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November 6, 2008

Supervisor Salud Carbajal, Chair
Board of Supervisors

County of Santa Barbara

105 E. Anapamu Street, Room 407
Santa Barbara, California 93101

Dear Supervisor Carbajal:

DLA Piper represents Caruso Affiliated with respect to the Miramar Beach Resort and
Bungalows Project (“Miramar” or the “Project”). This Letter responds to the appeal letter to the
Board of Supervisors on behalf of the Citizens Planning Association (“CPA”) (“CPA appeal
letter or “appeal letter”) dated October 20, 2008. -

1. Flood Impacts

a. Fatal Flaw: The “fatal flaw” issue is something referred to within internal memos
between County employees prepared in February 2008 and not revealed to Penfield & Smith
until July 2008. The applicant had no direct knowledge of the exact concerns at the time the
memo was written.

Our review of Mr. Frye’s e-mail mentioning the “fatal flow” does not indicate that the use of
HydroCAD or Santa Barbara Urban Hydrograph (“SBUH”) was the source of his concern. Craig
Steward of Penfield & Smith did have a conversation with Candace Constantine, Santa Barbara
County Program Specialist also mentioned in the February 20, 2008 memo in July 2008. In the
applicant’s response to the Coast Law Group in a letter prepared by Craig Steward of Penfield &
Smith, dated July 15, 2008, and based on that conversation, Steward stated the following:

“The County indicated there were “fatal flaws” (addressing December 12, 2007
Drainage Report) in internal memos. Our understanding is:

a. This issue was only mentioned in internal memos and not shared with the
consultant or Caruso. We were only made aware of them Monday, July 13, 2008,
when we read the newspapers.

b. Based on conversations yesterday with Candice Constantine of Flood Control,
she indicated that the supposed “fatal flaws” were:
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i, The December 12, 2007 report did not include overflow from San
Ysidro Creek. This concern was remedied in the March 7, 2008 flooding
report. :

ii. After doing some very preliminary in-house review, Flood Control
assumed that the modeling of the ponded area upstream of the UPRR did
not adequately analyze the impact of the storage volume reduction due to
fill. However, Flood Control staff only analyzed peak flows up to 1,800
cfs. The project analysis indicates that detectible impacts due to the
project filling do not become apparent until much higher flow rates are
experienced. This is due to the large flow capacity through the UPRR
bridge.”

While the use of the Santa Barbara Urban Hydrograph method and the computer program Hydro-
CAD may have been mentioned in Mr. Frye’s e-mail communication of January 31, 2008, they
are both clearly specified as an accepted method of analysis by the Santa Barbara County Flood
Control District. They are also recommended as acceptable methods that can be used for
watershed analysis and hydrologic routing by a recent seminar by the American Society of Civil
Engineers.! After including the overflow of San Ysidro Creek in the analysis done as part of the
March 7, 2008 report, it appears that the fatal flaw was that Mr. Frye did not test his hypotheses
with a high enough flow rate to show a change, and not that the methods or programs used were
deficient. Therefore, the March 7, 2008 Flood Analysis does not contain a ‘fatal flaw’ and has
been prepared using appropriate and acceptable methods.

With respect to the September 30, 2008 memo by Mr. Fayram, we believe that Mr. Fayram’s
understanding of the December 2007 Flood report prepared by Penfield & Smith, or the manner
in which he conveyed his understanding in the memo was incomplete -- in particular about the
application and use of HEC-RAS in the Oak Creek model. From his memo, he appears to
assume that the SBUH program was the only method used to determine water surface elevations
upstream of the Union Pacific Railroad in the December report. However, that was not the case.
The December 2007 report used a combination of SBUH (for reservoir routing) and HEC-RAS
(for channel analysis) to determine water surface elevations upstream of the railroad. Because of
this misunderstanding, Mr. Fayram’s determination of the inappropriate use of a computer model
was incorrect. The method used in both the December and March Penfield & Smith reports is
accepted and appropriate for assessing the impacts of the proposed Miramar fill within the

! “Selecting Detention Routing Software, An Overview of Widely-Used Detention Routing Programs”; Presenter:
Jennifer J. Walker, P.E., CFM, Dodson & Associates; Sponsor: American Society of Civil Engineers, Webinar
September 26, 2008.
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floodplain on upstream water surface elevations as discussed above. The acceptability of this
methodology has been confirmed in subsequent conversations with Tom Fayram (telephone
conversation November 3, 2008).

Because of Mr. Fayram’s misunderstanding it has caused CPA to make misstatements about the
methodologies employed in the analysis and the CPA appeal states that “the determination that
the Project will not result in significant flood impacts is based on an entirely inadequate and
defective study.” This statement is inaccurate. While Mr. Fayram’s September 30th
memorandum may not accurately describe the methodologies used, County-accepted
methodologies were used in both the December and March flood reports prepared by Penfield &
Smith, and both reports have been validated by County staff, and subsequent conversations with
Mr. Fayram have validated that the methodology used was correct.

b. Disagreement Among Experts:

“The absence of information in an EIR, or the failure to reflect a disagreement
amongst experts, does not per se constitute a prejudicial abuse of discretion. A
prejudicial abuse of discretion occurs if the failure to include relevant information
precludes informed decision-making and informed public participation, thereby
thwarting the statutory goals of the EIR process.”

See Barthelemy v. Chino Basin Municipal Water District (1 995) 38 Cal.App.4th 1609, 1617.

The Chino court made this ruling in response to a challenge whereby plaintiffs alleged that the
EIR “concealed, ignored, excluded” certain information regarding differing opinions. Although
the disagreement was not specifically noted in the EIR, the court deemed the fact that the record
as a whole reflected the disagreement to be adequate. See p. 1620. Further, the court stated “a
project opponent cannot obtain a more favorable standard of review by arguing that the EIR
failed to disclose the conflicting evidence ... the project opponent must also show that the failure
to disclose the conflicting evidence precluded informed decision making.” See Id.

In Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford, (1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 692, there was a
disagreement amongst experts regarding the EIR’s analysis regarding industrial and agricultural
water use. On this point, a conflict arose between testimony of representatives of the water
district and the EIR consultants in that the water district claimed the EIR underestimated project
consumption. In rejecting the plaintiff's claims that the disagreement was not properly disclosed
in the EIR, the court held:
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“both the public and the agency had the opportunity to consider the alleged
deficiencies and comment upon whether the analysis of the City water use
supported [the consultants’] opinion the project would not significantly impact
groundwater resources. The alleged inaccuracies did not render it difficult for the
public or city council to evaluate the discussion of groundwater impacts.”

See p. 727.

As such, the court held that even though the disagreement was not specifically noted “the agency
and public were adequately apprised of conflicting estimations of total city water use.” See Id.

The County sufficiently disclosed a disagreement amongst experts here given that the
disagreement amongst experts is obvious and was disclosed clearly in the administrative record.
Where the CPA appeal letter notes that “the County abused its discretion by failing to disclose
disagreements between B & E Engineers (“B&E”) and Penfield & Smith with respect to the
Project’s flood impact,” the appellant is incorrect. Kings County and Chino tell us that 1) failing
to disclose a disagreement is not per se prejudicial, 2) where the public and the agency have an
opportunity to consider deficiencies, the parties and the public are adequately apprised of the
conflicting evidence and the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) has no specific
timetable for designating such disagreement. As the County has stated on the record that there is
a disagreement amongst experts, and the public and the County had many opportunities to
consider purported deficiencies as demonstrated by the numerous B&E letters, which were
submitted to the record and available for consideration by the Planning Commission, as well as
public statements at more than one public hearing by members of the community that highlighted
the disagreement, the parties were adequately apprised of the conflicting evidence.

c. Cumulative Impacts:

The CPA appeal letter has completely misunderstood and taken statements out of context from
the e-mail memo between Mr. Tom Fayram and Mr. Scott McGolpin dated March 11, 2008.
When Mr. Fayram states that “any more filling in of the Floodplain is not allowed,” based upon a
reading of the entire e-mail, he clearly means that filling is “not allowed” beyond what is
proposed by the Miramar Project. The same e-mail begins by plainly stating “...the Miramar
Project proposes to fill in the Floodplain...County ordinance allows this area to be filled in...”

Therefore, the claim by CPA that the Miramar Project exceeds the “No-Rise” as identified by
FEMA and County regulations is inaccurate. The Miramar Project meets the County Floodplain
Ordinance and FEMA regulations for not increasing the 100-year water surface elevation and is
also allowed to fill in the section of the Floodplain as proposed.
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In addition, as indicated in the Water Supply Impacts Section of this Letter, any contribution to a
cumulatively significant impact is not automatically considered to be significant pursuant to
CEQA.

d. Alleged Flaws Identified by Pace and B&E:

The CPA appeal letter indicates that the concerns identified in the various B&E letters have not
been addressed adequately. To the contrary, responses have been provided and addressed in
detail again in a recent response to the Montecito Planning Commission from Penfield & Smith
dated July 25, 2008.

The Pace report dated October 7, 2008 was delivered to the County the evening before the
Montecito Planning Commission (“MPC”) meeting of October 8, 2008 and was received by the
applicant just minutes before the Planning Commission was to meet. It was one of the first items
addressed in the meeting by Craig A. Steward, P.E., CFM, who discussed these issues
extensively during his public testimony at the October 8% MPC hearing. Despite this late
submission, the points identified in this report were shown to be incorrect or irrelevant for the
following reasons:

e The Pace review was based on the assumption that the Project potentially receives
flow from Oak Creek, San Ysidro Creek and Romero Creek watersheds. Since only
Oak Creek and San Ysidro Creek are potentially tributary to the Miramar Project, the
initial assumption in the review is without any support and many of the following
findings in the Pace report are consequently incorrect.

e The Pace report indicates that an off-line detention/retention basin should be modeled
as part of the Project analysis. An on-line basin was modeled in the March 7, 2008
report. The storage configuration is not appropriate for off-line storage because the
ponding is of an on-line condition, not off-line.

° The Pace report repeatedly suggests that the Caltrans culverts should have been
modeled. The capacity of the Caltrans culverts were not modeled because even at
very high flows, changes in water surface elevation due to the Project do not extend
to or affect the Caltrans culverts. Therefore, the analysis of any of the Caltrans
culverts is irrelevant.

e The Pace report indicates that an ultimate condition with Caltrans culverts improved
should be modeled. The worst case condition was modeled in the March 7, 2008
Flood Analysis, assuming that all Oak Creek Flow and all right overbank flow from
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San Ysidro Creek were received into Oak Creek. Improvements to Caltrans culverts
will only decrease the amount of flow to Oak Creek, not increase it.

¢ The Pace report suggests that the hydraulic analysis should include a detailed
calculation of the constriction of the concrete channel downstream of the Union
Pacific Railroad and its impacts upstream of the railroad. The Penfield & Smith
analysis of March 7, 2008 includes a very detailed hydraulic analysis of the
downstream constriction, overflow and losses through the Union Pacific Railroad
bridge. It also includes a detailed analysis of the impacts of those water surface
elevations on the detention basin routed (ponding) water surface elevations upstream
of the Union Pacific Railroad bridge.

e The Pace report suggests that more points should be included in the cross sections.
The cross sections are based on the best available topographic mapping and detailed
hand field topographic mapping. The cross sections are representative of the various
cross sections, and are more than sufficient for purposes of this analysis.

e The Pace report suggests that a Manning’s roughness value of 0.035 should be used.
A Manning’s roughness value ranging from 0.030 to 0.035, depending on surface
features and vegetation, was used in the Penfield & Smith March 7, 2008 report.

e The Pace report suggests that a Manning’s roughness value of 0.035 should be
applied to the overbanks within the Miramar Project. A Manning’s roughness value
of 0.035 was used in the Penfield & Smith March 7, 2008 report to represent the
overbanks within the Miramar Project.

e The Pace report suggests that a detailed model of the US 101 freeway be prepared in
order to determine the contribution of each creek. The contribution of each creek is
irrelevant because backwater impacts on Caltrans facilities are non-existent to
negligible for even very high flow rates. Additionally, such a detailed analysis would
be theoretical only, typically making gross assumptions as to storm intensity, duration
and coverage. The major concern for this project and adjacent neighbors is how
much water is in Oak Creek between the Pacific Ocean and South Jameson Lane, not
how it gets there. The overflow of the US101 is a regional problem not impacted by
the Miramar Project.

Based on this review of the Pace report, it appears the assumptions, suggestions, and
recommendations from Pace are based on erroneous information or errors, or that the points that
have been raised were already covered in the Penfield & Smith March 7, 2008 report.

e. Insignificance Determination: The comment states that EIRs must provide a brief
explanation indicating the reasons for determining that a project’s environmental effects are not
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significant. The Addendum complies with CEQA requirements with regard to effects not found
to be significant. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15128 “[a]n EIR shall contain a
statement briefly indicating the reasons that various possible significant effects of a project were
determined not to be significant and were therefore not discussed in detail in the EIR. Such
statement may be contained in an attached copy of an initial study.” (Emphasis added.) As
stated in the CEQA Topical Response by DLA Piper dated 5/21/08, an Initial Study has been
held to be the functional equivalent of an Addendum. See Santa Teresa Citizen Action Group v:
City of San Jose (2003) 114 Cal.App.4th 689, 699 and Cirizens Jor Responsible Equitable
Environmental Development v. City of San Diego Redevelopment Agency (2005) 134
Cal.App.4th 598, 616-7. The Addendum properly analyzes flooding impacts and discusses why
impacts were determined to not be significant. As the Addendum is attached to the EIR, it
contains a brief statement indicating the reasons that the flooding impacts were determined to be
less than significant, and therefore, not discussed in detail in the EIR. In addition, The March 7,
2008 Flood Analysis of Oak Creek provides a detailed description of how the significance
determination was made. This includes significance for water surface elevation, flow velocity,
and downstream flow rate. The significance criteria are typical values using the accepted
standard of care for floodplain management in Santa Barbara County and much of the United
States.

2. Water Supply Impacts

The County’s analysis of water supply impacts is adequate and supported by substantial evidence
in the record that shows that none of the conditions permitting preparation of a SEIR are present
and that the Project’s impacts with respect to water supply will be about the same as the impacts
of the previously approved Schrager Plan. The appeal’s assertion that the Project approval
violated County regulations requiring adequate serviceability is unclear. However, to the extent
the appeal is referring to Section 35-174.7( 1)(d) of the County Development Code, the
Certificate of Water Service Availability issued by the MWD for the Project supports the
Commission’s finding that water service is available for the Project.

a. Changed Circumstances: As explained many places during the administrative
process on the Project, CEQA permits preparation of a SEIR only in specified circumstances
including where there are changed circumstances showing that the Project will have new
significant effects or substantially more severe significant effects than the previously approved
project. Pub. Res. Code § 21166; CEQA Guidelines § 15162. The assertions in the appeal letter
of changed circumstances alleged to meet this triggering requirement for a SEIR are without
merit.
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(1) MWD Ordinance 89 — Ordinance 89, approved by MWD on April 15,
2008, contains findings stating, among other things, that in 2007, the total demand for
water exceeded MWD’s reliable supply and that MWD had not located sufficient
additional sources of water to overcome anticipated shortages. Therefore, MWD adopted
a program that would require issuance of a Certificate of Water Availability for any
proposed new connections and expansions beyond a property’s historical base allotment
for existing customers. The adoption of Ordinance 89 is not “a changed circumstance”
demonstrating that the Project will have new or substantially more severe significant
impacts with respect to water supply. Substantial evidence in the record shows that the
Project is anticipated to use approximately the same amount of historical base water
allotment as the previously approved project, as well as what was historically used at the
Miramar Hotel. In May 2008, the District issued a Certificate of Water Service
Availability to the Project, which was confirmed in another letter from MWD in July
2008, and which is consistent with testimony repeatedly provided by MWD General
Manager Tom Mosby throughout the administrative process that MWD can and will
serve the Project. Additionally, in August 2008, MWD approved Ordinance 90 and
Resolution 2047, which included findings noting that supplemental water had been
purchased and was being delivered, which would result in a supply/demand balance for
2008 and a carryover into 2009. These later approvals also instituted a new tiered rate
structure to promote conservation and generate funds sufficient to support the expense of
supplemental sources of supply as may be needed, thus addressing MWD’s
supply/demand issues in the future. See July 28, 2008 letter from MWD to Matt
Middlebrook (Caruso); July 29, 2008 letter from Caruso Affiliated to Dianne Black
(County); July 30, 2008 letter from MWD to the County; May 10, 2008 Certificate of
Water Service Availability from MWD, August 21, 2008 letter from MWD to Dave
Ward (County) with attached Ordinance 90 and Resolution 2047, MWD Ordinance 89;
Testimony of Tom Mosby, MWD Manager, Transcripts of MPC Hearings, July 16, 2008
at 106:21-110:10; August 6, 2008 at 103:25-104:14; and August 28, 2008 at 66:4-69:12.
Therefore, there is no changed circumstance involving a new significant impact or
substantially worse significant impact.

(ii)  Use of the on-site well was removed from the Project at the request of
neighboring residents whose wells draw from the same aquifer. Because MWD has the
ability to serve the Project, the removal of this additional source of water is not a changed
circumstance showing new impacts or substantially more severe impacts. Furthermore,
MWD’s will serve letter assumed that it would provide all water on-site despite the use of
the well even when it was part of the plan.
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(iif)  The December 14, 2007, federal court order limiting State Water Project
pumping to protect Delta Smelt may effect how much water MWD gets from the State
Water Project but is not a changed circumstance showing that the Project will have new
or substantially more severe impacts than the previously approved project. MWD would
have been aware of this court decision and its implications for water deliveries in May
2008 when it issued a Certificate of Water Service Availability for the Project and at the
time of later letters and testimony when it reaffirmed that it can and will serve the
Project. Similarly, the effect of this decision, if any, on MWD’s supply was taken into
account by MWD in its planning for 2008 and beyond.

b. Facts: Substantial evidence showing MWD’s ability and commitment to serve the
Project was discussed throughout the administrative process and was fully considered by the
MPC in its decision not to require preparation of a SEIR on the issue of water supply. The facts
are not misrepresented in the Addendum, Findings or the Commission’s decision. Among other
things, the evidence shows that although MWD cannot guarantee water will always be available
to serve the Project or any other existing or future customers of the District. If the ability of the
MWD to issue a will serve letter was dependent on its ability to guarantee that water will always
be available, then it would never be able to issue any will serve letter since it cannot predict the
weather. MWD considers the Miramar Hotel to be an existing customer (and has for decades);
has assumed and planned for a baseline delivery amount (45 ‘AFY) that will cover all of the
anticipated needs for the Project except landscaping; and approved Ordinance 90 and Resolution
2047, which clarify (among other things) that:

e the District is now receiving an additional 1,400 acre feet of supplemental water, which is
sufficient to meet demand for 2008 and 2009;

 based on past experience and studies, the District expects its recently approved tiered rate
structure to result in at least a 10% reduction in demand;

e ithasaccess to up to 3,300 AFY of State Water entitlement and the ability to supplement
its water supply when needed in certain years to maintain supply/demand balance;

° the new tiered rate structure will promote conservation and generate funds sufficient to
support the expense of supplemental sources of supply as may be needed to meet
demand; and

e the District intends to continue to develop additional sources of supplemental water
supply on an as-needed basis.

MWD clearly and repeatedly communicated to the County and the applicant, that it “can and will
serve” the Project with its existing water meters, that the first 45 AFY will be provided at the
commercial classification block one rate, and that the District will serve the Project at least up to
approximately 60-acre feet (which is more than needed by the Project) consistent with the
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policies and ordinances in place that apply to all District customers. That MWD cannot
“guarantee” it will be able to meet the long-term future needs of all its customers, does not mean
that the Project will have new or substantially more severe impacts than the previously approved
project. See July 28, 2008 letter from MWD to Matt Middlebrook (Caruso); July 29, 2008 letter
from Caruso Affiliated to Dianne Black (County); July 30, 2008 letter from MWD to the County;
May 10, 2008 Certificate of Water Service Availability from MWD; August 21, 2008 letter from
MWD to Dave Ward (County) with attached Ordinance 90 and Resolution 2047; Responses to
Comments per the recorded Transcript of the MPC Hearing of August 6, 2008 submitted by
Dudek on August 22, 2008 at 1 (Response to 100:2-14); Testimony of Tom Mosby, MWD
Manager, Transcripts of MPC Hearings, July 16, 2008 at 106:21-110:10; August 6, 2008 at
103:25-104:14; and August 28, 2008 at 66:4-69:12; August 19, 2008, MWD Memorandum from
General Manager to Board of Directors.

c. Water Supply Analysis: The appeal appears to argue that the standards applicable
to analysis of water supply impacts for a large, multi-phase project, articulated by the Court in
Vineyard Area Citizens for Responsible Growth v. City of Rancho Cordova, 40 Cal.4th 412
(2007) should apply to the analysis for the Project. However, the Project is too small to require
preparation of a water supply assessment under the Water Code as was the case in Vineyard. In
addition, the analysis requirements articulated in Vineyard would not apply because they relate to
the context of an EIR for a very large, multi-year phased project that would bring new
development to an otherwise undeveloped area, thus generating new water consumption. The
Miramar involves a long-existing use that is being modified, but which does not involve new or
substantially more demand than the prior use because the new project is similar in size and scope
to the prior use (and actually smaller in some respects). Thus, the question is not whether the
County adequately assessed the impacts of supplying water to the Project, but rather whether the
Addendum, Findings and other evidence in the record provide substantial evidence to support the
County’s conclusion that the revised project will not have any new or substantially more severe
impacts related to water supply than the prior project. Substantial evidence supports the
County’s decision that the Project will not have any new or substantially more severe significant
impacts compared to the previously approved Schrager Plan or the historical Miramar hotel as it
relates to. water consumption. Therefore, the decision not to require a SEIR on this issue was
proper. Moreover, even Vineyard states that “CEQA should not be understood to require
assurances of certainty regarding long-term future water supplies at an early phase of planning
for large development projects.” 40 Cal.4th at 432. Here, information provided by the MWD
included statements regarding the uncertainties associated with MWD's ability to serve everyone
in the District, and thus disclosed potential uncertainties. But, this does not mean that the Project
will have new or substantially more severe impacts than the prior project. Just because the
circumstances of the District's ability to serve may change over time does not change the fact that
the potential impacts of providing water service to the Schrager Plan and old Miramar and
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providing water service to the Project are basically the same because the size and scope of the
hotel’s operations are similar, the project will use water-efficient appliances, low-flow fixtures,
drought-tolerant landscaping, will move its laundry off-site if MWD declares a water shortage
emergency, etc., and servicing the Project’s water needs have been assumed in the District’s
planning for base allotments for decades.

d. Usage Calculations: The water usage estimates for the Project are supported by
substantial evidence including analysis by experts in the field and at the MWD. Substantial
evidence explains that the change from the initial usage estimate of 117.6 AFY to 51.1 AFY was
because the initial estimate was an unrealistic, highly conservative, worst-case estimate that
assumed 100% occupancy at all times, while the revised estimate assumes more realistic
operational parameters (70% occupancy), and actual plans for the Project which include water
conservation features such as low-flow plumbing fixtures, water-efficient appliances, and
drought-tolerant landscaping. The comparison to the Ritz Carlton Hotel simply validated the
51.1 AFY estimate since that hotel was shown to use 249 gpd/room, including all water uses
(guestrooms, kitchens, laundry, landscaping, etc.) which is similar to the 240 gpd/room estimated
for all water uses at the Project. In addition, since the time the 51.1 AFY estimate was provided,
the Project has been modified to reduce the number of guestrooms, thus further reducing the
anticipated water demand for the Project.

MWD 1ncluded as a condition of its approval of its Certificate of Water Service Availability that
the owner shall provide a water supply/peak demand study prepared by a District approved
engineering consultant specializing in hotel/resort operations; however, this was not required by
MWD prior to its issuance of the Certificate of Water Service Availability. MWD’s inclusion of
this condition does not mean that analysis of the Project’s water supply needs has been deferred.
As explained above, an estimate was prepared, has been refined throughout the project approval
process and demonstrates that the Project’s needs will be similar to those of the previously
approved Schrager Plan and the previously operated hotel. All aspects of the Project that will
use water, including those that are attendant to having a 5-star rating such as the spa, 24-hour
food service, beach club, etc., are accounted for in the estimate. All aspects of the hotel that will
use water were counted in the 51.1 AFY estimate. This estimate is also consistent with the water
usage estimate prepared by MWD. Finally, the estimates of water usage for the Project were
based on numerous studies, not just the 1989 Interface Environmental Services Water Demand
and Conservation Study, which was utilized by MWD. Studies utilized in determining the usage
estimate for the Project also included (among others): Water Conservation Survey, Hotel
Customer Category, prepared for the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (Brown &
Caldwell Consultants 1990), Hidden Oasis: Water Conservation and Efficiency in Las Vegas,
Appendix E, Calculation of Potential Water Savings at Resorts and Casinos (Pacific Institute
2007), and the California Green Building Standards Code (State of California, Building
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Standards Commission 2008). See July 28, 2008 letter from MWD to Matt Middlebrook
(Caruso); July 29, 2008 letter from Caruso Affiliated to Dianne Black (County); August 18, 2008
letter from Thompson Company to Michael McManus (Caruso); August 20, 2008 Memorandum
from Caruso to Dave Ward (County); Caruso Memorandum, Response to Heal the Ocean letter
dated October 2, 2008.

e. Potential Impacts: In considering the Project’s potential impacts, the question is
whether the proposed Project will have new or substantially more severe adverse impacts
compared to the previously approved Schrager Plan. Because the Project is actually smaller in
many respects than the previously approved project, its water needs are the same as or slightly
less, hence, there will be no new or substantially more severe impacts with respect to water
supply. The argued changed conditions, that there is a current drought situation and MWD has
experienced a supply/demand imbalance in recent years, will not trigger the need for MWD to
purchase additional water supplies for the project, though they may trigger the need for MWD to
purchase additional supplies to service the whole District.

