Ron Jones, Chairman
Tennessee Regulatory Authority
460 James Robertson Parkway
Nashville, Tennessee 37243
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October 14, 2005

Re: BellSouth’s Motion for Establishment of a New Performance Assurance Plan

Docket No 04-00150

Dear Chairman Jones:

Attached is a letter from Sharon Norris on behalf of CompSouth to Mr. Alphonso Varner
with BellSouth in the above-captioned proceeding. The purpose of this letter is to respond to
BellSouth’s letter of September 23, 2005 and to further clarify the concerns and position of

CompSouth regarding issues with BellSouth’s performance measures reporting and Self
Effectuating Enforcement Mechanism (SEEM) payments. '

Very truly yours,

BOULT, CUMMINGS, CONNERS & BERRY, PLC
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the foregoing has been forwarded
electronically and via U.S. Mail, postage prepaid, to:

Guy Hicks

BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.
333 Commerce Street

Suite 2101

Nashville, TN 37201-3300

on this the 14th day of October, 2005.

. o

Henry Walker

889172 vl
103062-001 10/14/2005
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October 13, 2005

Mr. Alphonso Vamer

Asst. Vice-President Interconnection Services
BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.

675 West Peachtree Street

Atlanta, Georgia 30375

Dear Mr. Varner:

Thank you for your September 22, 2005 response to CompSouth’s September 7,
2005 letter regarding concerns with performance measures reporting and SEEM
payments. However, several of your responses appear to indicate confusion or
misunderstanding of CompSouth’s letter. The purpose of this letter is to respond
to BellSouth’s letter and further clarify for you and the regulatory commissions
the concerns and position of CompSouth.

In its September 7 letter, CompSouth presented three areas of concern. For ease

of reference, I will provide CompSouth’s concern, BellSouth’s response, and
CompSouth’s reply to BellSouth’s response.

Issue 1—CLEC agreement to PMAP coding changes

CompSouth’s September 7, letter

CompSouth stated 1ts disagreement with BellSouth that it had agreed to coding
changes, specifically noting that for two of the audit findings (findings 54 and 55)
it had requested a re-audit by a third party to determine if problems identified in
these two 1ssues had been corrected.

BellSouth’s September 22 response to CompSouth letter

BellSouth stated in its response that it found this issue truly baffling. It noted that
in the CompSouth letter it was stated that “the CLECs who responded to the
Liberty audit report asked for affidavits to be filed in response to many of the
audit findings to affirm that the problems had been corrected.” BellSouth goes on
to say that it 1s inconsistent to ask for affirmation that the problems have been
corrected and now complain because BellSouth made the necessary coding
changes to make the requested corrections.

BellSouth also stated in its response that it had explamed in its September 8"
affidavit 1t explained why a re-audit was unnecessary for findings 54 and 55.
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CompSouth’s response to BellSouth’s September 22 letter

CompSouth’s position on this issue is not inconsistent. CompSouth did not complain because
BellSouth made coding changes. To reiterate, CompSouth made the following two points on this
1ssue its previous letter:

1. “To be clear, the CLECs who responded to the Liberty Consulting Audit Report asked for
affidavits to be filed in response to many of the audit findings to affirm that the problems had
been corrected and also asked that BellSouth provide its analysis which substantiated the
correction.”

2. “CLECs do not have access to details of BellSouth’s coding changes, and thus do not
have the information necessary to agree to them.”

Certainly, CompSouth members are aware that BellSouth must make coding changes to correct
some of the findings of the audit. However, CompSouth wants to make it absolutely clear that it
had no access to these coding changes, and thus certainly did not (and could not) agree that the
changed code was accurate and appropnate.

