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IDENTIFICATION OF EXPERT WITNESSES

1. Edwin Bender. National Institute on Money in State Politics,

833 North Last Chance Gulch, Helena, MT 59601, Phone: (406) 449.2480.

STATEMENT OF OPINIONS TO BE EXPRESSED

A statement of opinions to be expressed by Mr. Bender is set forth in his

attached report (Exhibit A).

BASIS AND REASON OF ALL OPINIONS

A statement of the basis and reason for each of the opinions is set forth in

the attached report (Exhibit A),

DATA OR INFORMATION CONSIDERED

The data or information, to date, that Defendants’ rebuttal expert has

considered in forming his opinions is set forth in the attached report (Exhibit A).

EXHIBITS TO BE USED

Any exhibits to be used as a summary of or support for the opinions are set

forth in or incorporated by the attached report (Exhibit A).

OQOUALIFICATIONS OF WITNESS

The qualifications of Defendants’ rebuttal expert, including a list of all
publications each has authored during the past ten years, are set forth in or

incorporated by the attached report (Exhibit A).
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COMPENSATION

The compensation for Defendants’ rebuttal expert is set forth in the attached
report (Exhibit A). Any expenses or costs incurred by each of Defendants’ experts

are also reimbursed.

LISTING OF OTHER CASES

A list of cases, if any, where Defendants’ rebuttal expert provided expert
testimony in, at trial or by deposition, during the preceding four years is set forth in

or incorporated by the attached report (Exhibit A).

ANTICIPATED SUPPLEMENTATION

As a result of pending, but unanswered discovery requests, as well as any
further investigation or discovery, these disclosures may be supplemented, if
necessary, in accordance with the provisions of Rule 26(e)(1).

Respectfully submitted this 14th day of June, 2012.

STEVE BULLOCK
Montana Attorney General
MICHAEL G. BLACK
ANDREW 1. HUFF
Assistant Attorneys General
215 North Sanders

P.O. Box 201401

Helena, MT 59620-1401

A L}L, h

By: AN
MICHAEL G. BLACK
Assistant Attorney General

Counsel for Defendant

DEFENDANTS' IDENTIFICATION OF REBUTTAL EXPERT WITNESSES
PAGE 3




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that under penaity of perjury that on thel4th day of June,

2012, a true and correct copy of the foregoing was personally served on the

following:

Mr. John E. Bloomquist

Mr. James E. Brown

Doney, Crowley, Payne,
Bloomquist, P.C.

P.O. Box 1185

44 West 6th Avenue

Helena, MT 59601

I hereby certify that under penalty of perjury that on the 14th day of

June, 2012, a true and correct copy of the foregoing was served by mail on the

following;:

Mr. James Bopp, Jr.
Mr. Jeffrey Gallant
The Bopp Law Firm

1 South Sixth Street
Terre Haute, IN 47807

T,

By: A é%\
MICHAEL G. BLACK ’
Assistant Attorney General

Counsel for Defendant
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REBUTTAL EXPERT DISCLOSURE OF EDWIN BENDER

This Disclosure sets forth my analysis and rebuttal of the “Campaign
Finance Review,” which was submitted to Defendants in this case on May 13,
2012 on letterhead of Clark H. Bensen (Bensen Report). This rebuttal disclosure
outlines serious problems with the Bensen Report’s methodology and conclusions.
The Bensen Report’s inference that current contribution limits negatively impact
Montana campaigns is not supported by an accurate assessment of the relevant
data, and it is not supported by a fair reading of the data used in the Bensen Report
itself. [ hereby incorporate my expert disclosure (dated May 29, 2012) by
reference, and further opine and submit as follows:

A. Facts or Data Considered in Forming Opinions.

1. Verified Complaint and Declarations filed in Lair, et al v. Murry, et
al., CV-12-12-H-CCL.

2. Information obtained from electronic and paper files of the Office of
Commissioner of Political Practices, including campaign finance reports. This
information is compiled and maintained in databases of the National Institute on
Money in State Politics. The Institute tracks campaign money in several
categories, including individuals, PACs, and political party committees.

3. Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law (Docket No. 195) in
Montana Right to Life, et al. v. Eddleman, et al., CV 96-165-BLG-JDS (filed
September 19, 2000).

4.  Defendants’ expert disclosures in Montana Right to Life, et al. v.
Eddleman, et al., CV 96-165-BLG-JDS.

5. Exhibit D-24, admitted into evidence at trial in Montana Right to Life,
- et al. v. Eddleman, et al., CV 96-165-BLG-JDS.

6. Communications with candidates, political consultants and volunteers,
political party representatives, government employees monitoring elections, and
elected officials in Montana, during period of 1982 to the present. I have been
compiling state-level campaign-finance data and analyzing trends since 1992,

7. Montana Code Annotated Sections 13-37-216(1), (3), and (5), and
Campaign Contribution Limits Summary prepared by Montana Commissioner of
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Political Practices.