The historic water usage by the hotel is the appropriate baseline because the hotel has been an
existing customer of the District since the 1920s, the District considers the hotel an existing
customer (indeed, it cannot unilaterally revoke service to the hotel), and it has included the
hotel’s historic 45 AFY base allotment in its planning. The water allocated to the Miramar hotel
has never been “allocated to, and used by, other end users” as claimed. The District has also
stated it has the capacity to serve the Project at least up to approximately 60 AFY (more than
what is actually needed) in accordance with its policies and pricing structure applicable to all
District customers. Furthermore, the water needs of the Project can and will be served through
use of already existing water meters; no additional meters are necessary. The MWD’s
supply/demand imbalance has been resolved in the short term for 2008/2009 with the purchase of
supplemental water, and MWD has put into place a new pricing structure and policies (the
adoption of which had nothing to do with the project and apply District-wide) that it believes will
address its supply/demand balance moving forward, particularly given the current drought
conditions. Substantial evidence in the record supports MWD’s belief that its new pricing
structure and policies will be successful in reducing demand. Numerous studies have shown that
graduated pricing, without implementing any other conservation measures, results in average
yearly water use reductions of 5 to 8 percent. The MWD’s property audit found that proper use
of irrigation controllers results in a 20-30% reduction in water used for outdoor residential
landscaping, which is currently using 75-85% of all residential water consumption within the
District. Neither the previously approved project or this Project will have significant adverse
impacts with respect to water supply. See July 28, 2008 letter from MWD to Matt Middlebrook
(Caruso); July 29, 2008 letter from Caruso Affiliated to Dianne Black (County); May 10, 2008
Certificate of Water Service Availability from MWD, July 30, 2008 letter from MWD to the
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County; August 21, 2008 letter from MWD to Dave Ward (County) with attached Ordinance 90
and Resolution 2047; Water: Our Water Situation — What We’re Doing About it (MWD Power
Point August 19, 2008); Responses to Comments per the recorded Transcript of the MPC
Hearing of August 6, 2008 submitted by Dudek on August 22, 2008 at 1 (Response to 100:2-14);
August 19, 2008, MWD Memorandum from General Manager to Board of Directors; The
Effectiveness of Pricing as a Stand-Alone Water Conservation Program (see attached), Water
Resources Bulletin, American Water Resources Association (Jordan, J. L. 1994); Using
Conservation Rate Structures, Journal of the American Water Works Association (Jordon, J. L.
and R. Albani 1999) (see attached).

From a cumulative impact perspective, because the impacts of the proposed Project are the same
as (or less than) the previously approved Schrager Plan, a SEIR is not permitted. Indeed, the
Project actually will have a lesser water demand than the previously operated Miramar hotel
which took 28 AFY from the on-site well, in addition to water from MWD, because of the
Project’s use of water-efficient, low-flow fixtures, drought-tolerant landscaping, and other
measures. Moreover, the 6.1 AFY of additional supply over the base allotment of 45 AFY (if the
full anticipated need of 51.1 AFY for the Project is realized) is properly not considered
cumulatively considerable in the context of a water District which has demonstrated that it is
able to serve the Project, along with its other customers who collectively had a demand for over
7,000 AFY of water in 2007/2008. While it is correct that even a de minimis individual
contribution may be cumulatively considerable, the "one [additional] molecule rule” (or one
additional drop), is not the law. Communities Jor a Better Environment v. California Resources
Agency (2002) 103 Cal.App.4th 98, 120. Here, the Project will use the same amount of water as,
or less than, previously approved and operated hotels on the property, the Water District has
stated that it can and will serve the Project, and the water District has approved policies and a
new pricing structure in place to ensure that it maintains a supply/demand balance into the future
(even though it cannot “guarantee” for any customer that it will have sufficient water available in
the long term). Under these circumstances, the Commission was correct in not requiring
preparation of a SEIR to analyze water supply impacts. See Testimony of Tom Mosby, MWD
Manager, Transcripts of MPC Hearings, July 16, 2008 at 106:21-110:10; August 6, 2008 at
103:25-104:14; and August 28, 2008 at 66:4-69:12; Response to New Comments presented to
the County of Santa Barbara as of August 4, 2008 at 10-12.

f. Mitigation Measures: The Project includes several features to ensure that its
demand for water is reduced to the greatest extent feasible including use of water-efficient
appliances, low-flow fixtures, drought-tolerant landscaping, and will move its laundry off-site if
MWD declares a water shortage emergency. In addition, the MWD provided substantial
evidence to the County that it had resolved its short-term supply/demand imbalance through the
purchase of supplemental water and that the measures it adopted as part of Ordinance 90 and
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Resolution 2047 would be effective in providing for supply/demand balance into the future,
particularly given the current drought conditions. These actions by MWD are not “mitigation
measures” but are part of the support for the Commission’s conclusion that the Project will not
have new or substantially more severe adverse impacts with respect to water supply compared to
the previously approved project. A tiered rate pricing structure, in.combination with drought
conditions, have in the past resulted in a substantial reduction in water demand within Montecito.

“Tiered rates were used during the drought as an effective way to reduce water
consumption, and continue to be used by other water agencies. In Montecito,
where it was not clear whether pricing structure would reduce use by affluent
customers, water use per customer under tiered rates was actually reduced by 45%
from an average of about 1.5 AF per meter in 1985-1988 to 0.82 AF per meter in
1992 (Figure 3). Some of this reduction can likely be attributed to public
awareness of the drought, but water use began to steadily increase following the
removal of tiered rates in the late 1990s.”

See http://www.montecitowater.com/Water%20Demand-Supply%200ptions%203-07.pdf, p. 7
accessed October 29, 2008. See also July 28, 2008 letter from MWD to Matt Middlebrook
(Caruso); July 29, 2008 letter from Caruso Affiliated to Dianne Black (County); May 10, 2008
Certificate of Water Service Availability from MWD; July 30, 2008 letter from MWD to the
County; August 21, 2008 letter from MWD to Dave Ward (County) with attached Ordinance 90
and Resolution 2047; Water: Our Water Situation — What We’re Doing About it (MWD Power
Point August 19, 2008); The Effectiveness of Pricing as a Stand-Alone Water Conservation
Program, Water Resources Bulletin, American Water Resources Association (Jordan, J. L.
1994); Using Conservation Rate Structures, Journal of the American Water Works Association
(Jordon, J. L. and R. Albani. 1999).

3. Noise Impacts

The issue of noise reflections off buildings and walls is extensively addressed in the Noise
Topical - June 17, 2008, pages 3 and 4.

Analysis of train noise reflection can be found on page 4 of the Noise Topical, which was
submitted to the County on June 17, 2008 and is part of the public record.

The statement in the appeal letter that County thresholds require construction
noise levels to be mitigated below 65 dBA is incorrect. The County of Santa
Barbara Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual Section 3 - Noise
Thresholds lists thresholds that are to be used “... for assisting in the
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determination of significant noise impacts. The thresholds are intended to be used
with flexibility.” (Emphasis added.) See p. 132. Moreover, grading and
construction activity, which may potentially impact sensitive receptors with noise
levels above 65 dB(A), are allowed limited construction hours (i.e., during the
daytime) to mitigate potentially significant noise impacts. [d. at p. 133.
Additionally, “Noise attenuation barriers and muffling of grading equipment may
also be required. Construction equipment generating noise levels above 95 dB(A)
may require additional mitigation.” (Emphasis added.) Id.

The Project is required to adhere to permissible construction hours and weekdays (Conditions of
Approval 33 and 34) consistent with Policy N-M-1-1 of the Montecito Community Plan, as well
as shielding of construction equipment generating noise exceeding 65 dBA (Condition of
Approval 35), and prevention of motorized equipment idling (Condition of Approval 36).

DUDEK analyzed all construction equipment potentially exceeding 95 dBA at sensitive receptor
locations, and provided recommendations in the Project’s noise study and referenced documents
to minimize the potential noise impacts from this construction equipment through practically
available and feasible mitigation measures. Construction techniques, recommendations and
construction assumptions presented in the DUDEK’s November 2007 acoustical analyses are
required to be incorporated into the Project to reduce exterior and interior noise (Condition of
Approval 38).

Further, the mitigation measures identified for the Schrager MND that limited demolition and
construction activity within 100 feet of the All Saints by the Sea Church preschool have been
incorporated into the mitigation required for the Project. Specifically, this mitigation says:
Demolition/construction activity within 100 feet of the All Saints by the Sea Church preschool
building and/or play deck area shall not occur when school is in session, as follows:

a. September-May: Mondays 8:30 a.m. to noon and Tuesday through Thursday 8:30 a.m. to
3:00 p.m.

b. June-July: Tuesday through Thursday, 9:30 a.m. to 12:30 p.m.

In conclusion, the Noise Impact Analysis is not legally deficient as asserted by the commenter
because all required noise analysis was carried out per the County’s Environmental Thresholds
and Guidelines Manual, the County of Santa Barbara’s Noise Element and consistent with the
Montecito Community Plan’s policy regarding construction hours. Appropriate mitigation has
been identified for the Project and is required to be implemented. As identified above, these
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measures would reduce impacts to less than significant consistent with the County’s thresholds
of significance.

The County did not commit an abuse of discretion by failing to prepare an EIR.

a. Oceanfront Pile Driving: Pile driving will be addressed in a separate letter.

b. Off-Site Relocation: Pile driving and relocation will be addressed in a separate
letter.
} C. Off-Site Relocation: Pile driving and relocation will be addressed in a separate
letter.

d. Mitigation Measures: Pile driving and relocation will be addressed in a separate
letter.

e. Impacts from Pile Driving at Main Building: Pile driving will be addressed in a

separate letter.

The main building non-pile driving construction impacts and mitigation are analyzed and
addressed in the Project’s noise study of November 2007, summarized on page 34 in that report.
The nearest noise sensitive receptors are at approximately 300 feet or more from the main
building construction area. The equipment distance sound attenuation for 300 feet would be 15
dBA, resulting in maximum (short duration) noise levels for other than pile driving construction
activities of between 76 to 88 dBA for “typical” equipment and between 71 to 83 dBA for
“quiet” equipment at the nearest noise sensitive receptors.

These maximum, short duration noise levels from the main building construction activities
would not exceed 95 dBA at noise sensitive receptor locations, and would be mitigated through
limiting the construction activities pursuant to the above referenced Conditions of Approval.
This approach is consistent with the discussion above and complies with the County and
Montecito Community Plan construction noise mitigation requirements.

f. Analysis of Mitigation Measures: Pile driving will be addressed in a separate

letter.

g. Beach Use & Recreation: The appeal letter asserts that there will be significant
noise impacts to beach use and recreation and that the impacts are not considered or analyzed as
a part of the review process. This comment has been previously responded to in Dudek’s
Responses to Comments in the Coast Law Group Letter dated August 26, 2008. Please refer to
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page 3 of these responses. In summary, according to the County of Santa Barbara’s
Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual, noise-sensitive land uses are considered to
include:

1. Residential, including single- and multi-family dwellings, mobile home
parks, dormitories, and similar uses.

2. Transient lodging, including hotels, motels, and similar uses.

3. Hospitals, nursing homes, convalescent hospitals, and other facilities for
long-term medical care.

4. Public or private educational facilities, libraries, churches, and places of

- public assembly.

Beaches are not included in the above list, and therefore not considered sensitive receptors.
Finally, the Montecito Community Plan (MCP) defers to the County Noise Element in stating,
“The Noise Element is to protect the public from noise that could jeopardize health and welfare.
The Noise Element identifies major noise sources, estimates the extent of their input and
discusses potential methods of noise abatement. Specifically, the Flement identifies a maximum
of noise exposure to sensitive land uses (e.g. residences, schools, hospitals).” See p. 22 of the
Montecito Community Plan. Policy N-M-1.1 in the Montecito Community Plan states that
“Noise sensitive uses (i.e. residences and lodging facilities, public meeting spaces and others
specified in the Noise Element) shall be protected from significant noise impacts.” Thus, the
noise studies prepared for the Miramar Beach Resort and Bungalows Project and the analysis
contained in the Addendum prepared for the Project are appropriate and adequate for the impacts
to noise in that they are consistent with the Noise Element and policies in the Montecito
Community Plan, ‘

In addition, Ms. Dianne Black addressed this issue in the August 6, 2008 MPC meeting by
stating, “The beach users are not considered to be sensitive users. They're not residential; they're
not schools or churches or nursing homes or hospitals.” See page 309 of the August 6, 2008
Hearing Transcript.

h. Physical Vibrations: Pile driving will be addressed in a separate letter.
4, Wastewater Impacts
a. Project Description: Please see attached Penfield & Smith letter to Matt

Middlebrook dated October 29, 2008.
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b. Analysis of Mitigation Measures: Please see attached Penfield & Smith letter to
Matt Middlebrook dated October 29, 2008.

c. Treatment Capacity and WWTP Expansion: Please see attached Penfield &
Smith letter to Matt Middlebrook dated October 29, 2008.

5. Floor Area Ratio

a. Inclusion of Parcels 6 & 11: In its letter in support of the Appeal, CLG alleges
that the MPC inappropriately included Parcel 6 (the sandy beach, including the public’s 20-foot
lateral access easement) and Parcel 11 (the Union Pacific Railroad (“UPRR”) easement) in the
calculation of net floor area. Appellant is wrong in its contentions. County Coastal Zoning
Ordinance (“CZ0O”) (Article IT) § 35-202 provides the formula for FAR where, as here, there is
an approved Final Development Plan. It provides, in pertinent part, as follows:

“Where there is an approved Final Development Plan, the floor area ratio shall be
the quotient of net floor area, excluding basements used exclusively for storage
and residential units that meet the County’s definition of affordable housing,
divided by the sum of the net lot area of all parcels included in the Development
Plan.”

In the instant case, the UPRR property (Parcel 11) and the sandy beach (Parcel 6) are both
included in the Project’s approved Final Development Plan. Accordingly and consistent with
Coastal Zoning Ordinance § 35-202, their net lot area must be included in the denominator for
calculation of FAR. To accept the arguments of the appellant would ignore CZO (Article II) §
35-202 which clearly mandates that the denominator for purposes of calculating FAR is “the sum
of the net lot area of all parcels included in the Development Plan”; emphasis added.
Accordingly, and consistent with CZO (Article IT) § 35-202, the net lot area of Parcels 6 and 11
are appropriately included in the denominator for the calculation of FAR. See Hollister & Brace
letters of 8/5/08 & 8/21/08.

Appellant further argues that County Staff conceded that typically “easements held over another
property are not included in a project’s FAR calculations” and to do otherwise would constitute
“a change in methodology of determining the project’s FAR and should not be allowed.” The
language quoted by appellant is found in Staff’s proposed alternate findings for denial of the
Project presented to the MPC at its August 28, 2006 hearing. Staff prepared the alternate
findings because at its August 6 hearing the MPC conceptually voted to exclude Parcel 11 from
the lot area used to calculate FAR. It is the custom and practice of County Staff to uphold the
administrative agency’s decision once made, and its duty to fashion findings to support it even
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where that finding is opposed to the recommendations and findings of Staff made throughout the
course of the administrative hearings on a project. At the August 6, 2008 MPC hearing, Staff
advised the Commission as follows:

“We included Lot 11 because Lot 11 excludes the railroad proper because we
found it to be an integral part of the development, and it’s subject to
interpretation.

If you look at the definition of floor area ratio, it says that you divide the square
footage you come up with under that definition by the sum of the net lot area of
all parcels included in the development plan. Our interpretation was that [it]’s
included in the development plan...”

Rptr.’s 8/6/08 Transcript, p. 257, lines 12-20.
And, at the August 28, 2008 MPC hearing, Staff similarly advised the Commission as follows:

“So, you know, we know how to deal with people who have landscaping
easements or other types of easements on adjoining properties where they don’t
have more certain rights to use the property, but this just isn’t comparable to that.

So I think the Commission has discretion here, and 1 think you have the discretion
to decide whether or not to include Parcel 11. Our recommendation is that you
include it and you address your FAR concerns in other ways.” Rptr.’s 8/28/2008
Transcript, p. 40, lines 12-21.

And, the MPC followed Staff’s advice and properly included the net lot area of Parcels 6 and 11
in the denominator for the calculation of FAR in its October 8, 2008 approval of the Project.

Appellant further argues that “areas that cannot be developed or improved due to easement
restrictions are not to be included in net lot area.” With respect to the UPRR property, the
subject easement granted by UPRR is an easement in perpetuity which expressly allows building
encroachments and improvements to be constructed on the easement area over portions of Parcel
11. While it is true that FAR is a “measurement of development intensity” (CZO (Article II) §
35-202), it is not, as appellant argues, based solely “on developable land area.” In fact, the
denominator for purposes of calculating FAR is “net lot area” which is defined by CZO (Article
IT) § 35-58 as being the “gross lot area minus any area lying within a public street, such public
street being defined as a permanently reserved right-of-way which has been dedicated to the
County of Santa Barbara.” Net lot area thus includes setbacks, public pedestrian access
easements and other nondevelopable areas due to other constraints. Thus, the fact that the
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applicant cannot place anything within the public’s access easement over a portion of Parcel 6 is
wholly irrelevant.

b. Calculation of Mean High Water Mark: The appeal letter also alleges that the
applicant’s estimate of the mean high water mark at 116 feet is inaccurate and that the boundary
line will remain unknown until an accurate survey is performed. CZO (Article II) § 35-128.2 is
the controlling authority for the calculation of the area of the sandy beach in the context of the
project. See Hollister & Brace letters of 8/18/08 and 8/21/08. It clearly and plainly provides as
follows:

“For the purpose of computing the lot area or building site area of any lot, the
boundaries of such lot shall be the boundaries established by the latest recorded
deed, parcel map, subdivision map, etc., provided that such recorded document
does not create or attempt to create a lot in violation of the provisions of any
applicable California or County law or ordinance.”

CZO (Article 1) § 35-128.2 allows for the use of the recorded grant deed to the applicant for
purposes of computing lot area. In this case, the mean high tide line was established by the
methodology explained in Penfield & Smith’s letters of August 22 and 25, 2008. This
methodology established the southernmost boundary of Parcel 6. And, the mean high tide line
derived by this methodology is consistent with the metes and bounds legal description of Parcel
6 set forth in the recorded grant deed to the applicant. Thus, the recorded grant deed to the
applicant is the proper instrument to be used for the purpose of computing the lot area of the
sandy beach pursuant to the provisions of CZO (Article IT) § 35-128.2.

At the August 6, 2008 MPC hearing, County Counsel confirmed that Penfield & Smith’s
methodology for calculating the area of Parcel 6 is correct. Rptr’s Transcript, p. 228, line 18-p.
230, line 13. Following that hearing, the County Surveyor and County Counsel questioned
whether a certain 1958 California State Lands Commission survey must be used for purposes of
calculating the mean high tide line. The County Surveyor wrote the State Lands Commission
inquiring whether the 1958 survey established the boundaries adjacent to Parcel 6. By letter of
August 27, 2008, the acting Chief Counsel for the State Lands Comumission stated as follows:

“To clarify this office’s position regarding a survey by the staff of the
Commission reflected by the map dated February 1958, that map does not
establish the boundary between the uplands in private ownership and the tidelands
in public ownership.”
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At the MPC’s August 28, 2008 hearing, County Staff reported to the Commission as follows:

“Therefore, the county surveyor considers adequate, for planning purposes, the
methodology used by the applicant to determine the size of Parcel 6.” Rptr.’s
8/28/08 Transcript, p. 15, lines 22-24.

Thus, County Staff and the County Surveyor reconfirmed that the recorded grant deed to the
applicant is the proper instrument to be used for the purpose of computing the lot area of the
sandy beach.

c. Figures: In the Addendum and the Project Description, the documents listed the
overall floor area as 164,849 square feet which was and remains an accurate figure. The staff
Memorandum had incorrectly cited some square footage figures for the guest rooms and the
main building which double counted some guest rooms, and had failed to include the square
footage of one of the retail buildings. However, despite the inaccurate individual figures, the
overall figure, which determines FAR, was accurate in all documents. All other errors were
corrected in the final report for the hearing issued by the County in October.

6. CEQA Procedure

a. Informational Purpose: The comprehensive environmental review conducted for
the Project satisfies the informational purpose obligation required by CEQA. In fact, it is clear
through the abundance of correspondence and testimony from the CPA, that the appellant
apparently had no problem ascertaining the informational purpose required by CEQA. CPA
submitted an appeal well over one hundred pages; submitted four letters, the vast majority of
them late; and testified with no less than three different attorneys before the Montecito Planning
Commission multiple times on different days, the shortest hearing lasting over seven hours. To
suggest on this record that it has been unreasonably difficult for the public to understand the
project’s environmental impacts, as suggested by CPA, which especially has had extensive
involvement in the Project’s public process, is unsupported by the copious amount of public
involvement and numerous long hearings associated with this Project.

In any event, revisions, updates and corrections were released during the administrative process
because of comments made by the public, County staff and Montecito Planning Commissioners.
Moreover, these changes resulted in a project with lessened environmental impacts. For
example, there has been a reduction of 12 hotel rooms; a reduction in FAR; a reduction in
building square footage; a reduction in building heights; removal of buildings from setbacks;
removal of tennis court lighting; and the addition of mitigation measures to address parking and
circulation concerns. These changes came about through the public review process and lessened
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environmental impacts. If there were to be no revisions, updates or corrections, there would be
no need for both a Draft EIR and a Final EIR; CEQA would just require a Final EIR, without
also requiring a Draft EIR. CEQA encourages public participation, and public comments often
generate a need for revisions and changes. In this instance, the comments from the public
resulted in the approval of a smaller project, with lessened environmental impacts. As the
process is designed to give the public a chance to raise concerns, the County has responded to
those concerns with the revisions, updates, corrections and additional information. To suggest
on this Record that the procedures followed by County deprived any member of the public of
access to information or an opportunity to be heard is outlandish.

b. Environmental Review: The entirety of the Project, i.e., the “whole of the action”
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sec. 15378(a), has been analyzed in the environmental review
documents for the Project; there are no environmental impacts of the Project that have not been
analyzed in the Project’s environmental documentation and thus no segmentation has taken
place. Despite CPA’s assertion that there is a segmented environmental review, the
environmental review has not been concealed through dividing a single project into smaller
individual subprojects to avoid responsibility for considering the environmental impact of the
project as a whole. See Orinda Assn v. Board of Supervisors (1986) 182 Cal. App.3d 1145, 1171.
There has been no segmentation of the Project into separate environmental reviews; the SEIR
with its attached Addendum examine the ‘whole of the action’ as required by CEQA.

There has been no unlawful segmentation, as all environmental impacts were analyzed and the
methodological approach taken is fully proper under CEQA Guidelines § 15162 to analyze the
significant impacts in an SEIR and the less than significant impacts in an Addendum. See the
CEQA Topical prepared by DLA Piper, dated 5/21/08; the June 18, 2008 DLA Piper Responses
to Comment Letter 8; and the July 30, 2008 Caruso Affiliated Responses to the July 15, 2008
Coast Law Group letter.

C. Baseline, New Project: This comment repeats the same comment made by CPA
in its May 15, 2008 letter where CPA stated “... it is improper for the County to measure project
impacts against the Schrager Plan because the Caruso Plan constitutes an entirely new and
different project.” As stated in DLA Responses to Comment Letter 8 dated June 18, 2008:

“the Project is not a new project, but rather represents a change in the prior
approved Schrager Plan, as evidenced by the lead agency’s processing of a
Revised Development Plan application, and not a new Development Plan
application, for the Project. The environmental analysis contained within the
Project Addendum demonstrates that the impacts are the same or less than the
previously approved project, as well as the previous project modifications. See
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Guidelines §§ 15162 and 15164. Please refer to the CEQA Topical prepared by
DLA Piper regarding analyzing impacts in relation to the 2000 Schrager Plan and
not against its subsequent amendments. As such, it is permissible to utilize the
Schrager Plan as the baseline condition...”

See also the July 3, 2007 Memorandum from Amy Nefouse of DLA Piper to Santa Barbara
County Counsel Mary Ann Slutzky; see also Addendum, pages 5-7 of 69.

d. Original Schrager Plan: In its May 15, 2008 comment letter, the commenter again
made the same claim that “the County artificially inflated the baseline condition and distorted the
project’s incremental impacts.” This comment was responded to in the DLA Responses to
Comment Letter 8 dated June 18, 2008; the CEQA Topical by DLA Piper dated May 18, 2008;
and the County’s Response to Comment 8b.

€. Comparative Analysis: CPA claims that the County has “made no attempt to
engage in a qualitative comparison” of the Caruso Plan and the Schrager Plan. The
environmental documents provide the analysis required by CEQA. CEQA Guidelines Section
15164 allows the preparation of an addendum if none of the conditions described in CEQA
Guidelines Section 15162 calling for the preparation of a subsequent EIR or negative declaration
have occurred. The Project’s environmental documentation follows this methodology of having
an SEIR for historic resources, and an Addendum for all other impacts. The SEIR and
Addendum analyze the incremental impacts of the Caruso Plan by comparing the impacts with
the Schrager Plan, and this analysis was done on a quantitative and qualitative basis.

f. Vesting Issue: CPA challenges the basis for a determination made by the
County’s Director of Planning and Development (Director) in April 2005 that Final
Development Plan 99-DP-001 for the Miramar Hotel would not expire under provisions of the
County’s CZO (Article II) because substantial physical construction had occurred. The comment
also asserts that the applicant cannot rely on the vested status of the Final Development Plan
because certain substantial construction occurred under that plan and changes to that plan are
now being proposed.