Regarding BellSouth’s comments that it had explained in 1ts September 8" affidavit why a re-
audit was unnecessary for findings 54 and 55, CompSouth disagrees that BellSouth explained
why a re-audit was unnecessary. Members of CompSouth have reviewed BellSouth’s affidavit
and it does not contain an adequate explanation. More specifically, it does not contain
information that satisfies the following concerns which were included in the CLEC Coalition’s
June 23, 2005 comments regarding Liberty Consulting Group’s audit in Florida:

“Further, due to the complexity and significance of the issues in two findings
(Findings 54 and 55), CLECs believe that affidavits are insufficient and thus a re-
audit is necessary. These findings differ because Liberty was not in position to
isolate the causes of the problems that it encountered. Across findings 52, 54, and
55, Liberty uncovered at least four errors 1n BellSouth’s parity test calculation
procedures, resulting 1n seven distinct RQs Because of the interdependence among
the steps of these calculations, it was impossible for Liberty to verify that it had
even identified the complete list of problems causing findings 54 and 55, much less
that BellSouth’s RQs would resolve the issues. In particular, even though Liberty
concludes Finding 54 with the statement, “Liberty believes that if these changes are
properly implemented, the 1ssues will be resolved,” that cannot be the case because
there were still 71 Z-score differences remaining after Liberty’s best attempts to
reconcile its calculations with BellSouth’s erroneous ones.

Given the cntical importance of the calculations addressed in findings 54 and
55, the accuracy and completeness of BellSouth’s changes must be validated.
However, without a definitive list of the problems, the only way to verify that they
have been resolved is to replicate BellSouth’s new calculations. Therefore, the
CLEC Coalition recommends that Liberty be commissioned to conduct a limited re-
audit to rephicate and vahdate the Z-score and balancing critical value calculations
previously found in error (on new data months 1f necessary).”

Further, CompSouth notes that in BellSouth’s affidavit, it combined the response
for finding 52 with findings 54 and 55. Therefore, CompSouth recommends that
finding 52 be added to the scope of the re-audit.
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Finally, the findings for which the CLEC Coalition asked for a re-audit are among
the primary contributors to the extremely significant overpayments which BellSouth
is reporting and for which it is implementing adjustments. The size of the
adjustments alone warrants careful scrutiny by an independent auditor and the
Florida Commussion, in addition to the issues described above.

Issue 2----BellSouth has implemented a unilateral, unauthorized, and
inappropriate method of alleged SEEM over-payment recovery by offsetting

adjustments due to BellSouth in one state by denying payment of penalties
owed to CLECs in another state.

CompSouth’s September 7, letter

CompSouth’s letter described its concerns that BellSouth has implemented a unilateral,
unauthorized, and inappropriate method of alleged SEEM over-payment recovery by offsetting
adjustments due to BellSouth in one state by denying payment of penalties owed to CLEC:s in
another state.

CompSouth also pointed out that this practice removes the self-effectuating incentives put in
place by state commissions as BellSouth can incur penalties in a state but make no associated
penalty payments.

BellSouth’s September 22 response to CompSouth letter

1. BellSouth emphasized that it applies the SEEM plan individually for each state.
BellSouth stated that its systems are designed to calculate both the SQM results and
SEEM payments for each state separately and as dictated by the SQM and SEEM plans
approved by that state’s Commission or Authority.

2. BellSouth then described 1ts current practice of adding together the SEEM Tier 1
amounts generated by each plan 1n each state and transferring a single payment to a
CLEC. It states that no state’s plan, or order approving such plan addresses (much less
prohibits) BellSouth from making payments in this manner.

3. BellSouth then stated that CompSouth’s characterization that it is inappropriate to make a
single payment each month instead of making multiple payments that add to the same
amount is at best, illogical.

4. BellSouth also stated that if it makes an overpayment to a CLEC, it has every right to
expect the amount of the overpayment to be immediately returned to BellSouth, and
CLEG: are in no way entitled to retain the amount of any overpayment except as
specifically agreed to by BellSouth.

5. BellSouth appeared to indicate that 1ts practice of netting payments between states is not
new.
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6. BellSouth stated that the practice is not prombited by any plan and has no impact

whatsoever on the plan’s purpose. (emphasis added by CompSouth)

BellSouth also advised that for those CLECs where it does not appear that the
overpayments identified by the Liberty findings can be recovered timely, BellSouth will
request a one-time payment to clear the negative balance for those findings.