8.  CI-64, which is a constitutional initiative passed by Montana voters in
1992, and now found in the Montana Constitution, Article IV, Section 8.

9.  Reported cases, including Montana Right to Life Associate v.
Eddleman, 343 F.3d 1085 (9th Cir. 2003) and Randall v. Sorrell, 548 U.S. 230
(2006), as well as Order Granting and Denying Motion for Preliminary Injunction
(Doc. No. 66) filed in Lair, et al v. Murry, et al., CV-12-12-H-CCL.

10.  Summary of Facts, Statement of Findings and Conclusion, In the
Matter of the Complaint Against the Steve Bullock for Attorney General Campaign
Committee and Montana Democratic Party and Chairman Dennis McDonald
(Deputy Commissioner of Political Practices Jay P. Dufrechou, May 15, 2012).

11. Campaign Finance Review for Montana (May 2012) on letterhead of
Clark H. Bensen, as well as data, supporting data tables and information provided
therewith.

12, Defendants’ Expert Disclosures in this matter (May 29, 2012).
13.  Plaintiffs’ Discovery Responses (June 2012).
B. Statement of Opinions and Bases of Opinions

Statement of Opinions

Based on the information reviewed, as well as my knowledge, skill,
experience, training, and education developed over the course of 30 years studying
and analyzing elections in Montana, including the charts appended hereto that help
explain the reasoning behind my analysis and which may be offered as exhibits, it
1s my rebuttal opinion as to the Bensen Report:

Because of methodological and other problems, the Bensen Report’s
conclusion that Montana’s contribution limits prevent campaigns from obtaining
needed resources is erroneous and unsupported. As [ have already stated in my
initial expert disclosure, Montana contribution limits make Montana campaigns
very participatory, healthy and competitive. My opinions and reasoning set forth
below are further supported by the tables in the attached appendices at pages 11-
25, and these charts may be offered at trial to help explain my opinions and the
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bases of my opinions.

The major methodological deficiencies with the Bensen Report are as
follows:

I. The focus of the analysis on only those elections with a margin of
10% or less of the votes cast renders the data pool too small and ignores relevant
data from other sources.

2. The analysis does not include primary campaigns.

3. The analysis does not include an assessment of non-itemized
contributors and contributions.

4, The analysis does not account for the general voting age population in
or other local characteristics of the selected districts.

5. The analysis of selected campaigns presents an overstated and biased
assessment of the number of donors at the maximum level.

6.  Even with the selected campaigns, the number of donors affected by
limits is well below 10 percent when small-donor estimates are included.

7. Non-individual donors (PACs) constitute an extremely small
percentage (1%-7% House/ 2%-5% Senate) of donors who hit the limit.

8.  Non-individual donors (Political Party Committees) constitute an
extremely small percentage (3%-5% House/ 1%-5% Senate) of donors who hit the
limit.

9.  Political Party Committees may pay compensation of persons who

provide personal services rendered to a campaign or political committee, which are
not considered contributions, and the Bensen Report does not consider this aspect
of Montana political campaigns.

10. The Bensen Report’s discussions concerning “hypothetical lost
revenues” are not supported by reasonable assumptions.




11.  The Bensen Report’s conclusions rest on speculation derived from
inadequate data and assumptions that are not supportable based on accepted
methodology or facts relating to Montana elections and political campaigns.

Bases of Opinions

The Bensen Report reviews 121 candidate campaigns that have taken place
since 2004. These races, hand-selected for inclusion in their Report, represent
“close” elections (within a 10% margin). See Bensen Report, at 10. The Bensen
Report’s assumption that only close elections can render useful information about
contribution limits is not correct. The narrow data pool excludes information that
is vital to any determination of the impact of contribution limits on campaigns. My
analysis of the Bensen Report includes the Charts in the appendices at pages 11-20.

First, there is no explanation in the Bensen Report for why primary
campaigns were excluded from the analysis. The data from primaries indicates
that contribution limits are not ofien hit. The inexplicable exclusion of primaries
from the Bensen Report’s analysis skews the results of the report. Second, the
Bensen Report only assesses the itemized contributions of donors who contributed
$35 or over. Small contributions of less than $35 represent, however, a significant
portion of overall contributions and come from a pool of donors who could have
given more but did not. Without an analysis of this pool of donors, it is impossible
to know whether candidates are being impeded by contribution limits, or simply
not doing the work of seeking greater contributions from an existing pool of
donors. The Montana contribution limits encourage candidates to acquire a broad
and diverse base of support, which has also been recognized as a method to
eliminate undue influence, or the appearance thereof, from large contributors and
special interests. Similarly, the Bensen Report includes no analysis of the number
of donors as compared to the total voting age population in the selected districts.
Without such an analysis, it is impossible to know whether candidates are being
impeded by contribution limits, or simply not tapping into the full potential donor
pool in a district.