On April 27, 2005, the Director made a written determination that substantial physical
construction had been completed for the Miramar Hotel Final Development Plan which
prevented the expiration of that Plan under applicable provisions of the CZO (Article IT). The
Director’s determination was based on the cost and construction information provided by the
hotel developer and on the March 10, 2005 Memorandum from the County Counsel to the
Montecito Planning Commission that interpreted the applicable provisions of the CZO (Article
IT) regarding the meaning of the term “substantial physical construction,” for purposes related to
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the expiration of a permit. The Director determined that over $5 million worth of actual physical
construction for infrastructure, site preparation and cottage repair and restoration had been
expended, which amounted to more than 10 percent of the project construction costs. In a
written response from Dudek dated August 26, 2008 to a similar comment, Dudek explained that
the physical construction included demolition of the hotel ballroom and pool, site preparation
such as grading, preparation for utilities, and removal of asphalt and landscaping, in addition to
work on the cottages. The comment’s suggestion that repairing and renovating the cottages was
“the only reason” that the Final Development Plan was vested misstates the record.

The appeal letter also asserts that because substantial work was performed on the stractures now
proposed for demolition, the Final Development Plan cannot be legally relied upon as a vested
project. The Director’s determination regarding substantial physical construction for the Final
Development Plan has been final for several years and cannot now be challenged. This
determination means that the Final Development Plan is still a valid approval. The fact that
construction began under the Final Development Plan and a modification is now being sought
which would change the design of the hotel and obviate some of the prior construction does not
require a different environmental analysis from that which has been performed in this case. A
similar situation was presented in Benton v. Board of Supervisors (1991) 226 Cal. App. 3d 1467
(Benton), where aCounty adopted a negative declaration in connection with issuance of a use
permit for construction of a winery. In Benton, the property owner obtained building permits
and commenced construction under the original use permit, but then applied for a new use permit
to authorize construction of the planned winery in a different location a mile away. The County
treated the new winery application as a request for modification of the already-permitted project
and determined that the first phase of construction had begun and the property owner’s rights had
vested under the original use permit. Under these facts, the Court of Appeal determined that
environmental review under CEQA was limited to only those aspects of the project that were
proposed for change under the modified winery plan. The Court stated that “. . . the actual
physical environment includes that which [the property owner] has a legal right to build under
permits which have already been issued and on which construction has already begun.” Benton,
226 Cal. App. 3d 1477, fn. 10. Similarly, in Temecula Band of Luisefio Mission Indians v.
Rancho California Water District (1996) 43 Cal. App. 4th 425 (Temecula), a water district’s
modification in 1990 of a water project previously approved in 1984 was challenged on CEQA
grounds. As in Benton, construction of the originally approved 1984 water project had begun
and the Court determined that since the water district had a right to proceed with the 1984 water
project, judicial review of the modified project's potential environmental effects was limited to
the incremental effects of the modified project as compared to the 1984 project. As in Benton
and Temecula, the vested status of the Final Development Plan, where construction had begun, is
unaffected by a proposed modification to that Plan.
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7. Modifications

The appeal letter asserts that the requisite justifications for approval of modifications have not
been established. To the contrary, Article II, Section 35-174.8 Conditions, Restrictions,
Modifications states,

“At the time the Preliminary or Final Development Plan is approved, or
subsequent Amendments or Revisions are approved, the Director, Zoning
Administrator, Planning Commission or Board of Supervisors may modify the
building height limit, distance between buildings, setback, yard, parking, building
coverage, or screening requirements specified in the applicable zone district when
the Director, Zoning Administrator, Planning Commission or Board of
Supervisors finds the project justifies such modifications. (Amended by Ord.
3977 2/21/92, Ord. 4067 8/18/92).”

Thus, the appellant’s statement is without support and inaccurate. As an example, under the
Schrager Plan, the Garden Rooms, which are located along the Miramar’s property adjacent to
the Church and are located well into the setback were determined to have no historical
significance because of “extensive alterations” (Miramar Hotel Renovation, Mitigated Negative
Declaration, May 3, 2000). These rooms were proposed to be removed and replaced with
employee housing and allowed to remain in the setback area. Further, the County analyzed the
requested setback and height modifications in the Addendum to the MND; in the Staff Report;
and in the Findings for Approval that were prepared for the Project. Moreover, the justifications
for the modifications requested by the Project were also the subject of much discussion at each of
the MPC hearings, responded to in the County’s Responses to Comments and in the applicant’s
Responses to Comments which were submitted to the County and part of the public record.

a. Justifications: The appeal letter further asserts that the Commission “abused its
discretion in approving the modifications because the stated ‘justifications’ are merely predicated
on conferring benefits to the applicant and the project (in terms of project layout, internal site
design and hotel amenities) rather than the community.” The Commission in no way abused the
discretion given to it as the decision maker on the Project granted to them through the above
cited Article II, Coastal Zoning Ordinance. The Project, as originally proposed, had many
requests for location of structures within the setbacks consistent with the setback encroachments
of the Schrager Plan. Further, the setback encroachments under the Schrager Plan were not to
accommodate the retention of historic structures since many of the cottages were to be moved
throughout the site and numerous cottages on the site are still on trailers in various stages of
relocation. Nonetheless, the County approved modifications for the Schrager Plan.
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At the MPC hearing of August 6, 2008, the MPC suggested that all two story buildings along S.
Jameson be removed from the setback. The applicant presented a revised site plan at the next
MPC meeting on August 28, 2008 which addressed many of the comments made by the Planning
Commission. The revised plan moved Building 44 and Building 5 (Ballroom) out of the setback
along S. Jameson. While portions of Building 1 (Main Building) remained in the setback, the
portions within the setback area are one story elements and overall, the height of the Main
Building was reduced by four feet so when it is measured from the curb of S. Jameson, it is 38’,
which is consistent with the height limitations in the Montecito Community Plan. Moreover,
Building 43 was also reduced in height by removing an entire floor (as was the spa building
previously) and the building was divided into two six-key “cottages.” Also, buildings adjacent to
All Saints by the Sea were relocated to 15 feet from the property line increased from the 10 feet
as originally proposed. This increase along the boundary with the Church is significant in that
there are buildings standing on the site today, which are part of the approved Schrager Plan that
are less than 3 feet from this property line. Therefore, while the impacts of the original plan were
not significant, the impacts, nevertheless, have been reduced even further. In addition, the views
of the mountains from the beach will not change from those views visible as a result of the
Schrager Plan. It is clear from the record that the MPC carefully reviewed the requested
modifications, suggested changes in places and carefully considered the revisions before
approving the Project. Contrary to the appellant’s assertions, the MPC usedits discretion
judiciously and with careful consideration, as is demonstrated by the record.

b. No Precedent: The assertion that there is precedent being set by this Project is
without support. The Project has been found by the County to be in conformance with polices
contained in the Montecito Community Plan. Please refer to the Policy Consistency Analysis
prepared by County in the Addendum to the MND and the Policy Consistency Analysis prepared
by the applicant and submitted to the County in the Responses to Comments by Matt
Middlebrook, May 14, 2008, as well as the Findings for Approval prepared by the County for the
Project (October 8, 2008). In addition, the MBAR found the Project to be compatible with the
surrounding neighborhood in its meeting of December 17, 2007.

Article II (the Coastal Zoning Ordinance), specifically confers the right upon decisions makers to
“...modify the building height limit, distance between buildings, setback, yard, parking, building
coverage, or screening requirements specified in the applicable zone district...”, thus it is not
precedent setting. As land is unique and as the Project’s development plan has unique elements
and characteristics utilizing accepted modification provisions allowed within Article II, approval
does not constitute a precedent setting situation.
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8. Cottage Type Hotel

The Project is consistent with the cottage-style tradition set forth in the Montecito Community
Plan and in the Montecito Architectural Guidelines and Development Standards. The proposed
Project complies with the requirements of the Community Plan, Architectural Guidelines and
Coastal Zoning Ordinance by utilizing an overall resort design that is consistent with the Cottage
Type Hotel tradition by designing more than half of the guest room buildings as cottages with six
keys or less, ensuring that two-thirds of all guest room buildings are one-story in height, and by
having the other guest room buildings that are not “cottages” desi gned in a fashion that emulates
a Cottage Type Hotel. Seventy-five percent of the proposed guest room buildings have six-keys
or less, and over two-thirds of the guest room buildings are two-stories or less, consistent with
the Montecito Architectural Guidelines and Development Standards in Section V.B.3. There is
no mention in the Montecito Community Plan or the Montecito Architectural Guidelines and
Development Standards as to building materials or architectural elements typical or characteristic
of “cottage-style.” The elements that are clearly articulated are the requirements on the number
of keys and heights of the cottages. However, a definition of cottage style has now been added
to the Conditions of Approval, and the project exterior will be designed consistent with that
definition.

Please refer to the Montecito Community Plan and in the Montecito Architectural Guidelines and
Development Standards, in addition to Cottage-Style/Neighborhood
Compatibility/Views/Size/Lighting/Grading Topical, June 17, 2008 and testimony from Anne
Almy in her presentation to the MPC on July 16, 2008 that states, “Cottage type hotel is defined
by cottages limited to six guestrooms each which are generally single story in height. That's the
verbiage of that policy.” See page 32 of the July 16, 2008 MPC hearing. There is also extensive
testimony in the July 16, 2008 MPC hearing (page 130 - 135) between County staff and various
Planning Commissioners regarding the cottage-style policies.

a. No Deferral to MBAR: The assertion that the conclusion by the MPC that the
Project is consistent with the cottage style tradition constitutes an abuse of discretion is
unsupportable. While the MPC is the decision making body, the MBAR is the appropriate
review body to work on the specifics of design and architecture on projects. The MBAR, which
reviewed the Project at conceptual review consistent with County policy, gave the Project very
positive comments and found the Project consistent with the neighborhood and the cottage-style
tradition articulated in the MCP. Also consistent with County policy, the Project will return to
the MBAR for preliminary and final review. Thus, there is no deferral to the MBAR. The
process and procedure of the approval and MBAR process requires the applicant to attend a
conceptual MBAR review prior to any decision-making body acting on an application and also
requires the applicant to return to MBAR for preliminary and final review after the decision-
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making body has acted for precisely these reasons. The Planning Commission can give direction
to an applicant/project proponent on design issues and the MBAR will ensure that these
directions are incorporated into the final approved plan. Additionally, per direction from the
MPC, the project design will be previewed to the MPC for their comments before it returns to
MBAR for preliminary review.

In the County’s Findings (of Consistency) prepared for the Project (page 35 of Attachment A,
2.4.2.1 Improvement to resort visitor serving commercial hotels have been designed to be
consistent with the existing historic “Cottage-Style” Hotel Tradition of the early days of
Montecito), the MPC augmented the language for “Cottage Type” to include more refinements
and nuances. With the incorporation of the definition and direction by the MPC, the Project is
wholly consistent with the policy and the procedures of Santa Barbara County.

b. No Regulatory Violations: The Project, as the appeal letter asserts, does not
violate the substantive cottage style requirements set forth in the MCP. Please see the
discussions in answer to comments 8 and 8a above. Moreover, the issues associated with
Building 44 have been addressed by the applicant and it is a single building. Building 44 was
revised by enclosing the ground floor walkways and ground floor areas between the building
segments, consistent with the Article II definition of an attached building which requires having
at least five lineal feet of wall serving as a common wall with the building to which it is attached
(Article II, page 9). As this is the codified definition of an attached building, there is no
precedent setting situation present.

9. Historical Resources

a. Public Comments: Please refer to the two reports prepared by Holmes Culley
dated March 19, 2007 and April 15, 2008, as well as the letter prepared by Matt Middlebrook on
the infeasibility of preservation of structures dated April 30, 2008. All of these have previously
been submitted to the County and are part of the record. Please also refer to the July 9, 2008
correspondence from Pam O'Connor of KCK Architects, and the Historical Topical -prepared by
Matt Middlebrook, dated June 19, 2008. Moreover, page 55 of the SEIR states that “Due to the
fact that it is infeasible to repair the character-defining features that define the historical
significance of the cottages and out buildings and due to the need to use mainly non original,
historic materials Alternative 1 would mainly rely on rebuilding and documentation, not on
preservation. Under CEQA, storage and display of some historical materials and documentation
on their own are not considered sufficient to fully mitigate significant impacts.” The suggested
alternative of retaining one or some of the existing cottages is not a feasible mitigation measure;
this is why the County made Finding 1.2.5, page 22, fifth paragraph that “Impacts on these
historical structures could not be reduced to significant, but mitigable impacts, Class II. This is
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due to the fact that it is infeasible to repair the character-defining features that define the
historical significance of the cottages and out buildings and due to the need to use mainly non
original, historic materials.” Furthermore, in response to the comment regarding making various
buildings available for relocation, staff indicated that the cottages would be available for 90 days
after permits are issued for the Project, or until demolition permits were issued. This is codified
in Condition of Approval 85, which requires the owner to make the cottages available for anyone
who wants to move them off the site. Consequently, there has been an adequate response to
comments relating to historic resource issues.

b. Mitigation Measures: The County has adequately analyzed the feasibility of
replacing or restoring historic structures on-site, such as preservation of a reduced number of
cottages, as suggested by the commenter. As stated in answer to comment 9.a. above, numerous
studies addressed the infeasibility of keeping various historic structures on site, including the two
reports prepared by Holmes Culley dated March 19, 2007 and April 15, 2008 as well as the letter
prepared by Matt Middlebrook on the infeasibility of preservation of structures dated April 30,
2008. In addition, the July 9, 2008 correspondence from Pam O'Connor of KCK Architects
stated that renovating the historic resources would involve replacement of much of their original
historic fabric. “The unique set of circumstances that led to the building’s [sic] deteriorated
condition, having been left in an incomplete state of repair, unsecured or unprotected and open to
the elements, without any intervention has resulted in a situation where it would be impossible to
meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and inappropriate to apply the
Standards for Reconstruction.” Simply said, the mitigation referenced by the commenter would
not avoid, minimize, rectify, reduce, eliminate or compensate for the significant environmental
impact pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15370, even for only one of the cottages given the
absence of historic materials. Significant environmental impacts would still remain unabated.

In specific regard to infeasibility of restoring or replicating the cottages, it is not that the repair of
the cottages would be economically infeasible as asserted by the commenter, but that it would be
impossible to satisfy the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and it would be
inappropriate to apply the Secretary’s Standards for Reconstruction; it is not the cost that makes
it infeasible, but the impossibility of adhering to the applicable historic standards even for only
one cottage. The Record contains numerous technical studies regarding the infeasibility of
repairing or reconsiructing the cottages, including the SEIR; the Holmes Culley reports dated
March 19, 2007 and April 15, 2008; the letter prepared by Matt Middlebrook on the infeasibility
of preservation of structures dated April 30, 2008; and the July 9, 2008 correspondence from
Pam O'Connor of KCK Architects.

c. Alternatives Analysis: With respect to relocating the cottages off-site, the
Montecito Planning Commission specifically discussed the relocation of cottages off-site and
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agreed to allow interested parties up to 90 days after the issuance of project approvals or upon
issuance of demolition permits to remove these cottages. See Condition of Approval No. 85.
While the Planning Commission did agree to condition the project approvals to allow the
cottages to be removed to an off-site location, the removal of the cottages to an off-site location
would not mitigate impacts on historic resources to a less than significant impact. As stated
above in previous responses to comments, it would be impossible to satisfy the Secretary of
Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and it would be inappropriate to apply the Secretary’s
Standards for Reconstruction. Removal of cottages to an off-site location would not minimize,
reduce or rectify the significant historic impacts to the cottages. With regard to the claim that
there has been an insufficient discussion of alternatives, no additional alternatives were
necessary as there were no significant and unavoidable impacts to any area other than historic
resources. Consequently, the alternatives analysis satisfies CEQA’s requirements. As there are
no significant impacts of the project related to any environmental topic other than. historic
resources, the alternatives would not have to be designed to reduce already less than significant
impacts for other impact areas. See DLA Piper Response to Susan Keller (Letter 17, Comment
17b) dated June 20, 2008.

10. Greenhouse GGasses

The County provided analysis for the Project with respect to Greenhouse Gases in the Addendum
prepared for the MND and correctly states that the Santa Barbara County APCD is currently
working with CAPCOA to develop CEQA Thresholds for Greenhouse Gas emissions. In the
absence of any such threshold, an analysis was conducted and further augmented in the
applicant’s Responses to Comments submitted to the County on July 28, 2008. Please refer to
page 8-14 of the July 28, 2008 Miramar: Responses to Comments.

In addition to the previously submitted information, Threshold 1.1 of the CAPCOA document
uses the 2020 target developed by AB 32 and suggests that all discretionary projects achieve a
28%-33% reduction from the projected “business-as-usual” emissions to be considered less than
significant. This CAPCOA approach is applied here to the Miramar Project.

Below is a table of project features with the associated projected emissions reductions derived
from Appendix B of the January 28, 2008 CAPCOA White Paper (see attached).

Mitigation Measure included in the Project Percentage Allocation
Range of bicycle related measures 2.5%
Pedestrian Network 10%
Traffic Calming 3%
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Mitigation Measure included in the Project Percentage Allocation

Paid Parking 10%
Parking Reduction beyond code 10%
Pedestrian Pathway through parking 1%
Off-street parking 2%
Enhanced recycling/ waste reduction, reuse, 5%

composting
Total Percent of Reduction 39%

Based on the above list, which is inclusive of all measures that have an associated percentage,
the Project will achieve an estimated 39% reduction in the “business as usual” emissions and will
not impair the implementation of AB 32.

11. Parking & Traffic

For a response to the late Hansen Associates report dated October 6, 2008, please see the
attached Associated Transportation Engineers (“ATE”) letter to Jane Gray dated October 16,
2008. With regard to the hotel employee count, the number of employees at the hotel at any one
time has been consistent throughout the environmental documents and is 102. Please also see the
August 6, 2008 Dudek transmittal to the MPC, as well as the ATE letter to Jane Gray dated
August 27, 2008 regarding employee parking and traffic which analyzed a parking scenario with
double the employee count that still resulted in no change to the LOS of intersections in the
vicinity of the Project. Moreover, employee estimates and their traffic and parking demands
were addressed by the MPC and through extensive testimony at the hearing on August 28, 2008.
In response to questions raised by some Commissioners, particularly Commissioner Overall,
regarding the adequacy of the employee count and its impact on parking, an alternative analysis
(conducted by ATE) was provided to the MPC that analyzed the parking and traffic impacts of
the project assuming double the number of employees. That analysis (cited above) found no
significant traffic impacts and that the proposed parking supply would accommodate the
additional demands. The parking model took the ULI employee factor and doubled it, and
analyzed the hotel at peak demand, including a 600-person event. The model showed a peak
parking demand 545 which could be accommodated by the 551 parking space supply.

Additionally, while Conditions of Approval do not limit the number of “normal” events at the
site, the Conditions of Approval limit the number of event attendees that can be present on the
site. There would be some time necessary to clear the event space at the end of one event and set
up the space for the next event. Thus, new events would not be scheduled to begin immediately
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after the end of other events and the presence of event attendees would not overlap. It should
also be noted that all the parking and traffic demands analyze peak demand using a 600 person
event. Such events are limited to 12 per year, thus the number of times throughout the year that
the Project will be at peak occupancy are limited. At all other times, the parking demand will be
more than sufficient.

The comment that the proposed signage and “associated measures” will not be adequate to
ensure that short term parking spaces will not be taken by hotel guests is unsupportable. A
number of steps have been taken to insure that the short term parking will be available for the
public. First, the Schrager Plan did not have measures in place to prevent usage of the short term
parking despite less on-site parking and a higher demand for those spaces (i.e., more hotel
rooms). The proposed plan includes a number of steps including permits to be issued to beach
club members on busy weekends, permits for employee cars to insure they do not use public
spaces, free on-site employee parking, notification of guests upon check-in that public parking
spaces are for the public, and a follow-up review of the property parking by the Planning staff
and MPC to insure public parking is available to the public. Additionally, the Conditions of
Approval have now limited the Beach Club membership at opening to 200, while the analysis
assumes 300 members, and the allotted number of Beach Club members will not increase until it
is demonstrated operationally that the hotel has sufficient parking. These restrictions are
codified into the Conditions of Approval, including, Condition No. 50 requiring a protocol
informing guests and staff that street parking is for the public only; Condition No. 52 requiring a
Parking Decal Program; Condition No. 55 requiring a Final Parking Plan; Condition No. 66
requiring Beach and Tennis Club Membership Phasing; and Condition No. 84 requiring Review
of Events. These Conditions will all ensure that public parking spaces will not be taken by hotel
guests or employees.

Short-term construction impacts were also analyzed by ATE in the March 11, 2008 Site Access,
Circulation and Parking Evaluation for the Project, as well as in the Traffic and Parking Topical
submitted to the County on June 17, 2008. The assertion that the Project will result in significant
long term parking impacts to the surrounding neighborhood is also without support. Please refer
to the Traffic and Parking Topical previously cited and the March 11, 2008 Site Access,
Circulation and Parking Evaluation prepared by ATE as well as the March 11, 2008 Trip
Generation and Parking Demand Analysis prepared by ATE.

12. Miscellaneous

a. Union Pacific Railroad (“UPRR™): The comment states that the findings relating
to zone district consistency cannot be made, as the UPRR has not yet authorized the construction
of any improvements in its right-of-way. The County acknowledges that the Project cannot
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proceed without authorization from the UPRR and states so in its approvals. As stated on page
E-40 of the Comprehensive Plan Consistency analysis provided by the County Planning and
Development Department in its Staff Report for the July 16, 2008 hearing, the Project is
consistent with Coastal Land Use Policy 2-6 in that “the proposed project would need to receive
approval from the UPRR to modify their facilities in the railroad’s right of way (new shrubs, new
pedestrian crossing). Considering the modest level of the changed use of the existing easement,
UPRR signoff is reasonably foreseeable and Conditions of Approval require receipt of their
concurrence prior to the approval of follow up land use permits.”

The County Planning Commission also requires Union Pacific Railroad authorization in its
Conditions of Approval, stating in Condition of Approval No. 82 that “the project shall receive
express authorization from the UPRR to construct improvements in its right of way prior to
issuance of the first LUP granted for the proposed project.” Because the County requires
authorization by the UPRR before the LUP is granted, it ensures that the Project may not proceed
without such consent.

In letters dated December 13, 2007, May 13, 2008 and July 2, 2008 to the County, the UPRR
acknowledges that the preliminary Project plans are acceptable the Project is “subject to the
installation and maintenance of appropriate grade crossing warning devices and other protective
measures as provided by the California Public Utilities Commission, and the railroad does not
take exception to the public access easements that Caruso has proposed. The UPRR has final
approval authority over placement of fill in their right of way and no building permits for the
project can be issued until the Union Pacific Railroad Company consents. Until then, the Union
Pacific Railroad Company will continue to work with the Applicant to ensure that their Miramar
plans satisfy the railroad's requirements.”

b. Storm Water Management and Drainage Impacts: Storm water management and
drainage impacts have previously been responded to within the County’s analysis in the
Addendum to the MND and in subsequent responses to comments, specifically Response to
Comment Letter 15 prepared for “Heal the Ocean” which was submitted to the County and
appears in the Responses to Comments on the SEIR and Addendum to the MND.

C. Liquefaction: Liquefaction has been adequately addressed by the County.

Fugro prepared an “Addendum to Project Memorandum,” dated November 9, 2007, in response
to comments from the County of Santa Barbara Planning & Development and Flood Control
Departments. This November 2007 addendum specifically addresses foundation design for the
oceanfront properties which are located in a Coastal High Hazard area and where liquefiable
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material is present, resulting in a recommended deep foundation supported flat slab or rigid mat
which will stay structurally intact following lateral displacement.

The potential for liquefaction on the project site north of the railroad is addressed in Fugro’s
January 4, 2008 Preliminary Geotechnical Report, see Section 5.3 page 13-15, and Section 6
Summary and Preliminary Recommendations, part 6.2 Geologic Hazard Assessment —
Liquefaction and Related Effects, page 18-19, where Fugro recommend “the liquefiable
materials be removed to depths of approximately 12 feet below the existing grade and replaced
with compacted fill ...”

d. Potential Groundwater Impacts (including the aquifer): Potential groundwater
impacts have been adequately addressed by the County.

The Well Topical, dated June 18, 2008, addresses potential groundwater issues related to
construction activities and the use of an onsite well (the onsite well has, at the request of the
community, been removed from the Project). Page 1 of the Well Topical, section entitled
‘Aquifer geology’ explains the formation and location of the aquifer. “The aquifer is 75 to 100
feet below grade and extends to a depth ranging from 100 to 150 feet,” therefore the potential to
breach the aquifer is not possible during the construction and operation of the Miramar Hotel
because the excavation depths will not come near the depth of the aquifer.