CompSouth’s response to BellSouth’s September 22 letter

Due to the quantity of BellSouth statements regarding this issue, CompSouth has numbered each
BellSouth statement and its corresponding response.

1.

BellSouth emphasized that it applies the SEEM plan individually for each state.
However, 1t does not describe what “applies” means. Clearly it does not mean that it
actually pays CLECs according to the SEEM plans for each state. BellSouth stated that
its systems are designed to calculate both the SQM results and SEEM payments for each
state separately and as dictated by the SQM and SEEM plans approved by that state’s
Commission or Authority. CompSouth did not assert that BellSouth could not calculate
SQM and SEEM payments separately and as dictated by the plans approved by each
state, but that BellSouth did not make SEEM payments as dictated by the plans
approved by each state.

- Despite the fact that this item had not been raised by CompSouth, BellSouth goes to some

lengths to describe its (purely admunistrative) practice of issuing one payment per CLEC
for all SEEM payments due in the region for that month. Incredulously, it then attempts
to pariay that administrative task of one payment per CLEC 1nto rationale for usurping
Commission-approved state-specific SEEM plans designed to prevent discriminatory
service to CLECs at a state level. It states that no state’s plan addresses (much less
prohibits) BellSouth from making payments in this manner.

BellSouth appears to indicate that if a Commuission order directs a company to take a
certain action (in this case, BellSouth to pay state specific penalties), the order must also
explicitly direct that company that it must not unilaterally decide not to take that action,
or that it is not actually required to pay the penalties calculated for that state. CompSouth
agrees that the current plans did not contemplate (and therefore did not explicitly address)
that BellSouth might try to deny payments that its own calculation process determined
were due pursuant to a Commission-approved state specific SEEM plan. In fact,
CompSouth is unaware of BellSouth raising this issue in regulatory proceedings as it has
other off-set issues. (For example, see items 20 and 30 of the SEEM non-technical
matrix in Docket 000121 A 1n Florida which contain BellSouth’s failed attempts to have
other types of off-sets included in the SEEM plan.) Clearly, if BellSouth had raised the
1ssue of offsets between states m the regulatory proceedings which developed and
modified the SEEM plan, the decision of each Commission (whether or not to permit
BellSouth to deny penalty payments in its state to correct errors BellSouth made in
other states) would have been included in its order and the associated SEEM plan.

BellSouth stated that CompSouth’s characterization that 1t is inappropriate to make a
single payment each month nstead of making multiple payments that add to the same
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amount is at best, illogical. As an initial matter, CompSouth made no such
characterization. First, it did not raise the issue of single vs. multiple payments as its
letter was not concerned with administrative matters. Further, and more importantly, the
payments would not equal to the same amount, which 1s CompSouth’s point.

For example, it is CompSouth’s position that if it is determined that a CLEC had been
overpaid $50,000 1n penalties in Florida, but that BellSouth owed 1t only $25,000 for the
current payment month in Florida, then the remaining $25,000 would be taken from
future Florida penalty payments due to that CLEC. If however, BellSouth owed that
CLEC $25,000 in penalties in other state, the CLEC would be paid the $25,000 it was
owed. BellSouth’s position is that if a CLEC had been overpaid $50,000 in penalties in
Florida, but that BellSouth owed it only $25,000 for the current payment month in
Florida, but also owed it $25,000 for the current payment month 1n another state, the
CLEC would be paid nothing for either state. In this example, using CompSouth’s
methodology would result in a payment to the CLEC of $25,000 for the current payment
month, and BellSouth’s methodology would result in a payment of $0 to the CLEC.
Importantly, CompSouth’s methodology also ensures that the integrity and effectiveness
of each state’s SEEM plan remains intact.

The SEEM plan does not support BellSouth’s position that “it has every right to expect
the amount of overpayment to be immediately returned to BellSouth.” Section 4.4.7 of
the Florida SEEM Plan states “any adjustments for underpayment or overpayment will be
made in the next month’s payment cycle after the recalculation is made.” It does not
state that CLECs “return” overpayments to BellSouth.