In addition to the overly-narrow data pool, the Bensen Report presents an
overstated and biased assessment of the number of donors at a maximum or near-
maximum level. The races analyzed in the Report appear to have been
strategically selected, containing more than the average number of donor-
transactions at the maximum level. Even taking into account the number of
maximum-level donor transactions in the selected campaigns, the number of
donors affected by contribution limits is still well-below 10 percent when small-
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donor estimates are included. Similarly, PACs and Political Party Committees
constitute an extremely small percentage of donors who hit contribution limits.
The Bensen Report also fails to address that payment by political parties for
compensation of persons who provide personal services rendered to a campaign or
political committee are not considered contributions, which is a significant
difference between PACs and Political Party Committees.

The Bensen Report appears to rely exclusively on data from reports posted
online by the Commissioner of Political Practices. This data is incomplete and not
always reliable because, in part, amended reports are not posted online. The
Commissioner’s website includes the following language: “Disclaimer: This
service offers a view of the original report only. Contact our office for amended
versions of the reports.” (emphasis in original). To the extent that any Plaintiff
responded to discovery requesting identification of each document relating to this
matter provided to, reviewed by, or relied upon by Plaintiffs’ expert, the response
was: “All such data is easily obtainable by Defendants from public records
maintained by the Commissioner, namely the Commissioner’s webpage.” The
Bensen Report itself indicates there were limitations on the data as provided, and
reliance upon the “Commissioner’s webpage” is not reasonable because of the
disclaimer and my experience with analyzing all the data available from the
Commissioner (including paper hardcopies of amended reports). The data from
the webpage is incomplete.

The “near-maximum” data category is contrived and illusory. Consideration
of the “near-maximum” contribution offers nothing substantial to the analysis of
whether contribution limits prevent candidates from mounting effective campaigns.
The “near-maximum” contributors are far less significant that the number of
contributors who do not reach the $35 reporting threshold. These under-threshold
contributors were engaged enough to contribute to a campaign and offer an
extremely important untapped resource of potential contribution revenue, which
has been ignored by the Bensen Report.

The Bensen Report’s discussions of “hypothetical lost revenues” are
founded on unsupported assumptions, and do not usefully assess the impact of
contribution limits., In order to arrive at its conclusions about lost revenues due to
contribution limits, the Report must assume that: (1) candidates have received all
that they can receive from existing donor pools, including the below $35 donor
pool; and (2) candidates have explored the potential donor pool represented by the
total voting age population in a district less the known donor pool in that district.
As the data indicates, the Bensen Report cannot make these assumptions. See Chart
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at page 25. The pool of under $35 donors in these campaigns and potential
untapped donors in the general voting age population offers a very substantial
opportunity for candidates to significantly increase contribution revenues within
current contribution limits. The Bensen Report itself recognizes the distinction
between contribution limits as a real bar to effective campaigning, and simple
laziness: “It is more cost-effective to ask a known-giver to provide more money to
meet the maximum than it is to find new donors: prospecting is an expensive
operation that requires planning and time. Likewise, events that produce small-
dollar donations require planning and operational considerations.” Bensen Report,
at 11. In other words, it is easier to raise lots of money from a few donors, than
small amounts of money from many donors — therefore, contribution limits should
be raised. This contradicts the Bensen Report’s argument that the resources are not
available and limits need to be raised.

The Bensen Report also assumes that when a campaign spends more than it
raises, or when candidates donate to their own campaigns, there is a problem with
contribution limits impeding their efforts. These assumptions are erroneous. These
concerns about candidates donating to their own campaign do not indicate any
problem with contribution limits. In my experience and study of Montana
campaigns, this is not an indication that contribution limits are limiting candidate
resources. Candidates often donate or borrow from themselves at the beginning of
a campaign to get the campaign going. Candidates donating to their own
campaigns has nothing to do with running into contribution limits later in the
campaign. There are no limits on Candidates contributing to their own campaigns.

A closer analysis of the selected races in the Benson Report follows:
House Races Since 2004

The Bensen Report analyzed 9 percent of the possible Montana house
campaigns, ignoring 112 primary candidates. Our analysis of the campaigns he
analyzed shows just 16 percent of the individual donors reaching the contribution
limits, and 76 percent contributing below the limit. Just 3 percent of the non-
individual donors hit the limit while 4 percent donated below the limit. More than
16,670 donor transactions are accounted for in this analysis, with donors under the
reporting threshold accounting for thousands more ($35 cutoff equals 2,361
additional donors; $5 cutoff equals an additional 16,529.) The actual number of
donors is likely less since a donor can give at the maximum to one candidate,
below the maximum to another candidate, and below the maximum to still another
candidate.