Page 6 and 7 of the Well Topical, section entitled ‘Construction concerns’ addresses the presence
of shallow groundwater related to ground disturbance during construction activities and potential
displacement of the groundwater. Current groundwater elevation is ~5’ above mean sea level
(amsl). Recommended overexcavation for the main building is to a depth of ~14° amsl, and the
finished floor elevation of the subterranean parking is 16” amsl. Therefore there is free board of
~9° between the groundwater surface and the construction activities and finished foundations.
Therefore, the Project would not impact groundwater.

e. Cumulative: With the exception of analysis of historic resources impacts, the
Project was analyzed in an Addendum to the previously approved Mitigated Negative
Declaration for the Schrager Plan. Thus, the proper question from the CEQA perspective is
whether there would be new or substantially more severe impacts as a result of the Project when
compared with the previously approved project. As such, there properly was not a typical list of
past, present or probable future project considered with respect to cumulative impacts as is often
used in EIRs for new projects.

f. Mitigation: The appeal letter makes the claim that the Findings are deficient, but
does not give any evidence to support the claim that the Project’s adverse impacts have not been
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mitigated to the maximum extent feasible. The comment does not give a single example of any
adverse impact with deficient mitigation. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(c)
“Reviewers should explain the basis for their comments, and should submit data or references
offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion supported by facts in
support of the comments.” CPA’s unsupported comment has none of the specificity
recommended by this Section, and does not suggest additional specific alternatives or mitigation
measures that would provide better ways to avoid or mitigate the significant environmental
effects. The Findings satisfy CEQA requirements and are not deficient as asserted by the
commenter.

g. Grading and Visual Impacts: The County adequately evaluated grading and
visual impacts in pages 2-9 of the Addendum to the MND prepared for the Project. Ultimately,
through the analysis, the County found that impacts would remain at a less than significant level.
In addition to the County’s analysis, a Topical which addresses the visual impacts of the Project
was included in the applicant’s Responses to Comments (see the Cottage-Style/Neighborhood
Compatibility/Views/Size/Lighting/Grading Topical, June 17, 2008). The Addendum clearly
outlines the mitigation measures incorporated into the Schrager Plan, which would also be
required for the Caruso Plan and identifies additional mitigation.

As a result of suggestions made by members of the Montecito Planning Commission, additional
changes were made to the site plan that included a four foot reduction in the main building,
elimination of all two story elements in the setbacks along S. Jameson and a reduction of an
entire floor in a cottage (and the second floor on the spa building was eliminated). While
grading remains consistent with that analyzed in the Addendum, changes made to the heights and
within setbacks will further diminish the less than significant impacts to visual resources.

h. Independent Review: Finding 1.1.1 states that “The Addendum reflects the
independent judgment of the Montecito Planning Commission and has been completed in
compliance with CEQA and, together with the 00-ND-003 and the SEIR discussed below, is
adequate for this proposal.” Finding 1.2.1 states that “The SEIR reflects the independent
judgment of the Montecito Planning Commission and is adequate for this proposal.” These
findings satisfy the requirement of independent review required by Public Resources Code
Section 21082.1. See Greenebaum v. City of Los Angeles (1984) 153 Cal.App.3d 391, 403.

Moreover, it could hardly be said that the County of Santa Barbara was clearly captive to the
developer and did not independently review the EIR, including the Addendum. The County
prepared the environmental documents; Responses to Comments; Conditions of Approval; and
Findings. There were no less than four public hearings, each lasting a full day, where the
Commissioners extensively and exhaustively independently reviewed all aspects of the Project.
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While the Caruso team has provided Responses to Comments and technical analysis, this was
done to supplement the Record on which the County decision makers made their decision. CPA
alleges that the Montecito Planning Commission, which found that the Addendum and SEIR
reflect its independent judgment, did not independently review the Record. Such a claim
contradicts the record of proceedings and insults the integrity of the process where the County of
Santa Barbara was always in firm control of the review and decision making process.

1. Vacation of North-South Miramar: The assertion by the CPA that the vacation of
Miramar is “improper” is vague and inaccurate. Miramar Avenue is owned by the applicant and
the County has an easement. As such, the County is vacating this easement subject to a
Determination of Conformity with Government Code Section 65402 (a). A Determination of
Consistency with the Comprehensive Plan was made, approved by the Planning Commission on
October 8, 2008 and recommended for approval to the Board of Supervisors.

ATE analyzed the vacation of Miramar Avenue in its Site Access, Circulation and Parking
Evaluation and determined that the vacation would have no impact on circulation. Moreover,
there is community support for this vacation as evidenced in the public testimony heard at
various MPC hearings on the Project and the endorsement of the letter of the Montecito Seaside
Association (see attached).

] Seawall Improvements: The commenter asserts that the County failed to
adequately evaluate the impacts resulting from repairs to the existing seawall, which is an
unsupportable statement. The existing concrete and timber seawall was evaluated in a structural
conditions report prepared by Holmes Culley, who recommended that the supports be
strengthened and that shotcrete be used for reinforcement against the waves. The seawall will
remain in the exact location as currently and does not require extensive work, thus impacts will
not be significant.

k. Compatibility: The commenter claims that “the Project is not compatibility [sic]
with the surrounding area.” The property is surrounded by a freeway to the north, the beach to
the south, Oak Creek to the east, All Saints to the west, some residences to the south and across
Oak Creek to the east, and is bisected by a Transportation Corridor. A hotel has been on the site
for well over the past 100 years, and has co-existed peacefully with its neighbors for decades.
As efforts have been made to reduce the height and encroachment in various setbacks, the
Project is clearly compatible with the surrounding area. See Finding 2.1.1.5. See also the
Cottage-Style/Neighborhood Compatibility/Views/Size/Lighting/Grading Topical by Dudek
dated June 17, 2008.
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1. Compliance with Applicable Public Access and Recreation Policies: The
comment states that the Project does not comply with applicable public access and recreation
policies. The Comprehensive Plan Consistency analysis provided by the County Planning and
Development Department in its Staff Report for the July 16, 2008 hearing addresses a number of
policies related to public access and recreation, including: Coastal Act Policy 30211, 30213 and
30252, Coastal Land Use Plan Policies 7-1, 7-2 and 7-28. The accompanying analysis for each
of these policies lays out reasons how the Project is consistent with each policy.

As indicated above, none of the applicable laws or Plans has been violated. The Miramar is
consistent and complies with the Coastal Act, Montecito Community Plan, and the Coastal
Zoning Ordinance and has been analyzed pursuant to CEQA. Please let us know if you would
like to discuss any of these issues.

Very truly yours,
DLA-Piper LLP (US)
Linda J. Bozun

cc: Ms. Dianne M. Black, Director, Development Services, Planning and Development
Mr. Dave Ward, Deputy Director, Development Review South, Planning and Development
Michael Ghizzoni, Chief Deputy, County Counsel
Mr. Matt Middlebrook, Caruso Affiliated

Attachments

WEST\21582763



ATTACHMENTS
| TO
2(E). WATER SUPPLY IMPACTS



;% AUGMENTING SUPPLIES

A

survey of water suppliers using coviservation

rate structures offers insight into the efficacy of pricing

as a conservation inceniive. remome

Jeffrey L. Jordan
and Rick Albani

e increasingly using price as a
Ltool, fncreasing-block rates
1 tombination with seasonal or
v 5, are being used throughout the
water supply industry as part of conservation pro-
grams. Few water providers, however, have a solid
empirical basis for derermining the effectiveness of
pricing ak a conservation 1oul. Although economic
theory an the subject is dear, practical mformarion

33

The authors developed a survey to:léarn-abg L water- providers’
experiences.usihg conservation vate structures.” vey
inchtded questions about service characteriitics, dernaiid levels
before and after implementation of conservation rates, rate
structures and price levels, billing and revenue, other
conservation measures, and the objectives and effcetiveness of
rates and conseryation efforts. Drawing on a number of
respondent pools, the authors distributed the survey to 567
utilities and received 89 responses. This article represents a first
step in evaluating the effect of conservation rate stractures and
gives water professionals a closeup look at the use of pricing in
utility conservation efforts.

VELGRIF %G1,

TV Ambricun Waier Works Assoeistivn, Joume!t AWIVA Augus 19099

about the effectiveness of
pricing s lagking,

This article represenss
a lifst step i evahiming
the ellect of vonserva-
tinn rale structures and
prices un water demand,
customers, and nility
performance, and the
planning and educativn
process involved in insti-
Iuting conservation raies.

For executive summary,
see page 172,
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miembership of 1he National
Associatioh of Warer Cainpa-
nies without regard 1o
whether aulities used con-
servation rates.

The survey was developed
in the [all of 1997 and mailed
1o utility managers in No-
vember, Inhdal distribution

The authors lock ar the experiences of aset ol water
wmilirfes that use conservation rares, Rathér than pre-
sentan exhaustive quaniitative analysis of the rela-
tionship berween demand and prices, this article is
intended w provide insight nlo the use of pricing as
part of wility conservation elforts,

Survey designed
and disseminated

A 59-quistion survey was designed to-gather data
about service characteristics, including type-of ser-
vice area; size, ownership, regulalion, serviegs pro:
vided, and customer profile. Thé survey asked abiout
demaint characierisiies before and after institutdng
conservaiion rates, rate struciures and price tevels,
bitling and revenue data, other conservalion pro-
srams, and the ubjectives and cffectiveness ol vates
anid conservation effons.

Respondent pool was drawn from
many sources, Uilities using some form
ol conservation rate sirpeture were iden-
vilied through a nuomber of sources
incloding the 1996 Warer and Wagte-
water Rate Survey prepared by the
Raltelis Envirnnmenial Consulting
Group, members of the Planning and
Fvaluation Commitiee of AWWA's Warter
Conservation Division, and responses
frem o call Tor information published on
AWWA'S Warerwiser list server, Ulilitdes
in Flarida, Georgia, and Oregan that
used vonservation rates were also in-
chided as pant of the population sample.
Tu reach o cross-seciion of investor-
owned viilivies and obain their pereep-
vians ol conservetinn-oriented rates, the
authars disteibmed the survey 1o the

fafuhl 1HGE

Numbor of Systems

1990 Americit Water Works Associarion, Journal AWIWA Aupust 1999

of the survey was Tollowed
ity managers on the disrib-
ution list who had not re-
sponded by the first week vl
December, The 89 surveys
reported here were com-
pléred in Decerber 1997 and
returned by mail, fax, or e-
mail. Table 1 shows the initial
distribution and réspomses
according ta US Environ-
meéntal Protection Agency
(USEPA) region (Figure 1).
» The mijority of resporidents
were concentrated In thesoutheast and West Coast
reégions.of the United States:

Responses proved-hard to get. Lower-than-
pxpected Tesponse fevels may be atributed w seyv.
eral lactors, The survey distribution list included some
sysievns-that were initially repored 10 have eunser-
vation rates bt in fact did not, The lengih of T sur-
vey and the perceived time teguired 10 complete i
may have-deterred some sysiem operators, whereas
others may liave lacked ready acress 10 the level of
data requested. In addidon. the survey time period fell
during 4 busy season of the year, between Thanks-
giving.and Christmas.

gecause the disseminaiion process wis not ran-
derm, survey lindings dre nioi- generalizable in a sta-
tistical sehse. Nevertheless, they provide a descrip-
ve gverview of wility experiences using asnservanon

Time periods when systems moved to consarvation rates

1974-79
Number = 48

1990-94.

1985-97

AL JOHDANET AL B7



Ragion

respondents™

Residentig)
2,000-10,000 {7,570-27.850)
10,080-50.000 137,850-180,080)

30,000-700.000-{180.000-26.5 % 108)

=700,000 [26.5 X 16%
lonresigential
. 2,000-20,000 (7;579-75,700)

20, 000-125.000. 125,7¢0<47 % 109

L5 Y 1087 & 10

=Nt e 34

000-2.5X.108 {47 X 104-5.7 X 10%)

Average 1996 walet rates fot all

1.
{$7L000%)

1.90(0i50)
2 20 (0 Oﬂ)
2.54 (6.70)
3.26 (0.86)

1.92{0.51)
3.01 {0.80)
2.81{0.74)
3,0010.79)

US Envivenmerntal

Protocilon Agentcy Mean
Ruglon 5
I 28,29
[ 2476
1 271.22
1 23.73
v 17.10
¥i 23.45
1% 23.18
X 13,74

bRt = 85

2105 {0.54)

TABLE#A  Average 1996 charges for stirvey subset®

Wator tso
Zal{L)

Rizsidentiat
2:000-11.000 {7.570~1.700:
11.000- 16,000 {31,700-60,500)
LE.000-30.000 {60,500~ 114.000)
230,000 §1123,000)

Nunvesitdential
2.060-28,000 {7 ,570-98,410}
6.000-45,000 {98, 210-170.000}

35000i170.000)

“fenbgn o 12

Cost:
571,000 42
(371,000L)

1.7210.95}
2.36 {0.65)
3.32(0°68)
3.77.42.00;

161 (0.43)
2.7710.73)
2.64 (0.56)

§ dobesriot control for e*<planamry
varrab!r:s o1 use & mudel 10 establish. correlations
buween raies and ‘water use.

tem charactensti 28% etermined Respon-
i an avu'agc dm y waler iise nf 45, 3

. 0]
A ilily: water use 'was 1, 7‘93 mxl ga] (6 87X
13). For off-peak months, waréruse averaged

139 mil gal (4.3 X 10%-m3). Average water use was
63 percent ol the peak use:

Of the systems reporting, nearly twa thirds served
lewer than 50,000 customers; 29 systems sérved
0-3,300 customers, six served 3,301-9,999, 14 had
between 10,000 arid 49,999 service connections, and
27 Had more than 50,000 customers, In comparison,
9% percent of all U8 water. systems serve-Tewer than
10,000 custoniers, Averagie 1ze ol the service arca
was. [41 sq mi (226 km?). O the systems serving
fewer than 3,300 cusiomers, 41 percent were located
in futal areas. Additionally, 75 percent of the private
systerts had fewer than 3,300 connecions.

Respendent sysréms averaged 67,313 residential
custgmers-and 5,268 nonresidénrial custamers.
Among the 10 USEPA regions, the percentige of
residential customers sc-rved by respandent systems
ranged from 88 percent in Region Lo 96 percend in
Regian V, with a (otal surviev. average of 92 percent,
The range of precipitation during the arowing sea-
son was reponed-as 0-76 T,
{0-1,930 mm), withan aver-
age of 26.8 in. (680 mmj, A
majority of the sysierns re-
ported fewer than 30 in,
{760 mm} of precipitation
during their growing season.
As expeced, the driest re-
gions were in the west {Re-
gions IX and X), and the
wellest were in the east
[Regions Nl and 1V,

Rats structures defined,
For the purposes of \his siidy,
conservation rates were de-
fined as increasing- or ratchéting-block rates, sea-
sonal rates combined with any other struciure, and
unidform rates combined with either an cxcess vr sea-
sonal.charpe. Although uniform rates have an inher-
enl conservation clement—as water use increases,
su does the total water hill—this study did not care-
gorize unilerm rates alone as conservation rates.
When respondents were asked which raie siruciure
they used hefore switching o a conservalion rale,
response categories were limited w lat, decreasing,
uniform, and orlrer,

In response (o a question about when conserva.
Hon rale siractures were instituted, the earliost syiteh
reparted 1ok place in Region 1V in 1974, Conserva-

1.2840.31)

1_..40 ;0.37)
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tion rates were lirst into-
duced in Regions 10 and VI
in 1975, Reglon IX in 1976,
Region X in 1984, and Region
1in 199}, Responses indicated
that the move 16 ¢onserva-
tion ratesteucturesinereased
in Whevarly T990s (Figtg
Among. respondents.
vation rates Were last infro-
duced in 1986 in Region 1
in 1993 for Reyions 1.-V1), and
1X; in 1995 for Region VI; and
in 1997 for Region IV.
Respondents use dif-
ferent conservation rates.
The majarity of respondents
12 percem) vused increasing-
bluck structures as a water
caonservation rate. Unilorm,

residential rates combined

wirh excess or seasonal nse
charges were used by 23 per-
cent of respondents, Thiry-
six percent of respondents

5. 1995,

and for1996
Parametor Before Rite Chiango
Avernge dofly residential vetail water use 142 mgd {0.07 Mm%
. Bvérage dally residentiaf use in'highest. ) )
asemonth 3636 (D44 m3)

Avprage daily nonresidentin) usein
highest-use month’
Totp; Usage

532088 (0.08Y)
15407 migel {57 m3)

= . ) : o . L
i Survey subsett—water bills before ruie-change and fof 1996

Nuonrosldentiol

Resideiitiat
Water Bill Betdre: it Befors Rato
Porameter : b Chango 1966

Survoy-subsel*—average walcy use aiid reveiiues tisfore rate change

1596
23,8 migd {0.09 m¥%)
35:2 mgd {0.123 m3)
187 g [0.07 m3)
13:824 mii-gal {52 m?}
J._TiB mit gai {5.5 md}
§15,116,256

$7,335,318

wsed other residential con-
servation rates, ¢.8., rates
based o the number of Tix-
nires, custemer classiicarion,
amd meter size. Filiy-three
percent used other nonresidential conservation tate
measures, 1.2, rates based on the number of fixwures,
custorper classification, meter size, “bell curves,” and
a percentage bl.a moving average.

Increasing-block raves for residential customers
were used by 57 percent of the urban systéins and 60
nercent ol soburban urilivies, a patiern that held e
for commercial customers g5 well, O the smallest
syswems, 54 percent listed “other™ or “no answer.” 1n
aaddinion 1o cesidential and nonresidential customer
catepories, 47 perceryt of the respondents have sepa-
rate rates for other costomer classes, induding mul-
ilamily residential, commerdal, and large industry.

For those systenys that use seasonal rates, the rime
frame most olen cied was from April wo Ooober.
Only ane system reponed using “drought pricing” as
a rate struchiere, which was levied by service agree-
ment tather than ordinance. Seven systems assessed
fixed charges that were based on meter size, inde-
pendent of use,

Rate structures identified. Belore instituiing a
copservation rate, 16 percent of respondents used a
ftar rate, 28 percent used a decreaging-block: rates
struciure, 41 percent used a uniform rate, and 16
percent reporred “other” rate structures. When the
swhch 1o conservation rates fovk place; the largest
movermnent was from a uniform rate with no other
vharues wan increasing-bock rave. Of thie 15 respond-
ing systems that switched from unilorm w increasing-
bluck, & were i Regiom TV, 4 were in Region 1X, and
Lavere in Region X.

*Rumbar « 12

20T 199

Pepkxdemand month's bsaga - 1,848 mil gat (7.0 m%
Totsl revehives fromretall fesidential )

water gales - $12,722,301
Tolad FEvenUes from Tatail .

nohfeslaentisl Welér ssles $5,233455

1994 Asenizan Woner Works Assousation, Joumal AWWA August 999

Average rates vary. Table 2 shows average 1995
waler rares for residential and nonresidential cus-
tomers, In 1998, the average residemial minimum
charge wag $8.67, covering warer use between 0 and
2,000 gal {7.57 m?). The nonresidential minimum
charge forthesame amount of water averaged 513.20.
For residential rates, 17 systems provided for only
one block bevand the mininium Charge, 9 sysiems
used two blocks, 22 used a three-block structure, and
16 used four or five blocks, For commercial rates, 29
systems used @ one-block structure, 9 used two blocks,
12 used three blocks, and 8-used four-block or five-
block structures. Additionally, nine systems reponed

%4 Forcescited by systenis* ss driving weter
= copservation programs
3

Survayed
utlilges

Factor pervent
Repulatory (permil) requirefents:
Haw weter supply limitations
Staté:drlopa! lépisiation or ordinonoes
Environmental factors
Prpduttion and distribution intations
Custoniers™ demantd Tor sonservation
Growth 6f custsmer base
Waswwaler reatment copociy limits
Other 14

[ R LI Y )
WL R QS L

[y
re

*Numbat = 57
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Bf Profmid

Cusiomier bill siuffers

tonk detection

Education prugram in community
Increasing rate strociures
Newspapers. ads, radio, and TV
Pian: tours

Education programs in-schools.
\rrigation and xerscaping '
Employee ur al4wwk education progridms
Rexidential water sudits.

Rese and woyeling

Intervr plumblng. retsatits
Seastnal rates

tondscapewaler sudils

Commerdal-lndus'\ﬂal- inatlttional: water aud:(s‘

Citizen committeds .

Rebate-programs-or- ixiures

Landscope telrofits

commefc!akmdusmal—msmuucnm
tochnical sskistince

Other

“Rumiber = €1

Survayad Utilitlas——parcent

Number =52

w7 Water conservation programs tsed by surveyed isthities®

WO B W VT m & SR O od

N

&1 L9 Ameriean Weiner Works

that they chdrged Customers
vutside thurJunsdlcuon :
]nghcr rate, up m a 3{) per:

The ﬁysrems notad rhat on
average, 37 pereent ol rev-
chue was covered by rhe
fixed portion.olihe ratesirue-
e T addision, 53 parcent
of the systeins reporied tsing
some Jorm ol sysiem devel-
opment charge (SDC), with
18 systems In Reglon 1V ant
7 systemis in Region X report-
ing an SDC.

Table 3 shows water bill
rnfnrmalmn by USEPA regum

gion 11, Reumnsl 1, and 11
had vearly cosis undér $300.
Only 33 percent of the aver-
age revenues in Reglon 1
were [rom residenrial customers, whereas
84 percent of the average revenues in
Regions IV and X were from residential
customers. For Reglons V and VI, rev-

‘enues were alinost evenly splitbetween

residential and nonresidential customen.

Smalter sample highlights water
use. The authors jaok a closer look at
12 systems that switched to.conservation
rates berween 1993 .and 1995. 0f these
sysiems, seven were viban, rwo roral,
and three subucban. Three of these sys-
tems served fewer than 3,300 connec-
1ions, five served between 10,000 and
50,000 customers, and four were large
systems, with costomer bhases ranging
[rom 59,868 (v 157,800 people. Five of
the 12 systems were located in arcas wilh
lowy precipitation, three had growing sea-
son precipitation-avérages of 11-29 in.
{280-730 mm), and tavo reparted pre-
cipitation:ol 30-59 i, {762-1,500 mm).

Among the sample subser, systems
switching from nonconservation rawes
predominantly moved o an increasing-
block structure; seven systems went from
a uniform to an increasing-block rate
stracture, Table 4 examines in detail aver-
age 1996 watet charges for the 12 sys-
tems. 'l‘he minimum char;‘c was 56. 7“)

than th' average of ”pB §7 fm mml ,sm\r'
respondents. lo contrast, the nunresi-

dential minimum charge was $17.30—
more than 30 pereent higher than the
nenresidential minimum charge reporied

ssocrtiin, Jourmal AWIWA Augusi 1959 JOURNAL Aawa



Billing frequency

Residontlal

Semidnnual}
{1.0 peroent)’

Quarterly —
(1B.0 percait),

Bimonthly
{(17.0 percont)

Number =71

by the entire survey group. Far both residential and
nonresidential raies, the sample subset teported Tower
lirst blockshan-didathe survey groupaasa whole, boi
as rates were added, blocks esenfaied.
Conservation-rale sirnclure-dffects Filting, ;l?ﬂje
Table 5 shows billing and usage information-forthe
2 systems belure theswitch to-a conservation-tate
structure and for ihie year 1996: For résidential-and
nonresidential customers, hoth the average monthly
billand the average bill duting the highest-use wionth
increased. The average manthly bill for residential
customery in the 12 systems increased 15 percent,
whercas nonresideniial costomer hills rose 9 percent.
The average bil] tor peak months increased 31 percent
fur residemiial costomers and 268 pereent for nontes-
idential customers. Average number of pallons used
by resideniial customers in these sysiems inareased. by
10 pereent, hur 'avech" st ln the: pLak pt“riod

of };a[lnu.s used b ¢ nonresrienual cuslovmrs declmrd
34 pereent after the switch 10 conservation rafes.

Peak-month usage data for mopresidential custamers

in 1he 12 systems were not available,

Table 6 summarizes average water use and rev-
erues for the 12 systerns before the implementation
ul conservation rates and in 1996,
Whereas average daily residential water
use inereased 23 percem between the
yeen thine periods. average daily water
use in peak momhs declined hy 4 per-
vent for residential customers and 19 per-
vent for nonresidential users, Total yearly
average constmpuon dipped 8 percent,
anil peak-dumand-moiith vsage declined
7 percent. Revenues Irom residential and
nonresidential users inceeased 19 and 18
pervent. respectively.

Forthe 12 systems, Tixed charges rep-
resented 29 percent of revenue, com-
pared with an averape of 37 pereent for

‘NShesRdedtinl

Surveyed Utllitiss—parcent

switched rate sirucrures;
wheteas only about a third of
the 1o1al survey increased
rates'when the new structure
was implemented. Within the
siisamyjile; howeytr, the
aversge moeease was i4 per-

tent, compared witha 21 per-
cent averaye increase Tor all
survey respondents. Five of
thé¢ 12:systems documenied
lower consumption after the
chiange n rates; whereas eight
found no resnham lowering
of total urility costs.

Subset employs other con-
servation measures. In addition 10 conservation rates,
thie 12 sysiems Examined in déwil spent an average
0§ 173,902 pet year.on other conserviilion programs.
Prograsts ncludeéd bill swiffers (nine sysiems). com-
iy education’ ‘programs (nine systems), media
ghit-sysiems), ledk deteciion programs {seven
). and Planttonts {§ix-systems). No other-form
g ryaiion effort-was used by mare than three vl
ihesystems.

Subset responges point 1o fiiiure 3tudy areas. The
Timited:daia ser obiained fram the 12-5ystem subsen
supaests that two arceas related 10 tse meri exami-
nation by a fowre study. First, responses indicate
that conservation rates and other conservation pro-
grams have a greater eflect on nonresidential cus-
tomers than residential customers. Second, conser-
valion rates appear o have the mmost significant eflec
on water ase during peak periods. Survey resuls
indicgie more dramatic changes during high-use
periods 1han the rest ol the year both in werms of
use and revenues.