. BellSouth appears to indicate that its practice of netting payments between states is not
new; stating that “The method by which BellSouth is handling these overpayments is the
same method that BellSouth has used for the past few years to handle adjustments in
PARIS when there has been a previous SEEM overpayment by BellSouth to a CLEC.”
BellSouth did not indicate when it changed to this practice, however a review of previous
Tier 1 penalty reports by a member of CompSouth demonstrated that adjustments in a
state which exceeded the current month’s penalty payments had been carried over to the
second month 1n that state, not netted against other states. CompSouth was not aware
that BellSouth had instituted a practice of netting payments earlier; obviously if it had
known, CompSouth would have raised its concerns at that time. As BellSouth 1s aware,
CLEC:s are dissatisfied with the current level of information available about reposting and
adjustments and requested improvements during the SQM/SEEM review in Florida.
Additionally, in its July 13, 2005 letter to BellSouth, the Florida staff indicated it will
initiate a task force to seek ways to improve BellSouth’s reposting practices and
procedures, which include adjustments.

BellSouth stated that this practice (not paying penalties due in one state pursuant to that
state’s SEEM plan in order to collect for alleged overpayments it has made 1n another
state) has no impact whatsoever on the plan’s purpose. (emphasis added). However,
the SEEM plans were put 1n place for the purpose of providing financial incentives to
BellSouth to provide non-discriminatory service to CLECs. Therefore, to conclude that
the removal of these incentives (by permanently withholding payments due under the
plan) has no impact on the plan’s purpose simply defies logic.
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7. BellSouth raised a new issue in its response, stating that for those CLECs where it does
not appear that the overpayments 1dentified by the Liberty findings can be recovered
timely, BellSouth will request a one-time payment to clear the negative balance for those
findings. As was pointed out in the response to item 4 above, the SEEM plan does not
support BeliSouth’s position. Section 4.4.7 of the Florida SEEM Plan states “any
adjustments for underpayment or overpayment will be made in the next month’s payment
cycle after the recalculation is made.” It does not state that CLECs “return”
overpayments to BellSouth.

Issue 3—CLEC request for status and/or explanation of adjustments for
certain audit findings.

CompSouth’s September 7, letter

CLECs requested that BellSouth provide either the status of adjustments resulting from
implementation of certain findings or a detailed explanation of why no adjustments for
underpayment of CLECs resulted from the findings implementation.

BellSouth’s September 22 response to CompSouth letter
In 1ts response, BellSouth indicated:

That its two affidavits provides the information requested

e That it was not the case that those findings favoring BellSouth had been implemented
while those favoring CLECs had not

e That all retroactive adjustments for the audit necessitated by BellSouth’s reposting policy
were calculated simultaneously

e That BellSouth cannot identify the amount of retroactive adjustment that 1s attributable to
a specific finding

CompSouth’s response to BellSouth’s September 22 letter

CompSouth finds BellSouth’s response both confusing and inadequate. First, the affidavits did
not provide the detailed information requested. (See Attachment 1 for CompSouth comments on
a finding-specific basis). Second, both the audit report and BellSouth’s affidavits indicate that
fixes for some findings were implemented during and some after the audit, not simultaneously,
as is indicated above (See, for example, BellSouth’s statements regarding finding 53, which
indicate that the item was corrected 1n June 04 and that SEEM adjustments were implemented in
June 04, while its statement regarding 54 indicates retroactive adjustments were made with June
05 data). Third, CompSouth does not understand how BellSouth conducts and quantifies the
mmpact of changes for the PMAP change notification process to determine whether reposting of
results and calculation of SEEM payments is necessary, but cannot quantify or identify the
amount of an adjustment that 1s attributable to a specific finding.