A broader analysis eliminates the distortions produced by the 73 hand-
picked House races. The 91 percent of campaigns left unexamined by the
Plaintiffs tell a different story, with 14 percent of individual campaign donors
hitting the maximum and 74 percent giving below the maximum; and 4 percent of
the non-individual donors hitting the contribution limit and 7 percent giving below
the limit. Small, non-itemized donors below the reporting threshold range between
14,495 when divided by the $35 cutoff and 101,470 when divided by $5.
Additionally, the Bensen Report appears to have selected campaigns to analyze
strategically. The 73 campaigns analyzed averaged 19 donor-transactions at the
maximum level, whereas the remaining 753 campaigns averaged just seven donors
at the maximum level.

The Bensen Report did not analyze data from candidates who did not prevail
in primary races. The absence of primary losers is significant. In the 2004 and
2008 House races, no donor to a primary loser hit the limit; just four donors hit the
limit in 2006; and in 2010, a very contentious election year, just 24 hit the limit. In
the four election cycles, just four non-individuals hit the limit and 51 gave below
the limit. Clearly, the contribution limits are not a significant influence on primary-
campaign losers, so their absence from any limits analysis skews that analysis
significantly.

Senate Races Since 2004

An analysis of Bensen Report’s selected Senate campaigns reveals trends
similar to those seen in the House analyses. Perhaps most important, the 27
campaigns examined saw an average 49 donors at the maximum level, where the
remaining 191 campaigns saw an average of half that, 13. So race selection plays
an important role in overstating the effect of contribution limits.

Individual donors who hit the limit represented 20 percent of the total in the
selected states, where 74 percent of the donors did not hit the limit; non-individuals
that hit the limit represent 2 percent of the donors, and 3 percent did not hit the
limit. In the 191 unexamined campaigns, individual donors at the limit represented
16 percent of the donations, with individuals not at the limit representing 75
percent, Non-individuals at the limit represented 3 percent of the donor total and
those not at the limit represent 5 percent.

Donors under the reporting threshold in the selected races would represent
another 1,446 ($35 cutoff) to 10,125 ($5 cutoff) donors, greatly reducing the
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overall percentage of donors at the maximum level. The other races’ numbers are
even higher, 4,313 ($35) to 30,191 ($53).

Statewide Races Since 2004

Statewide races selected for analysis in the Bensen Report also appear to be
strategic. In the 19 races analyzed, we found an average of 25 donors per campaign
hitting the contribution limit, while the 42 races not examined averaged half that,
just 13 donors at the maximum. Donors at the maximum level represented just 4
percent of the donor transactions, with 94 percent under the maximum, 2 percent
for non-individuals at the maximum and 1 percent for non-individuals below the
maximunm, :

Gubemnatorial Races Since 2004

An analysis of the gubernatorial campaigns, 2004-2010, reveals patterns
seen in other analyses presented here. An analysis of the Bensen Report’s race
selections shows just 2 percent hit the contribution limit in 2004, an contentious,
open contest, with more than 97 percent giving below the threshold. Between 419
($35) and 2,937 ($5) additional donors gave, greatly reducing the percentage of
donors affected by a contribution limit and increasing the number who gave to
candidates in the race.

Analyses of the other gubernatorial campaigns not examined reinforces these
tfindings: Less than 2 percent of donors reached the contribution threshold, more
than 98 percent did not. Unitemized donors represented another 1,050 (835) to
7,355 donors.

Political Party Committees

In the Charts at pages 21-24, examining political-party donations to
candidates reveals minor fluctuations in the percentage received by races analyzed
by the Bensen Report (P) and those unexamined (N), with the former trending
lower than the larger group. Overall, these figures illustrate the consistent role
political parties play in donations to house and senate candidates, over time.

Senate

As for the impact of aggregate contribution limits, 2004-2006 senate races in the
general election revealed:




No races at the two-election maximum of $2,100

13 races above the one-election maximum of $1,050;
14 races at the $1,050 one-election maximum;

40 races below the $1,050 maximum, and,;

27 races with no donations from party committees.

2008-2010 senate races in the general election revealed:

Two races near the two-election maximum of $2,600
 Three races above the one-election maximum of $1,300;
Six races at the $1,300 one-election maximum;

42 races below the $1,300 maximum, and;

36 races with no donations from party committees.

Clearly, the aggregate contribution limits for party committees has not been
burdensome in state senate general elections, especially since the amount at or near
the limit went down when the limit went up. In fact, the number of races receiving
no or little from party committees represents the overwhelming majority.

House
2004-2006 House races in the general election revealed:

Four races at the two-election maximum of $1,300
46 races above the one-election maximum of $650;
64 races at the $650 one-election maximum;

150 races below the $650 maximum, and,

131 races with no donations from party committees.