Seéveral-factors trigger conservation pro-
granss, Table 7 shows that more than hall the total
systems surveyed were driven Lo implemeni con-
servation programs by either regulatory vequire-

‘Castomer classes targeted for conservation efforts

the entire sample. Eight of the 12 sys- o
- i ’ >
tenis 160 percent) used sysicn develop- ‘_1\00}
meny charges, compared witl just more
Number =43

than hatl ol the entive snrvey. Alsa, 10 of
the 12 mnereased water rates when they

ALLUET 1999
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o

Ferecosting

No changs

No cliange

A o “.F(,Iade-iha‘rder

48 percent)

i Effect of rate structire on ravenue forecasting and stability

Revanue Stibility

(18 pun:aht) B

Region V was split evenly
betiveen surface water and
groundwater use.
Objectives differ. Regu-
lation and water supply -
tations may be the driving
force behind conservarion pro-
grams but the objective of

L lhq‘ra}&sgd
[ {32 prcanty

énie erihanicemient, according
to 47 percent of the te-

Hado vasier £ Decreased spondents {Figure 3}, This-con-
(31 percant) {50-percent) tradicis the perception thal
Number =29 conservation programs and

B Expectations (n = 30)
Very Important 5
Somewhat
important- 4
Newitral: 3
Somewhat
urlimporiant 2

Unimportant 1

ments or limitatons in water supply, Only 19 per-
cent ol respondents cited extraordinary customer
wrowih as g [acior. Water shortages and restrictions
alsor played a role in the development of conserva-
ten progeams. Since 1980, almost 90 percent of the
systems in Region X experienced shorrages and
restrivtiony. 82 percent in Region 1V, 67 percent in
Region IX, and 60 percent in Region VI o the
remaining regions, fewer than hall of the systems
experivneed shortages and restrictions.

Overall. 71 percent of the sysiems experienced
sarme restrictions since 1980, with 36 percent insti-
tuiing mandatory rather than voluntary réstric-
vions. When restrictinng were aised; 89 percent of
the systems applied them 1o all customers, and 28
percent Incuséd on omdoor use, Systems in Régions
HL T and VIT experienced waier shortages and
restrictions Jess frequently than did wilities in other
reRiny.

Compared with other parts ol the country, Regions
IV and VIE share wwe characteristics—plentiful
raintall and less dependence on groundwater. Region
HE bad both the highest minimum amount of rainfall
reporivd ax well as the highest maximuon. Regions 10
and Vi used less than 40 percent groundwater, and

T2 VOLLME 16SUE 8

Expoctod reswits-and effectivengss ranked'on a scalz of 1.t0'5

F¢ Effactivoness (er:20)

16U Amerdean Wner Works Association, Jenmal

conservation rates liave a neg-
ative elfect onrevenues, Con-
servation dlone was the objeé-
tive uf:d6 percent, and meeting
mandatéswas the ohjective of
just _25 percent-of respondents.

Regardless of their ab-
jectives, 47 percent of re-
spondems said !hc'y could dag-
imeént an average ol 15
percent reduction in con-
sumprion aitribaable to wal
chiiservation ¢ffons. Only 8
percent-said they coulit docu-
menta weduction in viility cases
because of conservation, with
the reducion averaging 7 per-
cent. When rates were chanjied
10 meet conservatlion ohjee-
1ives; 32 percent of (he systers
also increased the price level
an average of 21 percent,

When asked if their objectives in using conser-
vation rates had changed since implementation, only
14 percent responded aflirmatively. Although il
appears that rates were mos! effective in“knocking
down peaks,” only 17 percent of the respondents
ched the leveling of peaks as an ubjective of conser-
valion rates,

Conseryvation programs publicized by con:
ventional means. Once a conservation program
was implemented, mast althe systems used rather
conventional means of disseminating information
abour conservation, with 61 percent sending owm
legal notices (probably Tor rate changes), 57 per-
cent publicizing the prograins. through newspapers,
and 56 percent relying on bill- stuffers o cnstomers.
Billboards, TV, and radio were used by 11 percem
of the respundems, and 26 percent dited some mher
method.

As with rthe smaller sample of 12 miliries, the
larger respondent pool reported 1he most commoen
conservation programs were bill stulfers, leak detec-
ton ellorts, communivy education programs, and
media ady (along with increasing raies). as shown in
Table 8. The most popular programs planncd for the
Iutare were water rease and recycling, landscape

5 Effactive
’ ;i'is'axnawh‘aleffgfcﬁye,

3 Dun‘t knuw
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water audirs, fixtire yebate programs; aid commnier-
cial, indusirial, and nstitutional sudits,

Bl consolidation complicates conservation
vate assessment, The survey polnted up the diffi-
culty of determining rate effectiveness when bills
reflect more than water rates. Some 39 of the sys-
rems responding supply only waver, yet ather ser-
vices are included on their vrility Blls (Figore 4).
Almost all of the respondents charge for water and
wastewaler on the same bill, and nearly hall in¢hide
some type of garbage cellection charge. With' dereg-
ulation of gas delivery, more local governments will
include th'n charge as well.

Bill consolidation presenis-cusiomers with larger
single bills in which water is enly one line dtem,
The perception is that costoiners réspond more 1o
the 1oial amount.of the bill ratherthon any.one
jteen. I this is wrue, It reduces the effect of water
pricing as-a conservatdon incenvve.-Bill consulida-
ion may provide savings 1o local governments, but
it hinders any one utility [rom usingpricing toen-
courage conservation.

variations in billing Irequency also teduce the
effectiveness of pricing as a conservation measure,
Althouygh nearty two thirds of @l customers {and 79
percent of nunresideniial customers) reccive manthly
bills. nonmuanthly billing:is nevertheless significant
{Figure 51, Hall of those systems billing:on a bimenthly
hasis were located in Region X, one third of quar-
werly hillings were found in Reglon L dnd all of the
annual and semiannual billing cycles were found in
Region X, The vse of water bills to'send conservation-
incentive signals requires that the bills be sent on a
tiniely basis to the consumer.

Systems spent different amounis on con-
servation éfforts. Conservaltion expenditures
among survey respondeénts averaged $279,237
anmuatly and ranged {rooy an average of $17,833 in
Region 1w nearly 5600000 in Region IX, Eleven of
1he 89 systems reported spending less than §20,000
per year, five spent between $20,000.and $100,000,
pine spent between S100,000 and $1 million, and
bwir systems reported spending mare than 51 mil-
lian anmually,

conservation rate structures bring various
resuits. Must systems noted that residential cus-
tamers were the primavy argers of conservation
elorts, despite evidence showing that reductions in
water tse are paniicularly effective in the nonresi-
dential sector (Figure 6).

A major concern among utility plannars was the
effevt ol conservation rate stroctures on revenbe
stability ond the ability to Torecast revenues, Hall
of the survey respondents found revenue stabilivy
devreased nnder conscervation rate struciures. In
addition, the majerity of respondenis reporied that
revenue torecasting was made more dillicul by con-
servation mte struciures (Figure 7). For those sys-
wrns thin fonnd forccasiing easier, six were in Florida
aml Geurgia, three were in California. and one-was
in Washinaion siaie.

ALGUsT 1590

1BED Amencan Witer Works Assockise, Jeurnast AW

Figre § compares expeécted results of conservation
ratee structures-and their atual effeas, Responding sys-
rems; expected reductions.in peak and average
demands as well as. customer bills. In addition, respon-
dénts were concerned-thar revenue stability would

dedline and costoymers would feel unfairdy treated.

With regard 1o the effectveness of conservation rate
structiees, respondents predominaritly voiced uncer-
! ui whether their expectations had been
met. {Elfertiveness ratings relleet responidenms’ per-
ceptions of elfectiveness; notempirical findings-aboul
T.h&«zaci«lia] elfectiventss of conservation rates.)

Conclus:ons

This survey of:89 waler systenis provides insight
o the use of conservaiivn rates withinthe water
sunply commnnny J}ecause nf the we and ma)\eup

] ;,ent:mlm-d Furlhermnrr no empmcal tests
were ‘used 1o examing the percelved elleats of con-
tin Tatéson water use. Nonetheless, a review
[ survey respodses leads 1o several conclusions
regardmg the use of conservalion rates:

= Rates used as part of a conservation program
were imost £lfective a1 reducing peak demands. This
stiggests.thar the.economic: penalty of excess use or
seasonaliase may provide consuimers with an incen-
e reduce peak walér use. Gonservanion rates

appeared (o be less effectivesin reduding base-leyel

{indoor) warter use,.

+» Thiy first.observation suggests that the use of
permanent or complex increasing-block rate srru¢-
tures may be less elfective than simple uniform rates
with excess or seasonal charges. Such rates provide
consumers with direct and apparent econnmic charges
for ptak water use. The effear of peak charges on
reverues is unclear, however, and may be less pre-
dictable than other rates. Given that nearly hall the
survey respondents cited revenne enhancement as
an objective nlthe change Lo conservation rates, the
financial effect.ol rates merits-further exploration.

o Trraddivion (o rale SrCiures, Most Systems sur-
veyet used other methods 10 encourage conserva-
tion, Although rates may affect pedk usage. other
programs (e, low-Now ixiures, education) may be
mare suceessful ai redocing the base demand.

About the authors: Jeffrey L. Jerdun® is a professer-in
the Departmen! of Agricudtiral and Applied Economiss,
Uatversity of Georgla, Geargla Experinment Station, Grif-
Jint, G 30223-1797. He holds a PhD degree in agricui-
mral economics from Michigan State Universiry in Easi
Lansing. A trustee of AWWA Water Conservation [3vi-
ston, Jerdan has chaired the Spalding Couniy (Ge.) Waler

Authority and is grrrent chair of the AWWA WaiprWiser

Steering Comnniitee and the AWWA Planning and Fvilu-
atton (,ummu!h Rick Athani is & manager of Hayler Bailly
Services Inc.. 1330 Wilsen Rd., Suiie 600, Arlivigon, VA
22209-2447.
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THE EFFECTIVENESS OF PRICING AS A STAND-ALONE
WATER CONSERVATION PROGRAM!

Jeffrey L. Jordan®

ABSTRACT: Economit thesry clearly indicates that the use of
increasing rate structures will reduce the. demand for weter and
produce monetary incentives for consurriers w-conserve, Ohe prob-
lem with estimating the eflectiveness of ‘using Tate structures 4s b
conservation program is that they ere ususlly accompanied by
other conservation efforts. Thus, it is difficult to determine the
effectiveness of any one conservation component. This paper cxnm-
ines the effectivencss of increasing rate structures in a situstion
where no sther conservation program was introduced. The paper
vses customer duta from the Spalding Couvnty (Georgin) Water
Avthority where an incressing rate strocture replated a tdescending
rate strocture in Jenuary 1991, Since the Imposition of:the increas-
ing rate structure, the number of customers has Shereased 21 pér-
cent while total water demand has gone up only 15 percent and per
customer water use has declined 5 percent. The am{y woteruse per
connection has declined. from 243 gallons in-1990 to231/in 1995,
and monthly use haa gone!from 7,381 gollons 107,028 per connees
tion over the same period, Statistical tests indiéale thint water con-
suinption during the two periods was significantly different while
weother factors were not.

(KEY TERMS: waler conservalion; economics; ‘pricing; increasing
rote structure.)

INTRODUGCTION

Although surface water and ground water remain
plentiful in the eastern United States, population
pressures are beginning to affect the future outlovk
for water supplies. Since the droughts of 1988, 1990,
and 1993, water suppliers in Georgia have begun to
develop programs for the conservation of water. The
Georgia Department of Environmental Protection
(EPD) has added a water conservation element to
their requirements for new permits for water source
development. Act No, 1098, passed in the 1994 ses-
sion of the Georgia General Assembly and signed by

the governor, tarns this current regulatory practice
into law. The Georgia Water Conservation Actbecame
effective:in 1992, requmng builders to install ultra-
low flow fixtures in all new projects, Additionally,
since 1991 the state has required that all agricultural
watér uses be registered with the EPD. Thus, it is
clear that the conservation of water will become an
mcreasmgly 1mpm’tant issue for Georgia, as well as
most other states. Across the country, and particular-
ly in the West, water conservation is becoming more
prevalént and “slowly the idea is catching on-that
nhaging demand rather than continuously striving
to mee_ it is 4 50rér path to a secure water supply”
(Postel, 1993),

One way to achieve water conservation is through
the rates charged water users. The objective of this
paper 15 to illustrate how water rates can be used to
encourage water conservation. The paper will present
an empiri¢al analysis using customer data of a water
utility’s experience with moving from a decreasing to
an increasing rate structure.

Rate Structure Trends

Over the past few years, more 4nd more waterutil-
ities throughout the United States have examined the
nse of watér rates as part of their efforts to conserve
water. Consequently, the use of increasing rate struc-
tures has expanded. Increasing rate structures, also
referred to as “inverted-block rates,” "inclining
blocks,” “increasing blocks,” “inverted- pyram)d" rates
or “conservation pricing, involve a unit charge
that increases with increasing consumption (AWWA

!Puper No. 83158 of the Water Resources Dulletin. Discussions nre open until June 1, 1595,
?Professor, Depsttment of Agricultural and Applied Economics, Georgia Experiment Station, University of Georgin, Griflin, Georgia
30223-1797. (The author is also cheirman of Lthe Spslding County Water Authority and Past President of the Georgia Water Wise Council.)
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Manual M34). For each of the multiple blocks in the
rate structure, the rate per unit of tongumption
increases. The purpose of an-inereasing rate-structure
3s to provide custoriers with a monetary ncentive to
reduce water use. In Tampa, Florida, a 10 percent
reduction in water use through increasing rates is
being sought due to vecurrent. droughts. In Boston,
increasing rates are being used to finance repairs and
upgrades. According to.the resnlts of‘the 1990 Nation-
al Water Rate Survey, communities using increasing
rate structures doubled from just 8:pevcent in 1985 to
18 percent in 1989 (Giardina, 1992). T the South, 48
percent-of the surveyed systems used a declining rate,
28 percent employed & uniform structure, and 25 per-
cent used the increasing rate structure in 1990, This
was the highest regional percentage using increasing
block rates. Overall, 50 percent of the 116 systems in
the nationwide survey still used a declining block in
1980. The 1992 Rate Survey showed a continuation of
the movement toward increasing rate structures
(Ernst and Young, 1992), Reporting on the 1992 sur-
vey, Duke and Montoya (1993) traced ‘the brends in

pricing between 1886 and 1992 for the 145 largest

systems in the country. The report shows the use of
declining blocks falling from 60 percent in 1986 to 46
percent in 1992, The fall in the use of declining blocks
was more gradual in the South, going from 54 percent
to 45 percent over the six year period, but at noted
above, increasing rate use jumped dramatically to 25
percent. Results from the American Water Works
Associations’ Water ladustry Data Base (1992) indi-
cate that 40 percent of the surveyed utilities have
declining black rates, 44 percent use a uniform struc-
ture, and 16 percenit use increasing rates,

In Georgia, a 1989 estimate of rate structures by
the Georgin Environmental Faeilities Authority
showed that 87.5 percent of the states’systems used a
declining rate structure and that only 6.4 percent
used an increasing rate structure (Bwing, 1991). How-
ever, a 1992 survey of Georgia (Jordan and
Elnagheeb, 1993) estimated that 51 percent of the
state’s systems used a uniform rate, 33 percent a
declining rate, 7 percent an intreasing rate, and 9
percent still used a flat or unmetered rate. In the
Atlanta area, the Atlanta Regional Commission is
suggesting that water suppliers switch at least to a
uniform rate structure and the use of seasonal sur-
charges. This is due to the observation that a large
part of sensonal outdoor water use in Atlanta is from
automatic irrigation systems (Thomas and Stevens,
1991). The use of increasing rates Has gone from 11
percent to 14 percent between 1990 and 1992 in the
Atlanta Standard Metropolitan Area (SMA) (Atlanta
Regional Commission, 1992).

Economic theory clearly indicates that the use of
increasing rate structures will reduce the demand for

WATER RESOURCES BULLETIN

vater and produee monetary incentives for-consumers
to coniserve; The effectivensss of using rates to reduce
water. consumption rests on-the eegnoniic theory of
price elasticity of demand. Price elasticity measures
the résperisiveness of consuinption to ehanges in price
of a commodity. Elasticity is generally measared by
the:percentage change in quantity demanded due to.a
percentagecharge in the price of the good. Mosk:stud-
ies of the-elasticity of water characterized it as inelas-
tic. While quantity demand decreases with o' price
increase, the decrease is less than the percéntage
changein‘price.

In the cdse of water, theré are few close substitutes,
with the exception of using less. Thus, when prices
rise, consumers can cut back, but with few substi.
tutes, there js a limit to their ability to reduce con-
sumption. Econoinic theory suggests that, water being
an inelastic good; an increase in price will reduce
demand while ihcreasing revenue since the percent:
‘age-reduction in demand is less than the percentage.
Incrense in price. The American Water Works Associa-
tion has recognized the impact of rates on consump-
tion with. the publication of new rite manuals
explaining the use and implementation of alternative
rates (Manuals M1, M26, and M34), One problém
with estimating the effectiveness of wsing rate strue-
tures as a conservation program is that they are usu-
ally accompanied by other conservation efforts, Thus,
it is difficult to determine the effectiveness of any one
conservation component. This paper will examine the
effectiveness of increasing rtates in a situation where
no other cofiservation propram was introduced.

Recent Studies

‘The use of pricing is being examined throupghout
the United: States, even in the East. Unlike weather,
population, or employment changes, rates are the one
thing that water managers can directly influence.
Further, increasing tates are being used as a way to
delay the need for increasing the capacity of water
and wastewater facilities. Attention is being paid to
reforming water pricing to both recover full costs and
practice conservation (Mann, 1987; Goldstein, 1986;
Ernst and Young, 1992; Grisham and Fleming; Mer-
cer and Morgan, 19B6; Raftelis, 1953).

A'U.S. Army Corps of Engineers study (Boland ez
al., 1984) evaluated 29 studies that demonstrated
how pricing affects water use, The authors found the
price elasticity of demand in the eastern United -
States to be between —0.5 and -0.6, and in the winter
between 0 and —0.1. Cuthbert examined the effect of
increasing rates as part of the overall water conserva-
tion program in Tucson, Arizona. The author looked
at nine-year single-family residential use patterns
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after the implementation of a year-round increasing - 1-percentin 1991; b percent.in- 1992, and'9 percent in
rate structure. The resilts shiowed rates to be gn 1993, On a daily basis the Spalding County Water
effective tool in combination with other measures to  Authority pumped an.average 1.2 med in 1989, 1.6
reduce demand. However, the author found it was dif:  mgd in 1990°and 1991,.1.7 mgd in 199%, and 1.8 mgd
ficult to separate the effects of rates from other con:.  in 1893, '
servation programs employed. Morris {1990), ‘as well As the number of customers and water consump-
as Schultz and Gallagher (1988), examined Denver's  tion increased, the SGWA sought to use water rates-to
rate switch in 1990 from a-declining todne srate providéa financidl incentive to practice water conser-

e ; abl ows the fate stiuctures used by. the

structure and Bhatt and Cole (1985} 3 :
hypothetical impact that water conge bh-would: 1 1989 and. 1990, 4 decreasing rate structure.
: loyed-for both residential and commercial

have on-the.economics: of th e:Stewartstown (Pennsy]-
: o 5. The-commerdial rate descended from $1.92

vania) water company. ‘ he-el :
per‘thousand gallons ‘to $1.26. Residentidl.custoiners

Tn agricalture, Wichelis and Corie (1993).anslyzed _ :
the use of a two-tier pricing system in the Broadview rates -went from $1.70 to $1.50 per thousand after
Water Distriet in the San Joaquin Valley. District 10;000 gallons. In 1991 an increasing rate structure

water managers were looking for ways to reduce the was instituted by the SCWA and was modified in
Joads of salt and other elements in agricnltursl 1993.
drainage water entering the San Joaguin River. A No-other ¢snservation program was instituted in

higher price was applied to water used. in excess of Spalding County: the only difference between the
crop-specific levels. The authors showed a decline in 1989/1990 period and the 1991/1993 perjod in terms

average drain water volume from 3,521 acre feet to of conservation efforts was the establishment. of the
3,665 acre feet from 1986 to 1990, , inereasing rate structure. Before examining the

In each of these, and most other of the numerous impact.of rates, however, it is necessary to consider
studies conduicted over the past few-years, the:empha- the otherfactor that could affect demand ~ weather.
sis has been on large water systems primardly in the While a complete demand systemn must include other
West, using pricing as part of a larger conservation variables {(price of compliments, price of substitutes,
program, In this paper, a small water system in' the a5 well as-factors such as income, population, house-
East is the focus of a study of rates as a stand-alone Tiold demographics) over the brief time frame of the
water conservation program. study, those factors are assumed in real terms to be

constant. In fact, for Spalding County per capita real
income has increased less than 1 percent per year and
» taxable sales have incressed nearly the same as the
CONSERVATION AND RATE DESIGN general inflation rate.
In order to control for weather factors, a simple t-
The study area for this paper is Spalding County, ~ test was ‘¢onducted for the two time periods (before

Georgia, located approximately 40 miles from and after the rate change) on the following means:
Atlanta. Spalding County is a transitional-ares, mov- average temperature per month; the degrees differ-
ing from a raral economy dominated by farminig and ence between actual temperature and the average
textile mills to a suburban Atlanta county. Bince temperature over a 70-year redording:peribd;.inches of
1580, Spalding County has been part of the Atlanta monthly rainfall; inches of rainfal] different from the
SMA. “T0-year average; and the mean of rainfall in inches

In 1988, the Spalding County Water Authority minus monthly evaporation. Bach weather variable
(SCWA) began a $13 million project to provide public was recorded at the Georgia Experiment Station,
water to the unincorporated areas of the county. The located in Spalding County. The hypothesis tested

county purchases water from the City of Griffin was:

(inside the county) but is limited to an average three

million gallons per day (mgd). As shown in Figure 1, Hg: py=py

the number of customers has increased rapidly sirice

1989, as has water demand. The average number of  where 1y and i are the means of the above weather

customers has grown from 5,446 in 1989 to 7,987 in variables for these time periods: jt) = January 1, 1989,
1993. At the same time, average monthly water use to December 31, 1990; and pp = January 1, 1591, to
has increased from 36,4 million gallons to 56.1 wiillion December 31, 1993. Table 2 shows the results of the
gallons with average daily demand reaching 1.8 mgd results of the weather t-tests. The simple t-test failed
in 1993. During the drought of 1993, average daily to reject the hypothesis that there was no significant
demand reached 2.36 mgd in July. Total water use difference in the means of a1l the weather variables at
inereased 29 percent in 1989, 34 percent in 1990, the 5 percent level. We can therefore conclude that

873 WATER RESQURCES BULLETIN
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Figure 1. Number of Customers and Monthly Water Use Spalding County, Georgia.
TABLE 1. Spalding County Water Authorily Rats Structure,
1989-1990 15911992 ) 1993
Residential  Commercial BHesidentin]l  Commercial Residentiol  Commercial
$6.00 310.00 $1.50 $10.00 $750 $10.06
Gullons Minimum »
3000- 70004 190 1.92 170 1.93 2.20 2.50
7,000- 10,000 170 192 170 1.93 2:50 2,60
10,000. 20,000 1.50 176 1.80 1.3 260 2560
20,000- 30,000 150 174 190 193 290 290
30,000 - 40,000 1.50 174 2.00 2.00 2.80 2.80
40,000 100,000 1.50 174 2.10 2.10: 2:90 2.90
100,800 . 1,000,000 1.50 143 2:20 2:90 3.00 3.00
1,000,000 - 5,000,000 1.50 1.38 220 2.20 300 3.00
Over 5,000,000 1.50 126 2:20 2.20 3.00 3.0

*Rotey shown here and below nre on o per thousand gallon basis,

there was no significant difference in all the means of
the weather variables at the 5 percent level.

Average yearly water use per customer (Table 3)
increased 11 percent in 1990 over 1989 but fell 5 per-
cent in 1991 after the rate change. In 1992; water use
went up only 1 percent and fefl I percent in 1993. The
same can be seen when looking at monthly and daily
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water use. After an increase in daily demand of 11
percent in 1990, per connection use fell to 230 gallons
per day in 1991 and has remained nearly constant
since the rate change (Table 4), While per customer
water use has declined, the increasing rate structure
has moved nominal monthly water bills from $12.84
to $17.78 in 1993 (Table 4). Also, nominal revenue per
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TABLE 2:Simple t-Test on Mes of Wenthet Variables,

it e N ‘M'esns }
Weather Vmable 19851950 19911993 PR>t
Average Temperature/Month $9:50™ 514 0:5120
Degrees Differpnes iém-Average ~:05 0.08 0195
Monthly Rainfall inches) 891 3:93 09583
Inches of Rainfall Different froin Averige 031 0.17 04078
Rainfall Minus Evaporation -0.91 ~0:52 08961

connection rose 47 percent between 1989 and 1993
(Table 5). Adjosting for inflation, the 1993 monthly
water bill was $15.33 in 1989 dolars and the yearly
revenue equaled $184.39.

TABLE 3. Avernge Yearly Water Use Per Customer.