CLECs will raise these issues in the upcoming workshop to be held by the Florida staff regarding
BellSouth’s implementation of audit findings (See Florida staff September 30, 2005 letter to
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BellSouth for items to be addressed in the workshop). Additionally, you may respond in writing

at snor22@aol.com or at the following address:

SEN Consulting
PO Box 658
Loganville, GA 30052

Sharon E. Norris
Consultant to CompSouth

cc:
Mr. Robert Culpepper, BellSouth

Alabama Public Service Commission
Florida Public Service Commission
Georgia Public Service Commission
Kentucky Public Service Commission
Louisiana Public Service Commission
Mississippi Public Service Commission
North Carolina Utilities Commuission
South Carolina Public Service Commission
Tennessee Regulatory Authority




18U} PSUIWLIDIAP Sem J] "AeJy Ul dUOU pue
yyuow ejep [dy oy} Ul SPI0I3I [/ /ST PUNoy

A[[eroynie Kew SUOHBINO[ED JUSWDINSLIW J)
u1 uoisnjoul 1ay ‘Apanoe Suruoisiaold [enjoe

JusWAmMSeIW 6-J pue ‘v-4 ‘€-4 Jo
uoIe[NO[BD Y} UT SI9pI0 dFUeYd pPI0dAlI

1S9 '(££09 OY) S00T ABJA Ul PIIdALI0) Aue annbai j0u Op SIOPIO ISAY) IsNLIAY,, UIe}1a0 Papn[oul AJJ03LI05UT Yinog[iog LT
<AYym puo 3unisodad
a]qi1ssod 40f pamai1aad a.4om (S)yjuow 1o --
Jupbaut , pa1oaffo sauij, Saop Yy -- (‘npny 2y Jo wodoy jeuty
(Jovduit pprioj.y svm oyy-- | 30 €1 28ed) ., synsai1 paptodar sy uo oedwr
‘uorgal ynogjog 21nud ayj ur | jueoiudis e pey dAey 0 A[oNI| S1 31 ‘pajdafye ‘2InSeaW /- 9y} Wwoly
SOTTD Y3 10J pajoafje saul] 711 AUO Yim | 219M Jey) SPI0oal JO J9quInu d1e] Ay USAIZ SIOPIO JO 1asqnS I9[[eWIS & papn[oxa
OLIJAWI SIY} JO S)[NSAI [[BIOA0 3Y) Ul 9Fueyo | ‘19A9mOH ‘pourad jipne oY) JuLmp saInsesw pue sainseaw D/ -4 9y} JO UOB[I[ed
9490°0 UBY} SS3] Sem 213U} Jey) pauruiidop JL-d pue £-d payodal oy} uo 309J9p Sy} Jo o) WoIJ SI9PIO o 10Y 9y JO Ajuofew
sem I (6867OW) $OOT YOIB]A UI PAJOaLI0)) | 199]J9 asioa1d oy SUTULISIOP JOU PIp AMdQIT,, 2} papNIOXd AP021I05UL YINOS[[og ST
JAYym pup 3urjsodoai
21q1550d A0f pamalnal a.4oMm (S)yjuoul oY 4 --
papiaosd
aq o1 j1v1ap Jo [243] puv yovo.ddp 1of satyddp
Ao1j0d Butisodaa uaym Jo uoypuILIIA(] synsai (syusunutoddy
-WOS mau fo (7 xipuaddy aas—sisAjpup (ypny oy Jo poday [eur] | uone[jeISU] [BIIU] PISSIA 1UIIS]) ¢€-d
dn-yovq-uonvupidxa 423129 paaN-- | 30 0S| 99ed) . 19A9] dy1dads HF T J0 JIdW | Iy} JO UOHE[NO[ED SY) WOIJ SISPIO I5IY)
‘UUa ], pue epLIO[] Ul 2,100 Uey) -qns e Je sjpnsaz payrodas oy uo pey s1opio | Suipn|axs A[10aL100ul AGaI3Y} 3POO JOLD
ss9[ Aq pajordun a1om sHFTD eyl papodas Q0IAISS PATJISSEIOSI 959y} joedunr 198X | (19pI0 Paj[adued) ./ [-Ud,, € YNM SI19pI0
1S9 (££09 OY) S00T A8 Pa1damI0) a1} SUIULIAIAP O3 A119q1T 0] JINOYJIP ST, u1e1I99 SUIAJISSBIISIW Sem YInog[og €
¢4143q1T pup yjnogj1ag
uaamiaq 1ovduat ut aoua.affip a3.4oy Ay --
cYruow vipp £ Aopy asn Ay -- "19PIO 991AI0S pNR[duiod Jo shep
CPEP'E (ypny oy Jo L UIYNM S3[Qnox 9%-3/-d 103 synsal
St Joyoa pup 7 st Joym—Afiip)o asvajg-- | 1odoy [euid Jo ey 1 98ed) . JuRdIIUSIS 9q 0} 2INSBOW 91} JO UOIR[NO[BD Y} WOLJ
“e1ep €007 AR UO Pa3onpuod | A[oyI] Sem JO3JJ9 dY) S9A3I[aq AHIaqIT ‘sinsal SINd 10y P3JeUIPIOOI-UCU FUIPN[IX
sem sisA[eue joedwi] PaIdaYJe SPIOISI HEY'E paurodar ay} ul papnoul 30U SISPIO D Aereurdoaddeur sem yinogiiog
30 Z AluO'(8Z1¥ OW) $00¢ 11dy ur pajoatio) | 104 Jo a8ejusdiod a81e] Sy} USAIS IOASMOY,, yipne s1yj Jo potrad swn 9y 10§ 12
Sd1fe3! Ul spusuwwed yynogduwo)) :3joN # ‘Spuyq
spudwwio’)/snjelS JAepyy LS symWUI0) Apaqry Sugpuyg yipny Adeqry Ayaqiy

