye (by
indicating to that area on his own head) and on
her cranium (indicating the top rear of head)
whereas the Post Mortem Report refers to 5
lacerations to the right frontal region;

Mr Mallard said in the interview on 17 June 499
that he hit Mrs Lawrence on top of the cranium;

Mr Mallard said in the interview on 17 June 499
that the wrench came from near the gas bottles in
the shed at the back of the shop when there were
no gas bottles in the shed,

Mr Mallard said in the interview on 17 June 499
that he had taken the wrench from the shed at the
back of the shop but then later said that in the
same interview he had never been in the shed and
that he must have got the wrench from
somewhere else;

Mr Mallard said in the interview on 17 June 499
that Mrs Lawrence was wearing dark slacks and a
jumper and later that she was wearing a skirt of
some kind;

Mr Mallard said in the interview on 17 June #99

in effect that the reason he hit Mrs Lawrence was
because he was under the influence of drugs but
when it was put to him he had only just been
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released from the lock up and had no money then
said maybe he was not.

The trial of the charge against Mr Mallard coemeed in the
Supreme Court at Perth on 2 November 1995 befaeHbnour
Justice Murray and a jurftrial). The practitioner prosecuted the
trial.

On 2 November 1995, the practitioner openedtheecution case
on the basis that Mr Mallard murdered Mrs Lawrendggh a
wrench. Further, that Mr Mallard:

0] obtained the wrench from the shed at the bd¢keshop;
(i) drew the wrench during an interview with thelipe.

During the course of the trial, the practitione

0] tendered the sketch as an exhibit in the Crewase;

(i) called Detective Sergeant Brandham to givedemtce of
the police interviews with Mr Mallard on 17 June99

(i) guestioned Dr Cooke and Mr Lynch about thg'pihead
testing of the anode;

(iv) questioned Mr Lawrence about whether he hagtkéd to
see if any of the tools in the shed at the bacthefshop
were missing after Mrs Lawrence had been murdexned,
asked Mr Lawrence to describe the spanner or wrérath
Mr Lawrence thought may be missing.

Facts and Contentions

34.

35.

36.

At all material times, the practitioner was bduy the Crown's
duty of disclosure which was a continuing obligatrequiring the
Crown to give full disclosure to the defence ofralevant evidence
except in limited circumstances which did not agplyhis matter.

The practitioner failed to comply with his dudy disclosure as a
prosecutor in that he failed to disclose to Mr Medl or his counsel
from in or around late September 1995 until thectasion of the

trial what he was told by Detective Sergeant Bramihabout

Mrs Lawrence's injuries not matching the wrenchh@ sketch, as
referred to in paragraph [21] above.

The failure referred to in paragraph [35] abowecurred in
circumstances where the likelihood of the wrenchtha sketch
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being the murder weapon was of central importanzethie
prosecution case as advanced in opening at the tria

As at the commencement of the trial, the muvdeapon had not
been located and the evidence available to thetippoaer in his
written materials as to the identity of the murdeapon was:

(1) Mr Mallard's statement to the police that het hi
Mrs Lawrence with a wrench he had obtained from the
shed at the back of the shop;

(i) the sketch;

(i) the statement in the Comprehensive Summarat th
crescent wrench inflicted dissimilar wounds to #os
sustained by Mrs Lawrence;

(iv) his notes of what Detective Sergeant Brandhead told
him of his conversation with Detective Sergeantr&he
that the wrench as sketched by Mr Mallard did natain
Mrs Lawrence's injuries;

(v) the Chemical Report which contained Mr Lynch's
comments that the weapon was an iron or steel mmgié
either painted or with blue paint marks;

(vi) Dr Cooke's evidence at the preliminary heatingt based
on Mrs Lawrence's injuries the murder weapon was a
blunt instrument;

[(vi)] Mr Lawrence's statement or evidence thatwees not sure
but thought that an adjustable spanner or wrenghlrage
been missing from the shed at the back of the shop.

The only evidence which supported the contarthat the murder
weapon was a wrench, as opposed to a blunt insttumeade of
iron or steel and painted blue, was:

(1) the police statements as to Mr Mallard's intens;
(i) the sketch;

(i) Mr Lawrence's evidence that he was not sué thought
that an adjustable spanner or wrench may have been
missing from the shed at the back of the shop.

At the time of preparing the matter for triadaduring the trial, the
practitioner knew, that the reliability of Mr Matidls statements to
the police would be or was likely to be a centsalie at trial for the
reasons set out in paragraph [30] above.
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40. Prior to deciding to open the prosecution aasehe basis of the
wrench being the murder weapon, and then proceedidg so, the
practitioner failed to review all of the informaticand materials
available to him to ascertain whether there was:

0] any evidence independent of Mr Mallard's staata to
the police to support the proposition that Mr Malla
murdered Mrs Lawrence with a wrench;

(i) any evidence to support the proposition thas Mawrence
had not been murdered with a wrench;

(i) any further evidence which needed to be diseld to the
defence consequent upon deciding to open the prosec
case in that way.

41. Prior to deciding to open the prosecution aasehe basis of the
wrench being the murder weapon, and then proceedidg so, the
practitioner failed to question:

0] Dr Cooke, about whether the wrench in the gketould
have been the murder weapon;

(i) Mr Lynch about whether the wrench in the sketmould
have been the murder weapon;

(i) Mr Lawrence about whether the wrench in tiketsh was
the kind of spanner or wrench which Mr Lawrence was
not sure but thought may have been missing fronsiieel
at the back of the shop;

(iv) Mr Lawrence about whether the spanner or whenc
Mr Lawrence was not sure but thought may have been
missing from the shed at the back of the shop veastex
blue or had blue paint marks on it.