2008-2010 House races in the general election revealed:

Two races at the two-election maximum of $1,600
17 races above the one-election maximum of $800;
81 races at the $800 one-election maximum,;

143 races below the $800 maximum, and;

131 races with no donations from party committees.

With few races reaching the maximum in aggregate donations from party
committees in state House races, and a vast majority receiving well under the
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maximum or no contributions, the limits do on aggregate donations to candidates
by party committees do not appear to be a major factor in Montana elections.

Summary

Montana’s political system is healthy compared to other states, with
competitive statewide, regional office, and legislative races. Candidates in
Montana can raise sufficient funds to run competitive races as incumbents,
challengers, or as candidates for open seats. To the extent that any candidate
believes contributions are too low to mount an effective campaign, the candidate
has the opportunity to raise sufficient funds by expending more effort to reach out
to the electorate and thereby expand the contributor pool, at least to the extent that
the demographics and preferences of the electorate allow a reasonable opportunity
for success. Based upon my review of the Bensen Report and the data relied upon
in the Bensen Report, the data and my experience in observing and evaluating
Montana elections, the Bensen Report does not support any conclusions that
individuals, PACs and political party committees lack any substantial ability to be
heard in Montana elections under current contribution limits established by
Montana Code Annotated Sections 13-37-216(1), (3), and (5). While contribution
data varies somewhat from election to election, the ability of individuals, PACs
and political party committees to be heard in Montana elections has not
meaningfully decreased since the Eddleman case was decided.

D. Qualifications.

My C.V. is attached to my previous disclosure (May 29, 2012), which lists
my experience and publications during the past 10 years, and is incorporated by
reference. I have not testified as an expert witness within the last four years. 1
charge $125 per hour for all work in this matter, including study and testimony.

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

DATED this14th day of June, 2012.

Kaw

Edwin Bender

10




It

LY9°T8S 980°€ES 16€| 0LSGES LTT| 186°9L¥$ €8€9 | 0ST'6ICS | LLET £L
616 €T3 T69°L$ 88| 068°11$ 1L | gev'6LlS 0T 00L°€8$ 66v 010¢ LT
0T LTS £9¥°S1S €ST| 008°€1S 18 | 6TFSITS £v8¢ 005°16% evs 800¢ LT
918°0C$ 16£°C$ 09 063 L €61 19% (44 008°9¢$ 18¢ 900¢ 6
97018 0VS¥$ 0s 06 +$ 8¢ 9Z6°0TS L6T 0S1°LS 1) 00T 01

XEN

XENM Xe v

ofagal XEINIY TVAT XBIA A
pazZiuajIu) XeNMOPY | puuonN AIPU | PUIUON | XBAMO[RY MO[2gA XeJAY | IPUO opoD) | sdlepIpuR)
[B10], | AIPURUONTEIOL | JOWNN | JUONIEIOL | JOWRN | AIPU[[EIO], | IPUIFOUIN | AIPUJ[EIO], | WNN Teax JO 'ON

SISUUIM Of ‘SIISO[ [BIDUAB /¢ ‘PIZA[BUR SAJEPIpURD ¢/
S308Yy ISNOH




cl

0
€5E°L0S$ 006142 | 8S8T | 1T0I8T$ | TT8I ! EH'CEETS 68867 | 8STVL8$ | T16LS €54
110°¢6$ 7T519% 655 | 0L9°0L$ |  86E| LISH6SS 6S1L| ci€Tees| 19711 0i0T LI
€LY E0TS vL0°T88 | SLL| 960798 |  ¥E| LTS'$P9S$ bSLL | 9SL'VLIS$ | 8TOL |  800T 6L1
798°991% 016'S9S |  LLL| <€8°88%| TE9| 8€8°€T9$ 9918 | $€6°0TE$ | 9SET | 900 0T
9007+ 1$ v6€T98 | vrL| 0TH'6SS 3vy | 861°99%% 0159 | S61°91$| 9ril| +00Z 61
XEAIM X

ofagAl x | eppvaL X XNV
POZIWIAIU(] XBJNMO[oY | PUIUON | BIVAIPU | PUTUON | XEINMOTIE] | BNMO[ogA XEIY | ATPUS ap | sajeprpue)
[E101 | AIpupuONTelo] | JOwnN | UONIPIOL | JOWNN | AIPU[[EIO], | IPUJOWMN | AIPUIEIOL | QUINN | ODIEdX JooN