YINOS[Iog 0} 1913 §00T ‘€T 199010
1 Juswyoeny




€ JO SQJUILINOJI0 OU 21aM AIdY) pies 1 Sg

10 Apiqeyod 1oquunu Jnoyyim sdoo| pausisop

JO uonemd[ed it ur s)onpoid s[esajoym

‘(11190Y) "®iep SO Areniqsaq Ynm pajosano)) NASI 21m-g SuIpn[our J0U sem yInos[ag,, UIB)I99 9pN[OUL JOU PIP YInoS[1og S€
‘9[qe) AWIN[OA "SINSBI
[Tews IS aYyi £q pannbal suotoesuen) 6-d pue ‘p-d ‘¢-d 9y 10j 1onpoid
¢ oY) ynm DI B JO SOUILINOI0 (ipny NASI 91esa1 oy} Jo Sofeue [18)o1 oY)
ou a1om a1y} pies 1S (11190W) | 9% Jo 1oday [eur] Jo 791 98ed) 'pomodar | WOy SUOHOBSURY PIpN{IX A[)0aLI0dul
elep 00T AlBniqa,] Yim pajoauio) | SIOPIO [e103 Ay} Jo 98eiuadiad juedytusis e st ymos|red ‘Srdvd ut sinsai IWAHS
PapN[oXa A[1931LI02UI SISPIO JO Ioquunu 3y ,, Ajysuow oy Jo uonemo[ed sy Juung €€
papiaoid
aq 01 [1033p fo 1243 puv yovo.ddp iof sarpddp
Aorjod Bupsoda. uaym Jo uonputuLdIa(]
-WOS mau fo (q xipuaddy aas—sisdjpup
dn-yovq uo jivjap-uonPUD|dxa 43112 PIIN--
(OLAIU ADYIO AOf JINSD4 ST JDYM
—/d 40 [ d 40f 2a0qD uostivdwioo 3y} sy--
"ajepdn siy} (ipny ‘sarnseaw Juruoisiaoxd
UM %€/6°66 03 %Z1LS 66 woy padueyds | oy} Jo wodayf [eur] Jo 951 98ed) .. 6d Pue ‘bd 2d00s-ur 19410 9} Ul papnfoul
JARY PINOM () IOqUIBOS(] 10] BPLIO[ ‘g-d 91| SeINSesW ISOY] Ul SIOLIS 9)edIpU] Kpiadoad a1om jey) samsesw /-
10J o11jdW S1Y} 10§ SINS2X SY) 1By} PAUIULIDIOP Kewr *SI0pio swies oy Jo sajep uons[duwod |  ay) pue /-4 Y] JO UOKL[NOED SY} WOLJ
sem )] (6509 ON) S00T ABA P2193110D) 9y} U2aM19q AOUDISISUODUL 3Y) ‘UoLIppe UJ,, SIOPIO POPN[OXd AJ1901109UT YINoS[{og 87

(Aym puo 3uysoda.