Inerease from Percent
Year Gaollons Previoun Year Increase
1989 80,145.04
1990 88,566.50 54215 1
1591 B4,013.58 —4,552.5 -5
1982 §5,014.80 1,000.8 1
1993 84,340.41 —674.4 -1
TABLE 4. Avérngs Water Bill Per Customer.
. Per Month Tnerensefrom Percent
Yenr Bill Previous Year Incresse
1389 512:84
1990 $13.51 30:67 5
1591 $15.50 $1.99 15
1992 $15.85 $0.15 1
1893 $17.78 $2.18 14
TABLE &. Yearly Revenue Per Connectioh,
Revenue
i (not adjusted  Incraass from Peorcent
Yeéar for inflation)  Previous Yenr. : Ini;rease
1989 $145.61

1890 $162.43 $16.82 12
1991 $186.01 $23.58 16
1992 §187.88° $1.87 1
1393 $213.89 SZB.Ql 14

In addition to following average water use, data
were also collected about those customers who could
be characterized as large water users. A fregquency
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analysis over three periods between 1990 and 1993
showed that an averdge of B5 percent of-all eustomers

in the study area used 10,000 gallons of water per

month or less. Thus, a large water consumer is
definied here as one who uses.more-than 10,000 gal-
lons per month. The gverage number of residential
customers using more-<than 10,000 gallons declined
from 884.in 1990 to 799 in 1991, Durinig the drought
year of 1993, 1003 res:den‘mal customers ‘used more
than 10,000 gallons per month. The number of busi-
ness costomers using more than 10;000 gallons of
water went from 65 in 1990 to 76 4n 1991-and 75.both
in 1992 and 1993. When water demand of those large
watér users is examined, a. patteérn similar to all cus-
tomers emerges (Tables 6 and 7), For both large resiv
dential and business customers, water consumption
decreased in 1991 and increased slightly in 1992 and
again.in 1993

TABLE 8. Average Yenrly Water Use Per Customer by
Re:ndont.m] Customers Usmg Over 10 000 Gnﬂons/Month.

Increae'e from Parcent'
Year Gallons Previous Year Inerense
1989 131,720.8
1990 206,218:7 74,498 57
1991 189,341.6 ~16,877 -8
1992 189,684.3 342 0
1993 201,826.1 12,142 6

TABLE 7. Average Yearly Weter Use Pér Cuslomer by
‘Business Customers Using Over 16,000 Gallons/Month,

Increasa from Percent
Yenr Gallons Provious Yenr Increase
1989 530,155
1990 1,277,328 647,173 100
1991 1,155,652 ~121,676 -10
1092 1,185,241 23,589 3
1993 1,240,595 55,354 5
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In order to further explore the relationships
between the change in rate structure and water
demand, a simple t-test was condutted. ‘This test is
similar to the Fisher’s leadt significant- différences
test but is used when comparing just two means. The
hypothesis tested was:

Hytpy=py

where j1; and py'are various means of water CONSITIp-
Lo for these time periods: 1) = January 1, 1989, to
Decemnber 31, 1990: and g = January 1, 1991, to
December 31, 1993. The means tested were: monthly
gallons used per connection, daily gallons nsed in‘the
entire water system, and daily gallons used per con:
neetion. Also tested was whether water demand was
different between these two periods for the largest
commercial and residential users; The means tested
for the bwo groups was monthly gallons per user,

Table 8 shows the Tasults of the t-test. For all cate-
gories, mean consumption was less in the 1991 to
1993 period than the 1989 to 1990 period. The simple
t-test rejected the hypothesis that there was no signif-
icant difference in means ut the 5 percent Jevel for all
categories with the exception of daily use per cus-
tomer. Further, the periods 1991 to 1992 and 1993
were tested separately to determine whether the
increase in vates in 1993 had a significant difference.
The test found no significant difference between those
two periods (PR> t = 0.3629). A simple elasticity was
calcalated for the years 1991 and 1993 when water
rates were increased. In 1991 a price elasticity of
demand of -0.33 was estimated, This inelastic
response to price increases falls in the range of most
previous studies of residential water demand. In
1993, the elasticity was only —0.07. This indicates, as
noted above, that the price increase in 1993 had no
significantly different effect on demand than the pre-
vious increase. In 1993 only the price level increased,
not the rate structure as was the case in 1991

CONCLUSION

“Water conservation can be achieved through the
vse'of water Tate design. Since watsr has few substi.
tutes other than conservation, most researchers have
shown that water is an-inelastic good. When the price
of water incraases, consumiptivn decreases but. at a
Toi 6 rate than the itiérease in prige, Consequently,
incrgasing water prices produces two effects: water
demand detlines (conservation) while system rev-
enues increase. Previous studies of water pricing have
raised the presumied problem of the effécts of conser-
vation rates on revenue stability (Vickers and
Markus, 1892; Duke and Montoya, 1993). These
reports suggest the use of revehue derived from

increasing rates in a stabilization fand to protect

against revenue declines:
The case study examinsd in this paper indicates

- that-increasing water rates, and using an increasing.

rate structire, did result in a deeline in water con-
sumption. Since the imposition of the increasing rate
structure, the number of customers of the Spalding
County Water Authority increased 21 percent while
total water demand went up 15 percent and per cus-
tomer- water use declined 5 percent. The daily water
use:per connettion declined from 243 gallons 5n 1990
t0-231.in 1993, anid monthly per connection use went

from 7,381 gallons-to 7,028 over the same period. At

the same time, yearly revenue per connection went .
from: $162:43 in 1990 to an-inflation adjusted $184.39
it 1993. The reduction:in water use-conforms with-the
per coninection daily. water use by rate type shown in
a 1992 Geoigia study (Jordan and Elnagheeb, 1993).
There, daily use was 503 gallons per connection for
those systems using a declining rate structure, 428
gallons for uniform rate systems, and 352 gallons per
day for those customers facing an increasing rate
structure,

In using increasing rate structures, water system
administrators must carefully examine the impact on
all customers to insure that revenues continue to fully
cover costs, In de'signing the rate-structure, the Jowest

TABLE 8. Simgple t-Test on Menns of Consu mption Cutegories.

Menns {gallons)

Comsumption Category 14989.1990 1991-1993 PR>t
Monthly Use/Costomer 7,253 6,940 0.0497
Daily System Demand 1,687,837 1,498,932 0.0269
Manthly Large Residentiol Users 16,598 18,017 00170
Monthly Large Business Users 1014121 90,932 0.0042
Daily Use/Customer 238 228 0.1571
WATER RESQURCES BULLETIN 876
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rate block should be set ébove the water systems fixed Main, P..G, 1987: Refortin' Costing and Pricing Wates. doutrial of
costs. Also, each block size must be set-to produce an the Ame"“"“W“m Work Association (March) 4345,
economic jncentive for customers to cut consumption. "
For example, a.single block that goes from: 20,00 :
lons of watér per month to 100,000 prowdes 1 busi=
ness using 95,000 gallons little incentive to-find water
conserving-production methods sirice it is-unlikely it
could reduce water use below 20,000 gallons.

Increasing rate structures are particulayly helpful Chelses, Mivhigan»
to utilities that face limited supplies, regardless of the Schultz, S, C. and J. A. Gellagher; 1986. Impuct of Rate Making on
size of the system. This rate system is B]BD effective Water Conservation: fn: Proteedings of the Ametican Water
M Syste ec Works Association Annval Meeting, pp.-183-162
for targeting high volume, discretionary nses or resi- Thomas, . M. and P. A. Stovens, 1891 Water Raté Setting. Policy

dential uses associated with activities ke high lawn for Wator C"’Lnéeﬁ'r'}?' on:and Peak Load Management. Jn: Pro-
watering during peak demand periods, Finally, to 991 Georgia Water Re*"’“":e’ 0°"fm’“°°‘ Vut-
improve the efficacy of conservation efforts, using
rates and rate structures to achisve conservation
should be accompanied by some type.of public dware-
ness program.so that-customers are awdre of'the rate
increase and its purpose,
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111 East Victoria Street
Santa Barbara, CA 93101

tel 805-963-8532
fax 805-966-8801

www.penfieldsmith.com

Penfield (o Smith

W.0O. 13078.09
October 28, 2008 .

Matt Middlebrook
Caruso Affiliated
101 The Grove Drive

Santa Barbara
Camarillo
Santa Maria
Lancaster

Civil Engineering
Land Surveying
Land Use Planning

Construction
Management & inspection

Traffic & Transportation
Engineering

Transportation Planning

Struciural Enginesring

Los Angeles, CA 90036
Subject:  Miramar Hotel Project

Montecito, California

Response to Appeal to the Board of Supervisors
Dear Matt:
We have reviewed the Appeal to the Board of Supervisors document that was
filed by the Citizens Planning Association dated October 20, 2008. We offer the
following response to Section 4 of the supporting text, Wastewater Impacts:

4a. Adequate Project Description;

The argument is made that the SEIR's project description is deficient because it
failed to identify the pump station.

A design concept change to a centralized sewer pump station located on the
project site was made at the request of the Montecito Sanitary District (MSD). It
is important to note that the pump station is a minor facility compared to the
overall scope of the grading and building construction for the project. The
pump station is an ancillary facility to the overall on-site sewer system
modifications that are needed to support the hotel facilities. On-site sewer
system improvements along with other proposed utility construction have
always been part of the project. Such utility construction includes excavations,
piping systems, various utility structures and other work that is typical for utility
systems. Activities related to the construction of the onsite pump station will not
create additional impacts of significance such as noise or aesthetics because
the extent of the additional work is minimal, and is located in an area where
construction is already proposed. Infrastructure and utility work were
anticipated as part of the construction activities as analyzed in the SEIR.

Please see the "Response to the sewer lift station” prepared by Dudek and
submitted to the County on 06/05/08.

Operation of the onsite sewer lift station will not create any noise impacts
because the station is a subterranean feature with submersible pumps. Access
to the lift station for maintenance will be through the service road on the east of
the property, a private road which will be used for deliveries and services only.
Maintenance will be performed by MSD as the lift station will be dedicated to
the District. The proposed system will comply with the latest engineering-

design standards, which with proper District maintenance results in no odor.



Matt Middiebrook
October 29, 2008
Page 2

Itis also important to recognize that the pump station component of the on-site sewer
system is a design enhancement that Caruso agreed to construct at the request of the
MSD. The proposed pump station will improve the District’s capability to safely serve the
community by removing the Miramar’s historical wastewater flow from other District pump
stations.

4b. Analysis of Mitigation Measures:

The argument is made that the conclusion of the adequacy of the mitigation measures "is
not supported by substantial evidence or any relevant analysis.”

The County has correctly made its conclusion based on the analysis of the proposed
buried facility as shown on Sheet C-3 (dated September 17, 2008) of the Project Plans.
The minor size of the pump station structure compared to the overall project construction
supports the conclusion that impacts associated with the pump station would not be
substantially more severe than the previously approved plan. As stated in Response to
Comment 4a of this letter, the construction and operation of the sewer lift station will not
create additional impacts of significance because the extent of the additional work is
minimal, is located in an area where construction is already proposed and will be located
underground. With compliance with applicable laws and regulations, as well as mitigation
measures from 00-ND-003, there will be no new or substantially worse environmental
impacts.

4c. Treatment Capacity and WWTP Expansion:

The argument is made that the analysis of Wastewater flows is flawed as explained in the
Heal the Ocean comment letter dated October 2, 2008,

The concerns related to wastewater issues and treatment plant capacity were addressed in
the MSD's letter dated October 2, 2008 and the testimony of the District's General
Manager, Ms. Diane Gabriel, at the Montecito Planning Commission Hearing on October 8,
2008. The conclusion is that the District is satisfied with the information provided and that
there is adequate treatment plant capacity to serve the District (refer to October 8, 2008
Montecito Planning Commission hearing transcript Pages 39-42).

In addition, we addressed the specific claims of Heal the Ocean in our letter dated October
7, 2008 as follows:

1. Thé March 21, 2008 report indicated wastewater being directed to 2 offsite pre-existing
lift stations. The report was revised in July 2008 1o reflect a design concept change to a
centralized sewer pump station located on the project site at the request of MSD.

2. An addendum letter was issued on August 5, 2008 to reflect an updated and
comprehensive water use analysis for the project at the request of Ms. Gabriel in her
July 29, 2008 letter. Water demand criteria are directly related to wastewater flow.

3. Draining a pool is an infrequent event and will be coordinated to minimize impacts on
the sanitary sewer. Both timing and rate of drainage will be optimized.




Matt Middlebrook
October 29, 2008
Page 3

4. The reasonable worst case scenario affects the peak flow rate that would occur from
time to time. The sewer lines and pump station will be designed for such peaks. This
is not a consideration for calculating average daily flows or analysis of treatment plant

capacity.

Again, Penfield & Smith and MSD agree that sufficient analysis of wastewater issues has
been performed to conclude that the District can provide wastewater collection and
treatment for this project.

Very truly yours,

PENFIELD & SMIT n
/4«41[ 1 /Z/‘/L/Lﬁ»/{.

Ronald N. Sickafoose
Principal Engineer RCE 32187

W:13079\09 Phase\Utitities\Rns Response Lir 10-28-08




ATTACHMENT
TO
- 10. GREENHOUSE GASSES



”

| CEQA
Appendix B: Mitigation Measure. Summary Climate Ghangg

E 2 g
Appendix B

Appendix B

Mitigation Measure Summary



I-g

) A9t jod 1suel] BLOI A= 1A PUE HIOURDD) TWpINg LA S [=)EDSA BPYRA
SUAGIEIIPAR 19101 =DH L, MODRR0SS Y IURDIBLUSIAL UOILOSUR | ~VIN L IaUmZsury PUBKaQ o] EHOdSLE) [ =} 1 SIUTUILEN0D Y 21NO L =87y | IXPPU{ FIUBINBYIY JOS=]YS 1WOPIND
myng= 51 &2 [P0 ONRIUIIT SR QAINS HRLISQ WRAWEEBURIN G1en]) 1y uaiodanap oIueUmIIS=QUNDYING SRLDSIQ (01407 LaNTped 41y A3y A unbeof UES=QDdVATS HAUEI N1 iCd=]Ng
IS PAE SR, 313108 d=A77Dd WINUSAION=8 *AoToqe] Aaug ojgrmaay JRUODEN=TE YN ‘UsTONIN 0 SAPIXO=SON ‘AR0jouysal pur SpIRPULS JO MnINSU] [BUDREN=LSIN P12 ARG pAcIequTIdN=ATN

YN URHIHAL=IAL 8eacT [mudiuonaug pus K3ioug uj d 812pT21=aRT7 punod=qf Saguopy=tuy Uejeur omnbs 1od IR0 W/ 1500ur30g LoNRIOdSUR] JO AMMNSU =T 1] 1500 MSN0YUDUO=OHD)
V-I00[3="07 A 1580 (IR PassoIdWnrySRaRA PLI[A=ONI/EAT UoHIfee) f21aL ), :E.:E,:nmnu._m oty wanaviosd [UBLAAY S TI=VAE WUER Jo epadojadaug=q0d haug A[Yuarauy pun

PUSSSTHAH HOURRT Y58=68T Rt Ar|nomued [s31d=ddq ATi2ug 0 Wl “§ N=ROq (SPNAIIS [ouap Jo wawpeda=8N( L2pixat UOQIED=S 00 DPINALAK UMD «QD tPILeq atunduumyy
SEAA POTEIS AU IO B D= EIAMLD LHOIOR ASIANODNLO D=4 D TADIOd Y URALD 10} JAUID=d VDT SSIUBIN(I04 ALY BUDILID=SIVD) opehodsur ] [0 WRLUdRT TRUOYI R =S URLB) TEHUOL U AR 1 ew
SMUAUOYT PUT,[OIuMUUDILNUY J0) Buip(Int =8I RIS A mwaBRue iy AIend iy By Att=0ND VY ELRIEN pue Buysas 10) S90S WEARNY = LSV JUT0g SN0sIY 1y VHLIOH R Do (Y V HRIIUD0) AMWIONY=0Y

18

_ Juawimdrire papiaond Hidiciect:| strenje) ‘00T -00e'ts) LA BIPROREANG Gy gy g -y 18 Suppd
51 Bupyed 9104d1q wife-Bua] O :BSIBARY 534 suenED) 94 sepoTissy  WALIPUWSAUNSBIUE gy g ayig g
s . ) - — pamguon pue
ouoﬁnwwuﬂ s SI3MOYS 10 SUONSRpal
Yt s10afo1 _o%.m_ov:um.:ww % suasaid |dLa
e e “(£00Z ADVING
das ﬂumnm ‘0007 MyYad
sAojdeia. g8 L1eas (L00T 1d1A 5007 X VI.L) (2nseaw
papianidJomoysauo pue "L00T 18 (to0z [enplAIpUT 1oEs
542490} wuﬁo_wwh:om.rwmuv ‘soBdS saqunoa/salo . 12 Eowsmm 1dLA ‘L00Z 10394 m..mv .mo. nwt_.wsv. )
: ‘uﬁmﬁzuznam -£19X90] “SraAv0ls pug sinstp jagies SAVL SIVD 5007 @ Prsiiolg -OUG puE SAINSTHUL AGOR/d .,5_
.m .m:mm:wowm wm_ﬂd_n..«.xu.ﬁdo;v:u: pueiuawsSeuew Aienb :.m.mununom suen(eD) 5007 parejar-ajolo)q ..m.m.u<a dL .mm muz_w_uﬂm at..,_.
apA0Id 5129{01d [BULIIPISIIUON 118 ¥ '1d1LA {2002 ON 2SIaApy mux.f SUBRIRD) S5 4 504 (12 20} uonaRtpas 1N *0) a1 Jopun L WA
ADVIAS) suonsupay ‘(oSerane
udISSINg 587) punr] Joj ub 241Q/0£5 ‘
“sooids Jupyred 92URPIND PRPUAWIIONY ‘0008 SuO{IONp2I PAtIQUIoD-
sadodwapiaiyes 0z sod aoeds amWd¥INS {100z {2007 141A -0L8) D{OEY . SIROOYE (INOVINS
HpRIEYIq HUORB) pUBRWP (B3R LONIDIE} JO0qAPIND *£00T 1B (200t ‘(sBmraae  (£00T (B0 S19N131(])
wminKemnosas yead o suossiuyg uopepedsuny WPSRRKT [41A'A00Z  UeIQM0LS  SsamSsaut UONBBNIW 0
o3 $dNisE] Bipyed ool AYDD (8661 Pueluog ‘§00T 1E 18 samoi( ‘0S6°CS  98uRIT 10) SuOLANPA GOV "M
unn-Ruo] pure -jsays jypuajd JoAnD) Uejg RSB ilEOgeusg  sueeD) 00z -00Z'18) 9% palrquioo siwasad 4BV 'd1 ‘dS Supyred
opiaoid-figaford frpuopisoruoy  S[240(g PUBIO *STRNRD  ON RSIApY suenED) S9A SIPOTISAA AVID WBEIHMSS%] (TTND) QT AN il WA
i T ; T R ! SAUUSUBFY HSUVI LAMDIAISOPRLRIM0IE
Pri i S Lt PR D
ongjio)orpay
sieansibon deajuyas)  foNpsar)1s0)n SUDESHUY
(oNfsaA) yedky
, . 5193413 8310833014 3inseay
sjuswwoHdioseq poyiouofezjueBigifovaby  Aepusseg {on/sa Al Bl sead BA[}OH] sigeoyddy uonebpw
Aleunung ainseap uonefijin
g9l 8laeL




g

uonepans pue Jupjred
2{1QOWOINE L{3|A\v.SIOIU0D
fTpiy SRy 91001 9j0Abig

“ansa00ford s snongnuos
Huubm 1e 9 10910

{zopz 1d1a .
2 Jora {LooT
. WG JdLA 'L00Z 21q0d " sauet
) SOVLIEIVD: 'C00T iR lasmniq My 0y sig/ed aylg
_ e JO {1 fRy-auo eoyausg  suEnED) 5007 ‘dL'd§ 'l o1 Anurxoag
| Autipta.pajeoo] 51 1eeford aagug ON RSIAPY $2)  SueD[RD)SA 504 N D) @ =L W
210 .bco ﬁu__uzu_n 0y paLy
552008-pliv 5YOBI PIEPURIS: LA
woal payao] vrya] 9j0401q 8 "(aBu10Ar
1BulMo]jo] 241 JO-SHO JOI5|SU0D U0 AIGIOLS
[[eYs s3ntpaey uissy-Suor] 000'T
"(o8ered & jnomim Jun Yare {£00Z [dLA -0L$) 302y (r002
10} aoeds Fupyted apokorq tuiay ‘00T ‘1B {rooz ‘(a5e10AR V) uoprunayi
~Jugj ouo “8°3) safered jnogym 19 SOYRAA [dLA ‘LO0T U0 DYYOOLS d¥3DD uo sajeuanse
SWNIIRUOPLOD 10 sax9]dwos SDVL SAYD 5007 “12 30 S1aNICT '056°TS saseq V([ '(L00T S11QOpY/d  {RHUDPISAY U
£210DgLI0[0NPAY
sieopstBo  leduyos)  g(oNjseA)1s9D SHOJSS|I
(oNfsa) oAy
spoepg aoinagnoefoid anseo
sjusouondIagag ssgiouoperiueBigifousby  Aiepuassg {oMfsa A) a)qiseay A0S, sjqeotiddy uonebpw

Argining sanseepy wopebiyw
91 8jqe)




£

0110, MSURLL B ARI LA PUT 2] BpHng U900 STN=DEOSI 2121424

UOISETUIY MO RIN=AR11) UOGITI0IRALL [RIOL=TH.L (LaI00ssy JADSeuey uonmidsu [ =y | “IMINRRUUCLY PUBACY YORTROUSURI Lx (] L ‘SIUBIRITUE) 21y AUXOL =SV L NI BIVTIIRYDY [R|0G=Y S FORIND
NS08 IS SN [EdINUN N DRIV S =N S IPsI A eAueBeugiy A end Jy vepodanagpy BUAURIINS=QAD YING HIsig-jouoy uopnyjog 11 A3(TEA, Unbuog ueg=(1 JIWALS Hausy DNMND LI G=pN ]
IR PUR SO0 SUIIRA=TPNE MINOSAHO NS KitiRIoqu] ARraug UMY [UOIIRN=TEIN MITDHIN SO SIPIXO=XON | AF0j0mdD ) U APUPURLS J0-DIMSU] EUGTEN=LSIN 21N ST PRAIPCYBIIN=ATN
QU Y ION=V N TUOF =[] URisaq [enaaivanaug pue ABaougy w disiapea=am37] putiod=q] Lorawwogs =ty oy asenbs sad wwesRojy= sy tsisawBug uolepodsunl ) Jo oinysu L= || SE0 ATMOYUIND=ND
YONRY RAIY JOOT e ..3..0._E:_azvvumuEnEoU\uuGEo\r SUIONA=ONDS AL ‘Lo zeD) A|OL] UOWDWDI=TY [ thouaBy uonanasg [RIUStHuOIL 'S A=YdT ey Jo eroadopdsea=g03 Aaug sigansday pus
Kouspoyyg Areug-gudn Y ouRYIA %45 5=s8H (Rl arnoiped (952100 4@ AB13ug JoJustiRda ‘5 =30Q SPaAS [RIBUDD JO Jmutieda(=g0 Q- o *DI(] UOQIED=T0D APIRCUDIY LOGIE]) =0D) ‘plavg rRWaBeuzpy
ASTAL POIELIINL EILIONIAOEIN MM TD DRIORT AUARISMIODT A0 ¥ ML 0y SAURQY=dY D SSUIA|OF 1Y CUR11 D=t VD JUONEHOUSURS £ 10 Juatupilac] a0 D=SURIED SIRUDIIE D=y A
SUONDIT U [BUSWHIALT S0P Empling. =5aag LS reswaBuepd D nveluy Arg=QWDYVE NEnoey pBu SR] 10§ A17(208 UEIINUVSISY {PIROE SAUAASOY HY RIUSISI=H UV |Eiouan) <ot

[Tt N

v=0V
uo saue] (241 |185RY;
199} §2-ueL 19P1A 300[id Sy
Ol JRUL2IU §12011S {1 “SapitIze)
z8loagjuoonpay
seonsiio]  JEojuyoel.  {onysas) 1san SUO|SSIUT
{onrsan) jadky
s10043 aainpgvefold ainseayy
sjuewwonopduasagy 1m;uo\=owﬂm-cmmho\®:mm< Kfiepuosag {opsap) ajqiseay EN LT a|qeoyddy uojeBiw

Aeununsg sinsesapy uopeBmnm
g1 e|qey




¥-d

W, juateseid fepausg e SIeNE2i() “L00Z 1B IR ‘dLdS ] LRfI1SIPI ]
wzﬁcsa puv udisep-ayg ON DSIIAPY SaA .Euutumﬂu SaA 594 ‘N oW aa 19-1 NI
, *s§a00R
wuttnsapad:.optaoad saoirenue
: .m._uFan tefnsaped
0 Enﬁmﬁ uu>u._u:>»
..nnn s:u\sov_m uu_u;» .:o:maauw
onm._w seyons. ‘sjuaRAcdu
i 101 E,u |RUnLLRD S8y oiom
“S}ealls pue sanyjiory weigsapail
[BUI% Bunsixa. o1 55N
quadefpepue ‘sapttoug o1qnd
‘$apurnus Suppng Amewd “SOTIUNOB/SINID
‘S20UBHID. OIS ‘SOST-[BUIR]UL puz “$1o1IsIp (£00T ANOYINS
18 wcaou::oohous PIN0I "JOnUOdpuR JuMNuFEURU ‘9007 MYQd
uggsapad poreuEisap 2 sapnjou Ajenb ye v '$00Z X VLL) sanseaw
uBsepiafoid ans00ford |4 LA (00T INDVINS) {BADIAIPU] U083 10} 941
St Wi snonBrnoa spoe; ‘BUOTIINDOY UOISSItNG $91E00[ R QUINDYINS
uBpySapad PUB S1991S JRUINIXS 25[)PuL] 40} 90URPLLD {£00T “|e 12 S1oM4917)
peuueid/Bunsixs |8 01 5195UU00 PRPURWLIODNY | DEO(Em (£00Z 1dLA Saunseall uonednnu jo a)1goin/d
, pug.sasn [je s Lenisu Y2002 (B33 SINIBIQ) DV SAVD 00T e (LOOT IdLA afues8 Jaf suogonpai 4y 4OV Hiomiap
gux._oéuc $&300k urLySApad A60G3PIND SuUOLSs Y jeyausg 19 sue191) ‘L0007 "1e 12 54 poulqruod nussaad ‘d1dS "l uetsapa
B sopiAbad yosfoid ayy togepodsun) JvDD  ON 1S19APY SA SINIRL) SAA 2 V00 MBIHM01-%1 TN D ) a7 -1 WIN
_ 2103gjuClONpeY
seapsiio]  peouoey  ({oN/saalison suo|sS{L3
(oN[s3A) w2dh)
810813 eainogoafoid ainseapy
. sjusuosuopdjioseq seyipjdopeziueBip/fiousBy  Kiepuoseg {onysal) agiseed IAN05YT ajqeo)jddy uopeBjy