MAIPYIAM § ‘SISUUIM [eISuad (9¢ ‘s1050] [e1ouad ¢/ 7 ‘steso] Arewrtid [ | ‘pozAjeuUe 10U SIBPIPUERD €S/
SadeY ISNOH




el

180°1v$ 9LLLTS O¥I L66FS | LILS3TS $S0¢ 0TL°8% 3z 44!
LT6'3S 66°F$ S¢ 00¥°C$ I 100°€6$ LT6 089°L$ ¥ 0102 9¢
676°6% STLS IS 06€$ I 206°76% 766 00$ 0 8002 67
FPETIS LITES £¢ LOTTY T 9F$ 8SS 789 0Ov0°1$ t 900¢ 4
188°6$ SOETS 17 00% 0 19T 1t$ +0S 00$ 0 00T T

XBIAM X Xe

oJagaAl X | BJAIVAL X NIVA

paziwalu XRAMOTaY | PUUON | BJAIVAIPU | PUJUON | XBJAMO[DY | BAMO[HA XY | TPUIO
[e30] | AIPU[UON][EIO] | JOWNN | JUONJEIOL | JOWON | AIpU[[EIO] | IPUQWNN | AIPU[[RIO] | WnN | SpODIBaA | SpoD3lels

wadxa s Jymure(d Aq pourwexs jou siaso| Arewad 711
43S0 AIBUWLIJ — SII8Y] ISNOH




14!

LT905$ CLTVTS 122 | 888°07$ €Tl | TT6'vIvs 6v8Y | 088°S0TS | 8ICI LT
1L6°CIS 891§ il 0784S 9T | ISL'STIS gITI C6S°L]S SLY 010T ¥
812°0T$ T69°V1$ £zl 78+°8% OF | +8+°681% 9£0T 0S1°8€$ | 6TC 8002 I1
G87°8% €18°1$ 1T 0TT'¢c$ ¥ C3E°€9% vS6 €98°0SS | 06¢ 900T ¥
€61°6$ 020°9% €9 99¢ 4% €€ 20€ctrs [+9 0LT7°6T$ 122 $00T 3
XeAM X xe
O[9gAl X | BNIVAL X NIVA
Pz XENMO[RY | PU[UON | BNIVAIPU | PUTUON [ XBAMOad | BAMO[IdA XY | IPULIO opoD) | saepIpuR)
[BI0L | AIPUUON[®IOL | JOWNN | [UON[EIOL | JOWnN | AIpU[[el0] | IPUJQWNN | AIpUfelo], | wnN T3 JooN

SISUUIM [BIOUSE ¢ ‘SIOSO[ [eIoUT 7] [PIZA[BUE SJBPIPUED /T
$IJEY JJeUdg




¢l

656°0S1$ LSY'C8% LE8| LIT'I8S 9¢C | 819°€C6$ 97911 | 0T9°16£$| €8¥C 161
08v°9r$ 06£°87$ e | Sv6'ITS 671 | 0EF'€TES 769¢ | LYP'SSTS 988 010¢ 9¢
LLT9TS 061 LTS GCT | 796°81% 011 | 86£°LTTS Peid CTL09% [LE 300¢ [44
9T 9¢$ YLTTTS €V | 018°5T$ 161 | 815°60TS$ €07 | 8TTI0IS tLL 9007 14
0L8° VS €0E°L1S L61 | 00SPI§ 901 | €0£°¢61$ L6V 0TT°69% 1354 $00¢C St

XeAM X
O[agAT X | BINIVAI X XEALY
paziwau XBAMO[Y | PU[UON | BJAIVAIPU | PUJUON | XENMO[RY | BIAMO[GA XENIV | Alpupg 2apo) | sewpipue)y
[BI0L | AIPU[UONIBIOL | JOWNN | JUON[®IOL | JOWNN | AIPU[[EI0] | TPUfJOUWAN | AIPUITEIOT, | QUON 1B A JOON

(ANCD 1OYI0 | “MaIpyim 7 ‘sIoUUIm [BIsUSE /8 ‘S10S0] [eIoua3 g¢ ‘s1oso] Arewilid ¢ {pazATeuE j0U SOIEPIpUED [6]
SI0EY IRUIG




o1

FSRLTS 120°t$ €t 00$ 0| 6L8°0S1$ €91 096°8% 123 St
0TV ¢Ss 01 00$ 0 16¥°7S$ 0¥s 0T€$ I 0102 91
005°L$ G89°1$ £l 00$ 0 1204+$ C61 0Z€$ I| 800C €1
L88$ 09L$ 9 00% 0 LY9RTS 967 09F°S$ 12| 900C S
RYT°SS 126°1$ vl 00$ 0 0TLSTS 10€ 098°C$ 11| #00C I1
Xem X
) oﬁumﬁ X mzﬁqsﬁ X x‘mzﬁﬂw