42. Having opened the prosecution case on the biasishe murder
weapon was the wrench in the sketch, the pracétiatid not
tender any document or lead any evidence from aityess in
respect of that proposition which was independétiie statements
made by Mr Mallard to the police.

43. At no time during the course of the trial dige tpractitioner
withdraw his submission that the wrench in the dketvas the
murder weapon.

Factors relating to Penalty

44.  The range of penalties available to the Tribuoee imposed in
respect of the practitioner's conduct are thos¢atoed in the 1893
Act, given the conduct occurred in 1994,
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As noted above, the Committee does not allegehas there been
a finding, that the practitioner's conduct wasluksiate.

In those circumstances, no question arise® dlset practitioner's
fitness to remain in practice, nor is a penalty soispension
appropriate.

The conduct is nevertheless sufficiently sexidga warrant the
imposition of a public reprimand and the maximumefthat could
be imposed under the 1893 Act, having regard t@attemdant risks
to accused persons, and the potentially seriouseguences,
where a criminal prosecutor, in the manner setimuhe agreed
facts, fails to a substantial degree to meet thendstrd of
professional conduct observed or approved of by beemof the
legal profession of good repute and competence.

The Tribunal orders:

Being satisfied by reason of the practitioner's iadian that proper cause
exists for disciplinary action against the practier, and in order to give
effect to the agreed terms of settlement of thegedings, it is on 20 July
2012 ordered pursuant to s.56(I) of thete Administrative Tribunal Act
2004(WA) that:

1.

The practitioner KENNETH PAUL BATES (practitier) engaged
in unsatisfactory professional conduct between &wber and
November 1995 in that his conduct as the proseautdoehalf of
the Crown of a charge of wilful murder against AewirMallard

which was heard before Murray J in the Queen v AwdMark

Mallard between 2 and 15 November 1995, to a sobatalegree,
fell short of the standard of professional condabserved or
approved of by members of the legal professionoaidgrepute and
competence, in that:

0] he failed to comply with the prosecutor's dubf
disclosure;
(i) he failed to review his written materials aaskcertain that

there was a reasonable evidentiary foundation ppu a
material submission of fact (being in this case a
submission to the effect that the murder weaponl lse
Mr Mallard was a wrench as sketched by Mr Malland i
the course of a police interview) before advandihgt
material submission of fact during his opening addrat
the trial;

(i) in the circumstances set out at paragraplof3the agreed
facts he failed to lead evidence additional to emak of
statements made by Mr Mallard to the police about,
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amongst other things, the murder weapon, in respleat
material submission of fact advanced during hisnope
address at the trial that the murder weapon used by
Mr Mallard was a wrench as sketched by Mr Malland i
the course of a police interview;

(iv) in the circumstances set out in (iii) aboveydahaving
failed to lead evidence additional to evidence of
statements made by Mr Mallard to the police in eespf
the submission of fact advanced during his opening
address that the murder weapon used by Mr Mallasl av
wrench as sketched by Mr Mallard in the course of a
police interview, he failed to expressly withdrawet
submission at any time prior to the conclusionhef trial.

2. The Practitioner be reprimanded.

3. The practitioner pay a fine to the Legal PractRoard in the sum of
$10,000.

4, The practitioner pay the applicant's costs fixethe sum of $3,500.

5. The amounts specified in orders [3] and [4] tarde paid to the Legal

Practice Board by the practitioner within 28 daysas agreed by the
Legal Practice Board.

By way of explanation, Mr Bates noted that the ordference to
pig's head testing was a two line reference on @agaf a 30 page report
from the investigating officer referred to at paeggh 14 of the minute of
consent orders which read:

During the experiment, a crescent wrench was alstected which
inflicted dissimilar wounds to those sustained layvkence.

Mr Bates said that he read that report in Janu@8p1but from that
time until the conclusion of the trial he did nat gack to that paragraph
and did not recall it. He said that, from arouat® |ISeptember 1995, until
the conclusion of the trial, he did not recall winat had been told by
Detective Sergeant Brandham about Mrs Lawrencgigas not matching
the wrench in the sketch. The note (referred tpamagraph 21 of the
minute of consent orders) was part of a long hanttem proofing note
prepared in the expectation that Detective Serg@artdham would have
to give evidence in chief at the voir dire in redyto the interview process.
However, Detective Sergeant Brandham was permittedgive his
evidence simply by producing his statements, andretbre the
practitioner had no cause to refer back to the fprgonote for the
purposes of the voir dire. Thereafter, Mr Bated,dze did not go back to
the proofing note for the purpose of preparingaind conducting the trial
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which commenced on 2 November 1995. The pracéti@aid that the
trial was lengthy and complex and required himdariensely focused on
issues other than the evidence which was not disdlo He said that his
workload at the time was heavy, and he had limitee to prepare what
was his first murder trial.

Having regard to the factors relating to penaltgniified by the
parties in the minute, (including that the condumturred almost 17 years
ago), and to the fact that there is no suggestibrany deliberate
misconduct by the practitioner, and the fact thbatMs proposed is the
maximum fine available under the legislation whagbplied at the time,
we consider that the proposed penalty is withingberopriate range, and
accordingly the proposed orders should be made.

| certify that this and the preceding [12] paradpgpomprise the reasons
for decision of the State Administrative Tribunal.

JUSTICE J A CHANEY, PRESIDENT
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