91qis50d 40f pamaina. d.49M (S)Y1uow 1Y 4 --
(SOLUUL O] 4DYI0 fO SINSDL DM IDY 4 --
JINsa4 04 SOY SoLdUL £ dYi fO YOIy M -
papiaoad

aq 01 j1013p o [249] pup yovouddp 1of sayddp
do1jod Buysoda. uaym fo uonpuLwLIa(q
-IWOS Mau fo (I xipuaddy aas—s1sAjpup
dn-yapq uo J11ap-uotIpup]dxa 42112q PaaN--
‘sj[nsal

uo 19919 %[( © URY) SSI[ YILm oLIdW SIY)
JO sjjnsal oy} 03 93ueYDd [[BISA0 OU SBM 193]

(pny oy Jo podayy [eutg
Jo g1 a8e() ., synsai payodar oroadwr

“S][nsaz

yInos|iog o1 13131 007 ‘€1 1290100
[ JuswyoRNY




*paxmbai jou sem Fuisodal jey) ajepijeA
0} sisAjeue joedun urejal jou pip 1Sq

(rpny ays jo odoy
[eur Jo .1 38ed) . JUROIJIUSIS SI9M [IAI]

‘pue powrad jipne 33 ulInp suone[ndfed
Bo[eue 18121 SII JO SUIOS Ul SIITAISS

“JIUOW eJep $((7 Alenuel Ylim pa1dsLio)) | oimaw-gns oy Je s}nsal ayy ur sagueyo oy, $s909e [e102ds papnjour JInosiog % 2
suone[no[ed
uswAed Apawar INFHS pue suodal
(Gipny a3 | INOS Ul 2Inseaw-gns uoiam Y} 0 Saul|
PO/ [ Ut parudwiapduar | 3o poday] [eurg jo €1 28ed) * suoneuiquiod | oy 10 S[QNOI] I} JOYIIS JO JusuuSisse
SOM 11 SD ‘patfidan jou £/9¢ OY Som Ay -- dnoig yonpoid DI /19U anm u1 Sunjnsal pue sayojewstt guisned
ay} Jo 1u9diad 7 1noqe 10§ SoUT] YIm S9[qnol} ‘T4 10 Pa1IN300 A2y} Yorym
+3)o1dwiod Yorewr 0) 3[qe J0U Sem J1 ey} uonedrjdal | UO SaUI| Y} pue sa[qnox I0J (] Jonpoid
394 Jou SUONIALI0) Jo uopeuIWIdw] juowiAed Apawial s)I UI PaUTULIAIAD AMqIT,, ay udrje A1adoid jou pip ynosqieg w
JuUpau pa1oaffo sp40oa.4 saop 1oy
JYuow 1oy 40f usaq
2ADY S)INSa4 DPLIO].J PINOM IDYM ‘pasn f] (ipny a3
£S1sAppup 40f uo11a13p Jo yiuow asn rou Ay 4 J0 1odayf teurg oy Jo 991 a8ed) . sinsal
(‘e1ep $-d pue ¢-d ay3 IoJ pauodas sawnjoa
£0/11 ur . sarouedarosip agi1el,, Jo sSuipuij ay) pue --jonpoid siy) 10J parrodar swnjoa samseawl g-d pue ‘p-d
s, A&11aqrT audsop )apim-uoi3al pajosyje Buuspio oY) usamiaq Aouedoosip af1e] oYy | “g-J 2ys 0] S)NSaI s} Sure[no[ed usym
219Mm SP10991 9 ATUO Q7 ABJN UI p1es 1S sjednsaAul pinos Auaqry ey os uefd yiom SI19pI0 d-AN( Se sIopio Suinidg aury
(1,8¥0¥) "eep $00T [HdY |im pajoaLio) upne ayy 03 Juryiids-aur| pappe Auaqr,, AN payisse[o A;3091100u1 Yynogjjog LE
Abm s ayj pagpuvy aq pnoys sHT1D
o1 quawdvdaapun sy juswdvdiano sy} 10f
SiuduysSnipy Sansst 11 ‘UOADS SJ1 Ul 24D YI1Yym
WHTS Ul SA04LD SLDAOISIP YINOS]|2 USY A --
Jolp, ue ‘samseawl g-J pue ‘¢-J ‘¢-d Y1 10J
pue  Aouedaiosip,, € se (samseswt WIS € (npny 2y} Jo woday reur ayi Jo | 19onpoid J-gN[) oy 10J Surpes{siut pue
woyy yaedsip J-IN Jo woisstwo o) suerd | 991 38eq) . siuswked NS Jo suone[noed [  ojeandoeur a1am ue[d JNOS S.YInos[eg
WAAS pue NOS Y} U23m)9q IOUIIIJIP S Vd au woiy paddoip aie siopIio i pajuswnoop se uonedai33esip
oY) pazuajorIRyd YInog[[og ‘osuodsar sy u] yoredsip -GN 24} 18y} punoj Apaqr,, JO S[2A9] INFAS pue NOS 4L 9€