ﬁuNmEmﬁED xﬁzaoﬁvm HEH:OZ mzﬁq:w%ﬂ ﬁGHGOZ Nﬁzkfo“um_ ﬁzao—om\r XENIVY ﬁﬁﬁm OﬁOU mwﬂmﬁ%ﬁdv
[B10L | AIPU[UONI®IOL, | JOWNN | JUON[EIOL, | JOWNN | AIPU[RIO], | IPUFQWON | AIPU[EIOL | QNN xes Jo ON

wadxa s jynured £q pauruuexs j0U SI3S0[ Sf
SIASO] AIRIILLJ — S3IBY LU




Ll

6
879°6S1$ 80€°¢ES 081 | ¢$98°€T$ 9S | 0TH0ETS 610TT | 000°70T$ L8V 6l
0
LSTHOIS £95°97$ 071 | 0¥1°0T% 0S | TVSE0’1S ri6 | 0092818 vy 300¢ 11
909 71$ 08C$ 4! 00% 0 SL9'9LS (443 050°C$ L 900C (4
SOLOVS SOr°8$ 514 €TL'¢S 9| SIT°T6IS SE81 0SELTS (33 00¢ 9
XEAM X
ofagal X | BNIVAL X XEJANY
paZIu)iu) XBJAMOLY | PUIUON | BIAIVAIPU | PUUON | XEJAMO[RE | BJAMO[IHA XeJNIY | ATpUTJ opo) | sareprpue))
JEIOL | AIPUIUONIEIOL | JOWMN | TUONJEIQT, | JOWUN | AIPU[EIO] | TPUJOWNN [ AIPUI[BIO], | QUON Tes X Jo "oN

SIoUUIM [eISUS3 ()] ‘SISS0] [eIoUaT 4 (PIZA[EUE SIBPIPUED §]
$IIBY IPIMIIL)G




81

LEY'TITS S86°G1S 001 | 0L6°SIS 6F | 6V FERS LI€8 | 6P6V91S 675 4
€ PIS 0LLTS 31 0ZEYS 01 | LLYPPIS G791 0LL'TES LL| 010T 6
L6S1ES 0507 7T 006$ [| 6£L°89C% €8€T 075°TS | 800C 11
632°T$ 86.L$ 9 005$ I €E0°CES L6T 000°L$ [| 900Z 3
0Z1°49% 89¢°8S ¥S | 0ST01$ LE| 161°98¢% 210V | 659°CT1% L9F | $00T ¥l
XeJAM X

o[agar X | BIAIVAL X XEINIY
aratii=a (g XRJAMOTIY | PUIUON | BJANWAIPU | PUUON | XBAMO[RH | BINMO[ILA XA | AIpUL opo0) | SAlEpIpUB]
[BI0], | AIPUUON[RIO), | JOWNN | [UON[EIO] | JOWNN | AIPU[[eI0], | IPUFOWNN | AIPUJ[RIO], | QunN 183§ Jo oN

(AN() 12Y10 ¢ ‘SIDUUIM [BIDUIT ¢ ‘S1250] [BIOUT g “sIeso] Aewnid |7 :pazAeur 10U SajepIpued 7
SIRY APIMINE)S




6l

12
L39FIS S66°11$ Lt 00$ 0| v9°€T0TS €LILL | 8PS°86EF 68¢ 00T [4
XM X
o[agAl X | BAIVAL X XeIV
araliteiliife] XBJNMO[oY | PUTUON | BJANVAIPU | PU[UON | XBNMOJIE | BINMO[OgA XBNIY | AIpU[J apoy) | sorEpIpue)
[BI0], | AIPUJUON[EIO] | JOWNN | JUON[BIOL | JOWNN | AIPU[EIO], | TPUPJQUINN | AIPUT[RIOL, | QunN TeIA JooN

IoUUIM [eIaUa3 | 1950] [e1ouad | :pazA[eue sajepIpued 7
$90¥Y JeLIojBILIdqNY)




0%

9
6LL°9¢$ 6£0°C$ 6 898°1$ 1| €9°10L°C8 FLST | 01S°€6TS €LT 1l
00$ 00$ 0 008 0 0ZL€S 1 0£9$ 1| 0102 1
0
SLOITS 0£LS € 298°1% [ 18°L01°C$ 8€ITI | 08EHSTS 00Z | 800T 9
00$ 00% 0 00$ 0 658°6S$ 97TI1 00S°vE$ 891 9002 I
YOLSTS 60€°1$ 9 00$ 0| LPTPESS 0LET 000°v$ v|  ¥00T 9
XeIAM X
O[ogAT X | BNIVAL X XY
POZIWIAIU() XBJNMO[Y | PUUON | BJANVAIPU | PUTUON | XBAMO[Y | BAMO[IgA XBJNIV | Alpupj Sp0)) | S9I1EpPIpUER))
2101 | AIPUUONJEIO] | JOWNN | [UONIEIOL | JOWMN | AIPU[[EIO], | IPUjQUIN | AIPU[[EIO], | QWIN T893 & JooN