Arewiwing sinsesiy uopeln
g9l eige]




PSS PUS SUO AUIONI=AP0F UIMOSANINK=S/N ‘RIOTR100w] ASIoUT 2lqEmattay [u QURN="TREN UATRILA 16 SApteO=SON HT0{buya ] puw spiepug 10 simnsu) TRUDEN=] ST

i 1 w8y S12auifug uoptapodsueyy
£33 ::_:nZ,_HMwuiEoU\,,.E.u.Eu\, u._:uu_mnDZU\;m luoppren Aepjery vopowpg=5 1 31 Yousdy ugnsaosq [pusutonsun 'S Ml=Y4T Iyiea 3o mpadoradaug =gy
ARy A pug-aagg ovung *hEE=08T Mg MwInote (25 a=Tdq WSrauz 3o Jusundag "S'N=B0Q 50ANG [RIMAG o Nrumdd=Snag BPINO|Q UQIR =T (),

IBADUEAY JON=Y N L0
"OHIY Fary 10n] =y

DS PARLENUL TULOIIED AN M [T L1012 ILAIIIDUIO Dy

Aoy pus [muamtenAug 10y UPINE ~S98 A s juntisiueyy

=i BiseQ [muewmanaug pug ARug urdiyaapia=qa37) *punod=qj LoIauo =ity bt Sreabs sad tunrdo =

&g

Aotjod el BLIGRIA=[d LA PUR [[I2URDD) MESEm Uy § =JROLN MDA
UGISSIA MOTT T AT JUOQIRI0pAL [R101=0H 1 HO[I00ssY Jusunirumay :EEEU%:FFH<E,uc.u_ﬁumeat.. Puswiag-ucpepodsiel )= L iSIuImU0D) Ay SUNOL =50V | NApU| IUTIIRYRY 12[0S=(YS ISIPIND
IRNS=T0S apastq Semn lfediorungy OWATRIILS=(TNIN S 1914131 T JuawaTewgpy jjend) v umpodogay OWAUTINRE=MNDYINS BoLsia {oduo 3 uonnjjod Ky Saiiea wabcos UeS=QDd VALS RUTIN ATMANL jai |

3

Jooy

NOUQY UoqIRD)
0431 UBIT) 0] SNUD 3 IT) IS0 21 TUAUD=54 VD tuolouedsum) jo qu R:_haﬁcﬁc.ﬁ;_cnvum:ﬁ
Miend 1Y a1y Seg=aQudy e enampy p

R Buinsa] S05 A131908 UEILDIWIY w1 GV 'PIRGHT 52uNGEDY A1y eruam

NUIR1A(YD A 21Lh221 Poo o SaN=ATN
Bl=3 1] 1800 ISNOYUAIIN=O
a1 SARiug aqusausy pur
=0 ‘pleag] wowailnuggy
SHED SERUNE D= Y !
D=8V HEPua0 Aol yaryy

BurRSng

"SSHURO/SANLD

PUE ‘SI310SID JONLOD

pus yuawsFeuew igqenb
18 ¥3 ‘(4007 AmBIED

30 D) LeBle) 30 A1
LA XL00T ONOYINS)
:ib(alhle i virpt g noissIulyg

?$[) PUB] 10} SOUBDING

“(Runy3y
. pue ‘sayoueq ‘voneuiiogur s)no:
“SIYS “271) sudwAodun
dos pisven prussss sapiaoid
pue {s)doss hisuen 0} 55000%
velsspadaiakolq juatnancs

{£00T ANOVINS

‘9007 MV AT '$00Z

XVI1L) Adouonbay
Kempeoy ud Bupuadap
*34 12657 woy sufisse

pueaqessapiaoidanaford  papusumuoary QNDVIAS {00z 1d1n aWOYIS “(zooz |2 OS] FNAIIG PEURLL
| PRI IpLENb-au0 Uty m sdojs (L00T TRI9SINRI@) SOV 'SdYD L00Z e (L00T IdLA 12 8433121 (]) suonOnpas WY 'dOV  pauuejgSunsixg
| 403 559].10 mby D0 ShEmpray AOCIPIND SUOISSIWE  lqEoydUaE WS  LO0E e 10 "000°0LS % P59Y} SHuasad ‘dLdS 'l RCTREH I
SIP1AOI 201AISS IROPRTIS 40 Sng uopmiodsues] AvDD  oN iesiaapy 594 SIMRIA)SAA -000°STS 124 dVOD WBIHMAAZ%1 (N D W) AT Sng -l I
A Prm _
Are yonenangreLlsopId
10 3p0f01g apeduryjey sHsn
| TeBUBDISHCU pue. [apuapisar
| voonsgeq sadors pue “Fuidesspue
1 ‘sutisq ‘SIfes $e. o diaLireq
[BO1SAY *Aanasimiostsyu (£00T 1d1A AIG0|N/d pazyuius N
PUw s5300wvRInSSPad SOVL'SdVD ‘00T e {£007 1d1A WY 4OV Siatireg
794008 uoonpay
sfeousiBoy  eomusa;  (ongsep) 1809 suaisspg
{oNfe3p) jadA)
. sjo9)1q aainoegoefoly aInsesly
sjuawiiioguod)asaq dayipfuopeziueBiofonsby  Alepuossg {onssaa) 9|q|sead 8A}}93417 ajgesyddy vojeBmw

Ateunung emseapy UopeBiyw
gL ejgel




9-d

it EE_S u%b\bummm :wEnowom

*5291).32308 E;s sdr)s dajuvyd
‘Buyred 10ons-uD se yans
saunseaiu Jurures ofen
ueinsepad argeoy didiany
01 JusoE{pe:-prE LA S19anS
*SODIO-TIIUL:I0 FynogrpimoT
PUE ‘PRI 5twos 1Sy

,qum_m UBIpOW ' suolaasIYLy
PasiRg ‘D{EmSS0I0 pasTRr 33
paads ‘suoisualxe qing “‘syauui)
[EUBIS UMOP-TUROD “5y |RMSSOI0
pajrews jsanbiuyas). qmson

gm BmE &Ew ncoz Ia4
YoM suonodsiann
ploae: 0} 5e.ABm B yan

mvﬂcﬁDO\mg 1¢a]

puie ‘51011sip

{OLUDD> Uﬂm uﬂnﬁcomnmﬂmﬁ.ﬂ
Aapenb.zre o

J4LA H{£00T QNDVIS)
suoponpay toIssIg
39S puw L0J 0UBPIND

(L00T AWDVING
‘900T MYAR *500Z
XV¥1L) sjuswaaodiug
I3iM sieans

PUR SUOI9PSIIIUN IO
juaatod uo Fuipuadap
amseawd TRApIAIpY
3T 104 940" 1-% 5T
say200([8 QWOVING
(£00T *1e ¥o s1231atQT)

nowuﬁm:u .uo ) S5202 PapUBLULIOsD Y AINDVINS (£ODZ IdLA sainseaw uoreBniw Jo AHGOINL]
ui semgeaurd E:wo oIEn (L00T "[239 S124191)  SDV.L'SIVD ‘tooz e (L00T Id1A s3uet v 10) suononpas Y A0V
{ ) Y00gRPIND) SUOISSIIG ysrogsusg 19 srauai) OG0T TR 9% psuiqluen sjuespad AL dsS Y Supued
sapupoy udisap: 1afoag uoneodsuel] dWDD  ONI9SIAPY S3,\ Sonaayq) S04 S94  dVDD WUEIHAL0I-%T (N D I QT dujelL g-1 WIN
100g/uconpay
deopsifiol  jednuyssl  gonjsap) 1500 suojssjwy
(on/sen) jadA
£108§J3 sainogfoaloly 2Inseay
sjusuloDueldizasag wayiguopszivebigifousBy  Aiepuoosg {oNrsap) 2iqi5may anoayg 3jqeolddy uoyeBpn

KLepwiwng ainsesy vopebny
9} 8jqel




' L-g

) A0 HSUN ] BROIM A=Td LA Puv uned upping weein 'S A=DHUO SN fasyap,
uoISSIUT MOTBIIN=ATO MOGIRICIPAH DL =D} L "UONISI08SY (uauadviyy wosrepedsiur) =yt Suausfauepy PUBER(] stolvpOdsuRI L <ING ], SSIURUIURINOD) ) 21X0, =SDY.L ‘Xaptif asueRalay iejos=[Us ‘sapix0)
ANS=T0S SRS FRINA (edisuny OMIIMWRIIES=CINNS o105 MAwaTouspy Anend 1y umedaow OJAURIESSTINDVING ‘PUISIC [enudD) ¢ 1104 11y A2[{eA Unbeof UBS=QDJVALS HonTy @ WUI= ]
NI PUE ST ML I=TPOT YInoSAUON=5/N {Aloreioqe] A3r2tr 9)qimaniay PUOneN="TTUN “Uadonip jo shpRO=Xpk; ‘{3ojmmyan] ple SPIVRURIS 10 DUNFISU] [TV N=T I ‘2140 a3} POOYIOAYRIAN=A TN
SQBHRAY 10N=V N S0l A= W81507) muattiuenauy pre ABroug ur diys1epoi=qagn ;punod=q; RIBUG] =Wy Lmpew oreobs sad WRIZ0) D= a3 se00utiiug uonenodsuesy 4o nysu = 1] o ASNAUPIRIN = OO

C 80) fRmEN pastasdmonysagaitjay uEuo_muOZu\m.wm luotirjeen Asjjoly umOWpR= 17 “louady UONIQS [FILWUONALT S )=V T YuETT Jo Bipadepdoug=g0g 48ug Jqumauny pur

U $45R=5eT WML Hremiped fasal=300 SARRM o awonniidag §N=00q doung JI3LD) j0 JUDt = S0 MIPIXOIA UOQITD=I0D (BPINDIOL LOYIE] =01]) ‘pieog wouraRnuagy
.333.3.?.@3.: SHULUD=F A AT U0128,4 A1 _ua,:..:amvmuu. od Iy e Jof SR =dVID S y|og 1V BUAUD=5,[ VYD) (uoneusdsurs § jo Wapsedag BIULIOJHR D SURNLD 1BILIO) 8=V D (K [IquUImIENG
(U003 pUT [EEWIKAIART 405 BUIP|ING =S HPLIS1Q JusudRmiely AUEND 1Y PRIV SRE=NDY Vi RUAITA PUR Bupisa | 40] L14505 TV | Y JPITQF SIMR0SIY Ny T EI=EY RIouar Lnwony=py

NG NURINCCIY

uequn ~(£0oz sduoys)
[(ss0m 948"y Aq umop
$208 Bulapp ofos uoy
‘2401 saseasureand j1
“8'2) g1°0~10 A1anse[s
YUMm "y UAABIUALOP. 0}
snwios Jo7 Aepreg]
uONONPALYL 1T @

407 snjd'ssed Ayjuouydep ; , ) syuasead adnoys (2007
Asueiy B 10 3500 DU iRl 19)1RAIS *soRun0a/sano CUNDVIAS ‘9007
10 63 [Bnbs 2q st Brided pue ‘Sarnsip AVAE *$00Z XYL
Jopafreys AifeQ "SUOREPIIBA  [OnULD pue jusisfeurw Jisuen o3 Qu.nﬂm%.. pug
wkofduda 10 sowesno Ajyenb a2 v AepAs0a uo Bujpuadap
apiaoad jou Lew Hiory  JAIA {L00T QNDVING) , T L% ] J0 98w
1 ?YL sanyog Bupgred [ja sog stononpay uetssiwg . e suasaud CADVING
503} Josn BUIuiEMIEmL 3D POLiow  ps() PHEY 10] SOURRIND "(£00Z e 32 s103q00100)
9[qeapi0TUS pure yusiEiwiad  PIPUSINIDISY GIWNDVING (£00T IdLA suriSoid Suped aqf

(LODT TRIR SININA)  SOVIL'SAVO . ‘£00Z71® (£00Z1dLA  emsiooford  uononpss eoc-ssel oluoyd g ano ysen

§0ogapny suotssig: DYIWE 1P SIRAIA)  ‘LO0ZIRIR  pumuopeog] jo aBuerespasaid *qOV 'qL'ds Supureg) Supyrey

uouELodsuel ), g¥ID  ON 15IApY A SAA)SIA  AQ Krep sex dVOD UBIISAOCAT TUN D) AT PIRd H6-L WA

e soitisng o
- “(1eaen paads-ydyy
28mmoasip.oiappin poal
‘SUORELIEA) S1aMONo/SaED D Pu”
. r21025/U01ONPaY
. sieonsiBoy  ypeapiyse)  floNgsap) 1500 suosspg
(onysap) weddy
. ) S84y 8ainogaosfoid aInsespy
sjusluo s uodiseq sisiouonrziueBigfovely Arepuodsg {ONIsaA) olnpsea BASaY3 ajqesyddy uopebnyn

Arewiung ‘emnsesiy uoneBimn
9] s|qej




8-d

\AEE% wg%a xsu mt ~
2po2 g paznbas Furyed upu)]
06 = uGnanpdY dir ] Jusotsg
2405 Aq patjdninw

sest puef AUy 10] pUTSp
“Bupjred yEed 9170} pueiwap
mcﬁ .,Eun m.: v:m apoo

‘uoHsUpsi
SUOISSiUa UT
ury]insat jou
pinosm-seale

- esayy
susuiasmbar
2pod
BT
“Buyasw
Aduns ‘sasn
pite] Jsotit
104 PUBIHIP
Buiyaed:
poed

Fead oy
Y 218ald
51:2p0o2

g vE:&E

.muﬂcbou\mu 11

_.zﬂ.:.EEEM

. uaw,
‘siress: Siigo:

(900 mY.a3

*S00C XYL *S00T
‘saleivossy Sunmsuos)
preuBANynasan)

249 30 nalxew

v & sjueseid QNBOVINS
PaLY :zBov .ua igs uSmuoE w:ﬁ. 28} puw] J0f 35%50 (LOOT [RAR:S1491T)
LY vu::uommm 103083 TOHANDAI Papuamedy WD VNS stugiBoid’ Rupyted 1oy 2Go/d
A 2y ‘PRULINgp 9B Sa8N HLooz =R Eu&._u_Dv SDVL5dYO Q.oom TdLA no;o:nu._ Y0E%ST 0 4OV Bupyed
821 "paainbas w:btma HO0gPINEY SUOISSINY JEpyaeey R SB:BQ ‘00T (210 10 a3urr siussdd *dLds 1 E:E.._EZ
pid EsoEm NI PIACI] uoyeyodsuel] dVDD ONJeSIBApY 593 Euxb_e SR SBA AYD0 USIH%0L-%1 D al 101-L E W
ooz
1dLA) SoJI8. upgIngns
U 9404 7:pue sa)s
b_o enuan oy sdiy
U} uQEINPaT %401-%1
‘Jo s8uns e sjussand
Sloogjuofianpay
sieans|Bon peojuyoz|  {ON/SaA) 180D sunsssiug
(onisaA) jodAy
$198)13 aosunogpasfaiy ansesy
sjuawwonuondiinsag deyjouogeziuebigifously  Lepuooeg {oNysaA) 2jgi5ead aApoayn ajgeayjddy uopeBiny

Arpwiing ensesp uopeBiwW
94 8|qel




68

. D)o nsunay BUORIA= L (A put iiounos Juipung UARD S =DADST A
VOTSEIWY M0 20 [N=ART(] WOgOIAY moL=DH 1 ‘uonmB0ssy owaleunyy uoyEuodsa L= VINL uauRBeury putitac uoliepodsues L=AQ L 1SRN0 D Y N0 =Dy *KIPUT DU\ [Y IRjOGa g $pING
100508 yansa SN RNy ONPDURLE S QNS 21351 WawaBeuny & WY Ay vEadosapy SRRSO VINS ‘Rtosi Jonunsy whn|iog sy Aafje wnbwop UIS=AIIVATS anepy DIBIAM L Y= o f
DLNAT puR sen) s410R F=g e YINOELION=8/N !A1niataqu ASauy NGBMIAY [PUONMN=TI U 901N JO SAPINO=NOn] S o(otyma] PUE SpIepUUIS Jo RjiyLsu) [RUONEN=| Sin PIAYIA DI POVYIogUT DN AN
“RGERRAY JON=VN S =gy fuBisag InuALIAYS pUe mwuyﬂm i) diysiopes=ciag ‘prnodsq| Imawmopy =ty Ustew arenbs sad EEmo:xJE\mx ‘sraouiduy uonepodsuEs] jo UISU|=T 1} sy AU D=0
‘alyey eaky I00}JarF Vi ! U._Eamz,vunmgmfou.ko.u_ YA AA=DNIBAT Nt Aoy UORIOWD =01 3 thousdyy uohioaiel] [euotuonALy B N=vd3 timig jo c._voaﬁu.».u:mnmom “SRiaug f1qemauay pue
.‘.Gau_uEm.xwgv:mume Joumy; YASR=5RA M p Mmoo ed 952t 0=2e1Q 14312ug Jo wawpmdag $N=30a B2lAIRg | riBSD (D USMULIEdRQ= 500 APIXOL] UOQIE D=0 IBPINOUOY UoqIe) =()7) ‘priog udtaielryy
PI5Ey, porRrIouy, 121 O AY TR 19} INMRJ= V¥ 3D ST 0 S0 BN D=54VD uojiepcdsim. L I0usimedsq eiingy{eesingey R ITNUTIL o WLt SGemadesag

2D I D H0190 GHANOOULD (D ¢

UOUOIE UV EIPIAAIg A5} Auiping =5Ha8 YAnsd nusTeisgy AUEAD T iy Ae=QINOY VE RURIR o Funsa 0y k191908 wRSLALL Y=Y | S tpigog SABINOSRY IV VOO =AY | osausn) Awanyeny

(2007 gD YIS

00T .M YQaa

‘6007 X¥11) amseaw

s ‘_o.u. SO.DO:._uu._ _w\am.c

) s7E201E QND YINS

e "(£007 *je 19'sudsay Ty

‘Sattea; 3upying soInseswr uopeSNmY Jo
PUR EIRINOR] JISHRE U015, (£00Z 141A sfwes e 103 suoponpal SUGON/  Bupred yBnony
siemiged ubinsopad 5 SOV SdvD ‘L00T 18 (£00Z M1A % pauiquion Y ddY Aemifzeq
PUE PRI Aot shidjot ClElPURusg  jaspyRa)  'rooz i sjuasaad gvon dL'ds UBLySapa,f
¥e81 u81s9p 01 Fuppred v opracyy ON 95mAPY. Sap  saye|g)sax 594 SIRRPONSLF4T (I D *H) O TI-L I

) faamSth 0 (900% M vad

Aep pup.Aep Jo sawpIusIaIp I8 '$00Z X V11 ‘5002

spaou Fuppied yrad poparisdxa ‘preeSAnosjaN)

TR} BDIR e UL 551 [ %T1 JO wnunxew
“S3UIp|Ing ‘sasn pusytiaiayp e sjuasaud QWO YIS Bupimy
3uowe A pezgnn st Jupsed (£00Z “[e 19 s1mpanT) PAIRYS/APOD
Juterogm *ABxens Brpyed. palsys (£00Z 1dLA swesdord Suppied 1oy aqop/d puokag
| ¥ uShouy pausiaidus Afipeay SDV.LSAYD Lo0THR  (L00ZIdlA 0 - uoHINPAL 94,0£-34 ¢ ¥y 4OV uenanpay
- BG:UED SISO ST el i} fBRgOUAY 10 SN ‘Loz e 1 Jo 98uua v siuasaad ‘dldS I Suyyiey
559t uonanpar Jupyud-apraciy _ ON 19S19ARY §IL SuRNRI) SRy, S94 dYID UBIHALDE-%T (A D ) an HISL W

v . PI0ag/uogonpay
sieansifiol - ypeojuijga)  fopsses)ison suq|ssjy
(oN/s9 ) radiy
. sj08419 ‘ mo._:ombommo._m ain Seapy
suaweguendiosag seyiopogeziueBigpfoualy  Aiepuosag {onysap) aiqiseay eAj193)43 ejqeoyddy uopeBppy

Lepwwng amsespy uopebiw
9l 8jqey




et 2y1q
‘sis{ien SOVL 'Sd¥D 21dninw/Qozs AUQOIN/ WY adeio)g
‘aafoiq pue: sajaKor 710y 5582185 {eoyaug urLy ‘di dDV'ds  2pdarg afesen
: WO ‘mattied jo 41D ON asLApy 534 53 55277 1sak MOWN N WY an 9T-L AN
‘sinpms . .
pue ‘sisjeony “tiateapydure se : (¥2
ToNS S12J180,, JUsAD .@,E._EEou SOV 'SdVD ‘ojupweiges) 211901/ “HH
: (¥D qepyausg piatd. d1dOV'ds  Tupued aphorg
'oJUMURIILS) platd AB[RY ON essAApY  ASpRR iRRA CERN SRA MO/YN WD) QT RIRA ST-L WAL
“+{jBriaem T
Eo&a—svo
:w ov
(to0z
_ : UoSIY4AAY)
¥ .muﬁmim 8017 uRwWoaeidas
nsm m:ﬁD ‘ojusirIoeg PUR [BAOWUL
22URUBIUI B (1007 uosIY o)
SOVL ‘SIVD 10} saLBA DIBIIPOJALIACD 190N d
b piony’ Heiblieqtts] 3500 “yD Adoues DY IDA0D) 231]
uudm_.; 0. Eo&ﬁmaon SI0A 107 o211 mou Ry 1'¢ 3O uORIUpRL CdEtdS Y raIy Buixiey
y2Io A DY [ASRAPY REFA sax 2d 41g 1sa elsBEUBLLIEY SN el Fe | 1~ WA
(Lo0T
CADVINS H00T
MVQH 007 XVID
DMEBALT I JOJ
%57 1-9%170,J0 28ues
e’sajedole QNOVINS
(L0687 18 12 syta)
s2ansusy uoyBs I Jo
(£00Z 1d1A ofues e 10} suoi)dNpal ajigoin/d
) A EDVYL 'SdVD ‘L00Z 2 (LODT LA % pattiquua Y 4OV
901130118 01 TuBaRl DY qEPYANIE 1P SIPNPIA)  LDOT [R1D swasard g¥0D ‘dL'dS ‘] Supnediesns
jau aresapijoey Fubieg ON ‘aswapy saA  s1aard) sap s34 BRRPOAYEYT (N D W AT - HO 1AL WA
£21008{uOIONPaY
gleapsibon) Jeomysal  {onysep)isen SIS LT ]
{onfsap) sedAy
, LT aoinogpoafold BINSEAY
sjuaunoguofidiiossg stagiouonezinebipfouafy  Kepuosag {onsse.) ajqiseay 3A99Y3 a|qesyddy uojjeBinN

Aewiung sinsgap uvonefiiw
gl aiger




UOISSIE] MOTROIN=AY 1) MOGRI0IPAY (MOL=I}LL HONEOSS

11-d

“AD1{0g 1HRLRL] RUODIA= AL A PUS ‘ouma) Rupyng uoauny ST=08081Y odiyna

¥ MAUIREUE Y HONTUOBSURL =YL Yuswaleury pustusq) HONTUCUSURI L= | ‘SIULUILIRIIOD 1Y N0 L =6 1 TRapU] 2WAYDY 10|08=]YS, SIPINO

IPOS=N0S A SAINN oty SIUITRISES=(IIIIAS JBYSKY wowaBtuepy Anend) v uusjodonay PIRURINS=AWDYINS 128 [00U0D Bannlod a1y S2ftap ujnbeof ueS=AIdVALS Haney A URI=iNg

PRI ISRy I GSATOE MINOSAIIDNE=S/N

0

“toqqefies

FUAR ORI %s =08 Lal{h] B
A PRI ENUE RO R D=0 WD Mojaei) B }
1 HIPUAE =SHTE- IR WRUBBULY Q1 End A1y ey ?msDEO«J\m 2LIRI- pus Juiisat 1) Ljoj00g8 UMMV 1S Y ‘PIROE| §22M083Y 11V RILOJ|ED=H Y EIouny Kowonrvany

1K1010100R T ABIRUE AIqRAAURY |EUONEN =TI N HaBONIN JOBIPIRO=RON K80
=1y uBiseq musuuonaug pur Ko ur ArysIepra 1= spunod=q) UaypLua]) Nty Uarow asenbs sod wetfo)y=t0/9y ‘sRuifug uopodsun) jo
V41500 [RINEN Passosch0D I A JNSH=OND/SAT ‘ud!
{ ajuted 15891(1=Ad 1 M38ug J0°
MIDBUUO 3o ] ) 21 [ O] A1 UEBI Y JGJ SO I=d VDD WIUETIJOH SV TIRISD=ELVMD Hanmodsuzy jo

e 'S =800 SN [I0F0 [0 JowRdy Q=D P

L, PUT SPICRUIS 10 DIMNAUL RUOHIRN=LSIN ‘D[Oia, 2933 PADUIaquRias= A1

NSU]=1) | 500 ASNOYUIUIO=0HD
BOD AD[[04 | MOIOWPT =D 14 thouady UdlRMAL |BUBALT "SN=Y 48 el fo gipado(adoug=g0y Koy MUY pue