Zs1onpoad papnjoxa Ajsnoaaid

ay1 papnpout IS 491fb 40 2.40f2q st} sv--
J]qe) swn[oA [jews WIS

ay1 Aq paxinbai suonoesuen ¢ syl yum DD

(pny
3y Jo yoday [eul] jo 91 a8eJ) . -omseowr
6-d 243 10} syuswAed Apawial WIS ay3 Jo

uone[no[ed sy ut sdoof sjqedes DA sum-g

*2Inseawt
(uonardwo)) 10pIQ 110G JO sAe(] O¢
UIyim S9[qnol] SuItoISIA0L] JUddIdg)

6-d Uy J0] syuowiked Apawal INFAS 9

yInogi[ag 01 Jon9| $00T ‘€1 4990190
[ JusWwyoeNy




¢ SIUNOWD JUaWSnIpy H()()7 24} 2490 10Y 4 —-

"UO1J22.4400 papadadd Ajsno1aqo

©0112313p $asVO Y10q UI—ijoq 01 L1ddo pinoys
S2IN4 JWDS) ( COOT dUNS Ul PAII2LI0D SUIdI
A0f Sypuowt ¢ ¥o0q 08 C§ PUD p§ Swa Ul ing
POOT 2Unf Ul pajdadiod waj Styy L0f sypuoul
22.4Y1 3o0q 08 Auo Ynogyiag saop Ay --

‘b0 dunf ur dpew
sjuounsnipe FHS PUe UNIdI Iam Syjuow

samy) snoiaaxd oYy, QO dunf Ul pajodLIo)

(npny ay) Jo poday [eutj
Jo 007 98eg) . amjreg siy) 03 anp syusuwiked
Apawa1 au0gai10y aaey Aetu SO SWOS,,

‘ue[d 2ANRNSIUIWPY

NFAS 24} YIm S0UBPIOIIE Ul S2ISes
(fre19(g pue Arewrung s3sanbay 991A10g
y8noxy ] -mo[ 1uad1ad) $-O pue ¢-O 2yl
[I1M pajerdosse samjiej 10J sjuswiied
ApawiaI o)W j0u pIp YInos[ieg

13

¢ S15Appup 1ovdunt up 19npUod-2.4 Yinogieyg
1, und Ay ‘pauIDIUIDUL ST DIDP MDA ff--

‘K1eS$909U

sem 3unsodar oyoym SUTULISP

0} sisA[eue 939[dwos e wiojiad 03
Pa[le} ‘suonemo[ed 2y} SunosLod joye

WINOS|[9g 03 193] §00T ‘€1 199010
[ JUSWIYIBNY