(INQ) 19130 7 ‘Fouuim [e12udB [ ‘SI3S0] [BIRUAS  ‘sxas0] Arewinid / :pazA[eUe 10U SIEPIPURD ]
$20BY [BlI0)BLIdIgNY)




|14

%ZT't LTTLSSTS 6C°3LS e, v6¢ d 00T
%9°¢ S9S°8HTS ¥36'8$ %4 d 002
%7€ LLSTHIS 0€Sv$ S 8 d 00T
%Z' Y 386°C0T$ rSh'v$ H ST d 002
%'t TSS809°1$ 01£°69% LT N +00¢
%€ €SS PSHS 9SH SIS S 6¥ N +00¢
%LV 666°€ST° 1% $S8°¢SS H 7T N 002
uotoaq

U219 pasiey [e10], Lred woly pasrey S H | juordiooy | pnumpy| JOIedx
s30ey $007

(s90By PR10Re§-UON JOUI() = N ‘suona[ag s, Madxy s jynureld = 4)
S3)epPIPUER)) 0} SUONNQIIIUO0)) P WO)) A)Ieg




(%

%6 '€ 63T°LLYTS €0L°L6$ [elol. 70¢ d 9002
%€ € £08°38¢$ 00LT1S 0z d 9002
%1€ 11+'9S1% 06Lv$ S G d 900¢
%t € £6£°T€TS 016°LS H ST d 900¢
%P G3€ 880°TS €00°68% 78T N 900¢
%Et 90£°0€S$ LL6‘TTS S LS N 900T
%0t 6.0°8SS°T$ 920°79$ H ST N 900T
Eoﬂooﬁm

2212 d _um.m_mﬁ EHO,H %ﬁmm EO.@ ﬁummwﬁ m H Hﬁmmmﬂooﬁ ,ﬁﬁcmﬂ_m mo IBo A

SEY 900¢C




%0 P SHL0ES TS 860°TO1S$ [e10], 6T d 8007
%€ SHT°L39% 96¥°€T$ 3 d 800T
%€ 0L9°0S€S 998°T1$ S Al d 8002
%S¢ §.6°9¢€S 0€9°T1$ H £C d 8002
%€t 00S°€8°1$ T09°8L$ 6ST N 8007
%€"T 0£9°€6€$ 6% S 4% N 200¢
%87 0L8°61F 18 FSE 699 H S1T N 800¢
uonoalg

U219 pastey [e10], Ayed woy pastey QU | wardooy | Huureld| Joiedx

SIIBY 800C




¥e

%7€ 01S°T$9°T$ S6S¥8S 0], L0€ d 010T
%6'T 1.+°90L$ 865°0Z$ 39 d 0107
%81 67 1878 0£6'v$ S 9 d 010Z
%L'€ LLTSTHS 899°G1$ H 62 d 0102
%¢E'€ 6£0°SH6' 1S L66°€9% TLT N 0102
%6'T 68£°80LS €L8°0T$ S 9 N 0102
%S¢ 059°9€T°1$ AR H 80T N 0102
ﬂOﬁom_m

2213 ﬁmmmmﬁ wﬂoﬁ \ntm.m EO@ _uoﬂmvm m H Hﬁmmmmoom ..Eﬁnmm_m .wc e A

SIEY 010¢




5S¢

646 9Z€ ot L68VS (800Z) €9 AH
£09 z0e /8 9£0'es Dismoynuwod| (800Z) £9 AH
TLE vel £S 198TS nauing| (800z) €9 GH
£95 881 08 £18°2S (9002) 6€ as
T0S £91 4 £05C$ Aydin| {9002) 6€ QS
29 17 6 01esS incuayod| {9007) 6€ AS
ea g ® eda 514 @ |eoses® |el0L (9002) 6 QS acey
sJou0( JO # |Slouoq jO # |siouod JO # |paziwdjun
saIndi{ 0TOC «
|ejo] adey
gcl'ol 892'Q 091 9T €87 165 LSt (8007} €9 GH
79 058 a4 0€E 344 pismoydiuwod (800¢) €9 AH
86 98s 8EE L9 viz nauing| (8002) €9 GH
£6£°'02 Liv'SL SOt 8207 £59 9v§ S9p |e101 9oey
€l 80L vLE 6(T £0Z Aydiniy| (9002) 6€ AS
Z€ 0z€ 642 19T 85T inouayo)| {900z} 6€ QS
Juoneindod |.uoneindod |paxewouym (e 5g €3 S1% eD SES siouoq Jjeplpue) aoey
210} aby-Bunop  [sMpuijoy  |1e pazjweyun 3 paziwalun ie pazjiWBluN APl JO #
+ SAIPU JO [+ SAIPU|JO f# |+ SAIPU) JO J