01 UOQIR D= Q) IIPINOLCIN HOGIRD = (0D PIRCE JuawaSeusy

c Juampndad] PR =SURIED te0) Ry L quinursng

Saptysa
. DNDISAZ
SOVL ‘sdvD 2[1qap/d WU 20§ 204 Bupyieg
*SRAIOTRA. DINEYS AT JOf a8y {¥D *eostounay ueg ‘[elayauay JOV 'dL'ds ONyPRINpaY
mc..ﬂkmn B13/p55nPa ; vm.r.pokm uyineaofiy “Fe) s)me oN 198I0APY SaA SDA S2A MOTYVYN TN DY O 18T-L TWIAL
SIONYBA
(andyva “3e) OND/SAT
“SR[9i4PA SOBUNOO/SANIC PUR SPLISIE  SDV.L 'sdVD 31190]A/d WY J0og Buiptsg
DNI/SAH 107 suopeoo) sbeds 10w pue JuswaTeurw [[erorpeung *dOV ‘dL‘ds [nustajalg
Bupjiad jer Aurenb e vD '0GOSN  ON s1ApY 23 SO S3A MOTYYN (WD) an LI-L NI
Alodguenanpay
seopsifay eoluyse)  (fonysap) 1son suoss|y
{oNfse ) ,addy
109445 sa1n0803(0lg ainsesy
siuawttag uopdioseq saouonezebip/fousBy  Aispuases {oN/s22) 2jqiseeg sARoaYg 3)geoyddy uonebiyy

Lewning ainsesyy uopeduw
g1 8|qe)




Zi-g

Sutjong
S8T'006
uel)-a1epy
*UORES0].U0
Bujpuadap
djqejman “s{apows
I3as[9-fouelys ‘5B feargeu (A yng “59) Ajipa aujosed GO/
Y. SIRD [P0 Mel 3FRIOAR S21UNCD/SIYID PUB SIDIUSIP  SOVL ‘SdvD  @qsouydnu Fuypuodsatios Y dOY
MBUIAANRIO 940C LY [OHUOD Pur JUALSSRURW -[epaeuRg suogyys . uein ‘dL'ds L, A3IN
paglaks acutl 2o/pu o umD Ajwab e w3 '80Q  ON PSRAPY Buyong 1$3 8 sap USIH san MOV ND D aT 1071 WA
"(£o0z
ANOVYIAS '900T
MY 00T X VL)
Yak JO uonINpAL
e suuasald QD VIAS
‘SIUALAS £ 10
%5941 pus AJpuaty
nsuen pue urLysapad
‘SRABRUINE 248 1B STUDWD]D
S sey ey NG
........... ® JoJ suogonpos
38ur1 9401-947 = 219]J0
shaggdn {200z
14LA) sipado|ofaus
AL 24 U %299
30 a8l u spuasand
IdLA "(200Z 2
1o 513)431(]) SeInseau
250 pirg| pue nsugy
{@NOVYWS “33) (LOBT TALA Arequawnidusod ANGOIN/d
SOINMO/EIO PURSPINSIP  SDVL SIVD £00T 1B (£00T 1dLA SWICLL 40} 96 ET-9%6E oy Aoy
[e1Ue0 PUE JUswsFeuriy BIOIALAE 15 STENIRI(CT) ‘L00T 1B 1 Jo2Fues e sjuosoid AL 4SS diysioquuspy
Afrenb e yo o ws12apY _dvD z@:\ﬁwqxa WD aT v 611 WK

SaX

SOA SIMWIQ) S2A

THSHRRY SHOdUDI ISRV

281008/uoRINpey
qeansiBoT  yjesmuyosy  foNsag)ison 8UD|SEIWY
{onrea ) odfy
§198§13 azinogosafolg aJnsesyy
siuswiopuandiinseq weyipuoneziueBigifovelly  Kiepuossy {onrsaL) siqiseeg 3AlJoap3 ajqeoyddy uonebinpy

Aretnuwing sinseely uoebiy
g1 ajgey




ti-€

“ASHO HSURLL SLOPIA=IA LA PR IIRUROD BUID(ING UoD S N=DHOSM DA
OIS MO 0| Law AT 1) HOQUEROUPAH 1ML =L SHOHEI20SS ¥ NOWASTUTIA UonenodsuRy ~ViA L wpdiungy putitag UDUELIOUSUBLL =L 'SINTUIIIUOD 1 ¥ QIXOL=SDYL IXAPUY 20UNIIAIY JTPS=]HS SAPING
ANJINS="0E 0t

PUT PR SID

asamnn - jedviungy DWAULISSANINS RS BN Teury Lugend nv umrodanep EﬁEEu«mﬂgd«xIw 3240151 [oHU0D nopnjjeg ay Lajjes vinkeor WeS=( D4 YALS “mne denonied=jv,g
PURBA=EROL UPNOSAMONS/N U0IBIoqe] ARISuT ajquanyY RUDIAM=TIEN ‘9TANINI0 SOPIXO-XON ABOIOUYDT pug SpIpITS 0 MAINSULFUDHEN=1SIN 210124 MO0 pooyIeqydinn=ATN
YN = S2( pomunAug Bl KE03 4] AYSpea -0 T SPunod=0], UaRuo) =i S9)mi amabs ad urDIB0jY= il 1539201803 uonmIedsuRL] JO AMASEL=T L] SHD FSTOYUAUD=OLID
DOLF=)VA “FRD) [RINIRN PassAdtio/SIIDINEA DURANT=ONDEAT (UoIICOD AB[0L L UDINOWPT =Y ‘AupBy uonamosg [muRauonAUz “S fl=Ydd YMER JO eipadopAsizOg Wng IHEmauy put
BTN AT JOURY 2,582 68T IR Stenaned 521 Aegaq Kiug jo 1aiimdsg “§'A=A0Q #2ARG [1iusn j0 Juaunmedag-50q DPXOIUGGIEOI O 1PPINCUOIN VOGITD =0 ‘puog Judwadpunyy
) HED=EIAAATD SOIOTA ANANDRNUO Od Aty U991 JO] SRUBD= VDD ISINVIAIOL 4 V ZLRNID=S 1D UopTHodsI | 50 103umedad] CRUOSIEI~EUR|SD WOV K i

Jof Baipymigy =Sag e Spornsiq Iuawndearpy Qiend ay sy SeEINO VYA RN pue Bunsa ) 1o ipioag ULDIRUI il 1 B 2PISOE SPR0SR Y FUUOH U=V 10Uz ABWoNV=0y

o

op{aoid 3501309 (010 JISURN O} SAYUNOO/SAD PUS SIOWEIP  SDV.L SdV0 Spusdap 'ANDYS  219oMd ‘W Asuagg asp
JELUY =poxIil JoRo10  |eguoo pue jusiteTeustu ieoleuag (L00Z (Lo0T woy sto8uel S{YL  “dDV ‘dl 'dS PAXIN/RALO
spacsd 1sfory Ayenb it v ONESISAPY  [JIA) S04 1dLA)S9A SIA MERPON/YT-%50'0 BN D) a1 R el B2 O
N , : : rsuE HSisag Rurppiisr poy
i
SOV ‘sdy
{eionjauag
‘(spuswannbal  £juo suodas
| usuygmay Jadjes
ITemolsem  Uj ajgeiieae
©52} ssa001d SIPTHOA AmI0Up9
uonsapoad WO 1203 Jamo]
JouBys Ul g G A 11 $)(nsax
v QAISURIUL ui SUOIES. mq ‘uojjed 2190A/d
£/ PUE SIOLY; fBrusay  Sugeny o8 1od suposes (Awouoogpond Wi 4DV
joRugn pus: nﬂﬁuw@n& 1M S8Nss] 006 L . ualy $53] 51503 JOQY MOITLDHO ‘dl1°ds J SRMIA 3y
Ayanbaie v '8p@. sak wS1ApY 104 528 $8F :SaK ALE99pS N'D W) AT X2l 1171 W
Auosuordar
193198
ui-s)qe|igae
Sa[oya
)
ui g s e
1 suoljeis
. 72103g/uOTONpaY
seapsifio]  jleojuyosy  ({oNrsa)1son SUOISSIL]
{onysaa) sedAy
5128))3 aoinognoafoly ainseay
sjueunuoyuoydizaseq dotiouonenveBigfousby  Kiepuooseg .Aoz\mmt.o_n._mmmu CIVRENE] s|ged)|ddy vopeBW
Apwung sinseapy uoired |
g1 sjgey




Aezoﬂzm “32)

Q044
-Sa1junoaySaiite pue sloinsip SAVL 'SAYD ‘Y DY [2uoyesedg
"SPOAGIAWDIG5A0[ATOS PUR  [oQuUO pU JmwaTiely f[etotjauag ‘dL'ds ‘1 S92IAIDS
sdoys aprs-nossaprsox ﬁ%o& Aienb ey ON sRApY 534, S 52 PBWPOIN/YS-%4%E0 U D W) .4 SE-0 WA
C 2007 ANOVINS
; Eﬁaa ‘0007 MVQAR
EE@E uazmiaq 5007 VSI) %5-%45Z°0
Jo aBues e sjuesaud lopLuo]
aWOYINS "(200T j8 pegnsapag
12 B193191(]) Aousnboyy 10 ‘ApmaNtg
(NDYING “F9) Jsuey uy JuatusAcadug SO/ ‘JIsuBL]
‘3PUNO/SINP PUBSPIUSIP  SOY.L 'SAVD (o0t 18 %1 1od U01onpas o460 ‘WY A0V peuurg/Bunsixg
januod pue st BeeLs lelsuag 99 m._oxho:uu {Loog ue | ®msonquuE d¥YOD 'd1 'dS™ 01 HogEILID
Anenb i v op 9sioApy 3> eﬁb_e LEF Y S9A BBLPONMA =P W D W) Q1 -0 M
_ “(LO0Z-AND VYIS
‘9007 MY QF ‘00T
S9JRI205SY Bunnsuo)
preedinymosian)
H_mawa 120 mmuuuw A1 ] ﬁ:« . : sauanboyy
:a_smuuua JIDSATOD vwa t34c43 {aNOVIAS M9 Aempaay pue Yy, 1o
21008 /IONINPIY
deolisiBo  sEo(uyds)  (onysas) 1500 suojesiuy
fon/san) AL
808)3 201n0g193[0.44 anseay
slusuILo)/ondLioss -payionofeziuefigifoushby  Mepucasg (oNfsaa) sjqiseay BAJI28YT s|qe|ddy uoneby

Areiiung amsea uoneBum
g} ajqel




, ) ) “Aoi{0g USURLL, BUUDIA=LLLA PUT W0 BUIPING USG5 N=DEOSN PPIPA
UOIESRURAOT SN (=AT I (00300 KH ROk ‘uppRrossy jusizdeuopy sonepousielg v ususBeury puewag) uonupiodsue | =N SIURUUEIUD)) Y ANV =S ], NP 2R S[0S=YS SapiNQ
AN 0SS $SNNN (RN oMIBUINEES= A NG oL I oWy AUIROQY 1y RERIOAOIAN, BudWIRIIRECINDVIALS HIFLISIQ [ONRUBD) UONN|0 4 V-AS{[EA UIMbROL UES=(DdVALS JaNty AAAHLC= N A
SE) AT =90 WIMOSARION=S/N FRI0IRIONE: $Bipig Digemaray [RUOIN=TI RN WIS 0UIN {0 SAPIRO=FON 1AB0|0NYIAL PUU-SPILPUDIS:IO SIS TRIBHNNLSIN IAMZA NI pooyrequBlan=AaN
o LA tuBleag usmuoRat pus. e a diysepee= GAI7] pimods=q) ipiowal ysunt st alenbs 158 wrerdors wdy eeufug vonenodsuel] 0 oISt} L] U0 SSNONULAD=OL)
TUYAOD I=g ¥ “58D. [INIEN pRssIdmoD a3 A SHIBAZ=ONISAH uetirpo] i unjucwpg=n 14 Koualy sananold mustutadiaug S N=Yy43.yiea Jo eppalopsoun=gog (sdnug AYRMIUDY puT
Aiaraifyiy A2 HE OUMIE %5 85T PN F1eing|ued (s agaq A oug Joqusurcida(] giri=ay 3ateg RV JO _,Bna,aaaﬂnmo.n IXOIE UBGIZD=S 0D ‘ApINouDLY UKD =QD ‘pasvg juomoFeunpy

- HSEAY pFMS 051t D). 30 ! ) TASHOQ Sy UTRALD 10) SAB D VOO B[O 2V o= VY ueleuedsunl | 30 itountedsg TRLIGH I D=SULHTD WALAED= VD M pqeeiamg
RoueYT-prnRudtim [End Jry 2y AuR=adV Ve eroma pue-Supsay sog 21708 URSLOW V=P LSV TRIB0E 90059y LY BRUONUD=FA YV ‘v MU0 y=0y

) AJuo aInseawt SaIUNOOSANIO PUBERUISID SOV SIVD “£00Z T8 {£00Z 1dLA WSL) UORONPII 9 Sup Y 'adY
ST {9y fs pua) Supnor  Tonuos pueuedEIRI JBlOgaUay 3o SIO91(T) “LODT B ‘siuasaid UNDYINGS ‘4148 PLD)
19905 333.1p pue oy Anedbaie yp  op esieapy sy SEYBIQ) P4 SaA .HSEonoE\mﬂ (WO QT 10988 5-a WY

P65 2A6E790
B 2+b) 8 $ (o108
. lerjuspisaly
sad spjoyssnoy

+P18 E)6pLED)
~1)+9°0

= toponpay dul
”nﬂ._.ﬂh,._ o uoionpad
din'e spuesasd

preedAnyuosan
{Lo0T amd VNS
900z Mvad
'S00T VST *$00T
B2)BIDOSSY &:_u_nchU
“1apioq yosfoad preelAnyvosian) {usuri] aqnd 3o
-JB2I1U JSITENDAAUO UIIM salouanbalj aspy ay voddng
()Xo SIsiRA e 0y § Aemipray-paw Ansuep oy juawdogeasg
uo Bupuedap %z 1-%1 JELIUaPISIY
Joo8ues 2 sjmasasd MIN 10} Lafsueq
(CINOVINE ¥B'9) (zooz (00T _ AADYINS (9002 wapaygng
q 4800 SPIfIoY)  sonuNoo/SIE PR BIASIP  SOVL'SIVD  Ap[ozifoy MBIIZIIOH VD) WhOF-%TLEIO 2[1q0lyd " Aojdwrg) Aususgy
we], usido@asp mhuapisal [onuod put ustuafeirew Jeroatag ‘£00T ‘£00T oBuwt e sjussaud vaa 'OV 'dL ‘dS |RLIEIPISY
&ysuapySiy sapracad pefalg Aifenb e v ONISSIBAPY  IGLA)SSA IdLA)SAA s34 L UBIH%00%! N Y an e AN
. 81098]uoponpey
.\ sjeonsiBon JEsuyon]  JonysaA) 1son 510|883
{onsap) wodAf
sja8la 824n08728[01d anses|y
suswionuoyduossg siopouopenuefigfouaby  Kepuosag {onysap) aimseoy BA24g ajgeayddy uonefy

Aeunung ainseay uopebw
st ejgeL




o21-d

J»Emmmoam_nwuzumi 10afoid
oﬁbﬁﬁEme wuubmé uuun:ou

Jaafod oﬁwuam_noﬁu
Uy SUORNEsTaL syajduion,,

Jo- huuwazvm Bu 1€ SU0hosUL0D
fewiajxa asmiag $89] 10

s1hu amenbeene jo:0Te AR ptie ) {L00Z ANOVINS
‘0810 =/¢ 4D Jeusamy me yim (@ND NG 50) {£0DZ 14LA ‘900T M Yda *s00z anqe/d
_ 133035 uOlANPaY
feopsifo]  eagoa)l  {onyse) 1s0D suo|seiug
(onsen) redAy
§129}13 a21nogposfoid ainseapy
Sjusiliesondiasag siayiguoneziuebigifously  fiepuosag {oNysax) siqiseay aanosyn Blgesj|ddy uopeBpy

Areununi eshseaw uopeBinw
9} aqqel




L1-d

AN 1SURIT BUISIAS]A LA PUR {I5UNGS Bupng sRI0 "SIN=0805N 1P1oEA

=YINL E.Euwd:dﬁ puTmaQ uOe IHSUEL=JNA 1 SITRIIINNUOD 1Y INOT =SV L apuy, nacﬂuocax IRIOS=TYS ($OPIXQ

hBEoi .ﬁda:m AAGEARURY [ou Z.nq
uE:o._;_nm_ pueBiaug w &;ﬂunuu.upnum‘_ !
ﬂBaEaU\E?Eu\y uSuu_m MDISAT HUBIHBO:

Zu<2 ORI LN :u.m.uD ?.E
EUYI00| 4= V3 580y IRIRJTN P2
h.muucm Y

B E:J:.EJnm]eAOSkv “Jarhsia.jonue) uoyyjog 1y &aqjup unbeor UESSADIVALS HANZA IROLe f=in o
mcn.z Jo anExOﬂ.:O? AR0{ouyoY | put SPIRPUBIS JO INNISUL feHonIN=18IN ‘2(om,
Mu=terf Udioiit aximbis sad Eﬁwo_iu A/AY s dug sopapedsueiy o aimns
10U Evnbo.wm HSuafy wondaong Aoty ' (=yaa ynex o mﬁuac.u.hucw =307
umom SeNareg R0 10 uBwenda g Bpmo UOQIRD=I0D ¢ ‘ApIRouny woqmy
:a_::nm s ctuEUDm.Né wonguodsuesyja Eu:Emn_un suubiiesy=suener e
T {uiminty pue nc:nu ARECTRAS LY URILIOM V=N ISV 'punog soaanasay VY CRLITIR D]’

A SEUDRIR poatHiequitaN=ATIN
Ul=3 1 .QO ISR =D
B rang aqrmanay pug
=00 ‘pamog wauafeusyy
o._:ublfu &
U Eeuen

qrueIsng
A0 =0y

xﬁ:E._om mE,so:Q

- <91 Oy Bitpiosda parenojen

g eYsuoganpor sty
Juatudojossp

Uy asearmaou B NpYL: rmE_m
sumiSan ¢ 3_-5 2niivog m,:m.:o

.me :oEouo.aoﬁ o bmo
vummn_ TiEys. uﬁu._o no:oane

oAl dmﬁ-ﬁ U Lud: oM

"(£00T ANDVING
Eunoﬂu\fuﬂ vou any.i vun..«uv ‘9007 M VAR *S00T
sayeroossy Junnsus))
(COADVYINS “F'a) pazeAnuosan)) waucduto
SSRUN0D/SAlD PUR SPINSIP SOV SWD, uonanpal 95 S 3ugop/d Uy Fuisnoy
[anudo pue juswadoue  Ejoganag smasaud (NDYING  dDV "L 'dS ?1qepigyyy
Airenb e vy oN esoapy A 834 oA PBRPONAEO-%ED (N W) T 3L WKW
.30:3.» bnE:a v .
, QY58 ERAMPA poleny-spF
- 2981day 301 op AN ‘Sd 80w (L00Z AMDOVINS
10J.9B41 MO S91pAIS 10aLMY (ONDVIAS “Br9) (r661 {p661 ‘9002 M ¥Qa)
“£3121Yn 0130212 voofonzm_o: SBHUNOY/SINID pue SIOASIP  SOVLL SAVD Sujsedg Fupaads UONINP3d o, SR ANGOIN/ W
30} BJUAUONTDRI RiM JuoSISUOD 194100 pae Juswsleunty eyIueyg ‘6661 ‘6661 siwasatd QANDVING "aDV 'dL 'ds 85200y
Eueao_uﬁu 1831sAnid pEpy Apjenbais v oN estaApy UEWIIT) Sax  uewrl) saq $2A WWMOTRLC-%S'0 UA'D W AT AIN 19-0 JWIN
) 2100gIoaNpaY
sleansiBo]  pedjuyoe)  g(oNjsap) 1807 suo|ssjuIy
{on/sal) odAy
~ s1083 aonogpoafosd anseapy
Suatuoyuoydpasag sRylQuoneziuefigiiouaby  Aiepuodssg {onysap) eiqiseay dA19aY3 sqea)jddy uoje Sy

Aleunung sanseayy uopebpiy
9k ejqe L




{@NDVIAR “T0)

AYad 5007 Xvi1)

Ayenb e y)

BIRRPONMLE-E S ‘A a1

*$250 O1ALD 191[30.10.5{00YDS SPUUNOI/SOLIO PUR SIOMSIP SOV SdYD uoLONPRIY, SIY 21Q0IAYd "YU
ﬂaa.«o A wrEnb-ols  jonues pueluswsFeus J[Riogouag (9002 (o007 s1w9sa1d QNOVING IOV “diL Y8 2S[Y~PAXIA!
ORI 23R SN JeH0RpISaL I Anpenb e yo .oZ., PsaApY vd4g) soA Yda) oA SAA BIRIAPON Y4 1 Gal W) 1 PY0 L 1-a WA
" BRI 10 ‘esady {200z
uadg y1eq Guaudoaag ANOVINS “900¢
121 “fuowidojsaag [Enuapisay (ANOYING “T) Myaa ‘seoz XvIL) 3{190IN/d
11 IopEnbauo NI Sanuno/sanS pUB SPLSIp SDVL 'SdVD uononpal o S1ys ‘AU 4DV 35
A0 JQ/pUE SO BuimOlje;  jonuod pue wsweTrusut s|etaystag {900z {2007 sjwasard QINOVING ‘dLdS ‘] -paxi uequngns
229 2210 52 4 3K Aenblie vy oNesispy  vidE) 04 YAy san 53k IBIPOINYLE N D ") an 01-a W
vaﬁm ] e uj: mzm
2[dnys ® nouo MEE:E u_wEm
“(Looz
QMO VIAS 9002
(ANDYIAS “83) MYQAE ‘S00Z VL)
o2d - sayrinoa/saTLo puE SIoTsip SDOVL SdvD LOJIONP3Y 87 S aj1qoy/d
E.vﬁzﬁu TR uqmzzcovﬁa lenuoo puejuatwsSsuew suasad (UADWINS U 4DV *dL 35()-PAxIpY

usqin 16-Q A

Bu b&c ..UBoEE»m_
99)2 By 8 Ut 980 10

unﬁﬁ? nuﬁg wc réysor 103 SOVL ‘sdvD MO/ WY .
‘Bods 16:11G0)., L) 10, B L1 nidiselicysy ‘dOV 'dL'ds  Rrary JuiSreyaoy
meEEa _waﬁ. JSalapIAoly ON 19smaapy LEDY 52 SaA MOTYN. N ‘W) an B0 W
o SUISTOY
a1BT JAIRA 325 vuﬁnmuu
“RP9P SHA Y, = UOHONPRI 54,
. 201028 /uCfONPaY:
siBopsiBon m_m.u_,cnom, 1. (oN/seA) 1509 SU0}SSIWY
{on=an) _ sadA)
‘sPangy . azinogaoafoly ainses|y
sjustionmopdiosag sulouepezuebig)fousBy  Aepuosag {onsaA) 2|50y oAnRalg ajgeoyddy vonebN

Aewiwing sinseapy-uenebpin

9l elge |




*AD110( USURLL FLIOI AmILA P BEUNGD) BUPIRG W9AL0) 'SI=DROSA IAIYIA

OISR MO RAI{= AT} {10giedaIPAL MO L=t L “aoney3assY jusuageueiy ushruedsues Ly || SuswaBiurgy puruse: uopepodsues=ic L S MEIUOD Y IINO TSSOV L INOpU] 23URIIRAY IRES=[MS 'SAPING
JUINS=OS LR SN SN OGRS =(IUNS ST IuaRIIRl LD 21y ums[ododN O ISES=IND VNS NALIC |00 UOIRYO, sty A2ijeA minbeop UES=I VA LS HINRIN 2IR[ODLS, Lain
DLW Pur-SED UL IO WINOSALON=S/N “Aiviesoqe] {300y SI9EMana [PLONUN-TIUN HATOUIN IO SAPXO-XON “AH0jouyad), pum SpIEpUMS Jo JOMsUL (o= RN BJ21YaA S POOYIOQUBIIN= ATIN
DIORHRAY 100=V N ] [ JN=y SUBISA (eitotunaAug pur Braug ug 4ISpRaTaqdg ] Punod=q) ) AUO [ Nty 1o ssenbs t3d weior=, /3y tsisourSuz uonesadsues [ j0 A0S jeg |{ ISE0 500U N=0HH

lonmy Iy 100130V RO JRINYEp PISSASAWO/AERA u.Euﬂ,mn.UZU\@zm ‘ugfijfeon Aajar] pojunwpg=n1y Sousdvuonaneig UprIasAUR S =Y dil 'YURT Jo pipada3iaug=g07 4hieug sgemauay pue

Kouagsifja SAoug=augy towey $458=087 LAY AROTLB [95RIC=d4q R suy o Howuedag "RI=E0Q S0taag [e10udn) o pwinda g=50a *aPINOH] UOQIEDRIDD PINOUOKY HOQIED =07 IprEng ALD
s poymEoy on 1 3 ] 10 H0J AT ¥ D) SN [0 DIV BEFL =3 Monepodsues ] 30 MALAA(Q 2RUOIED=SURNIND W03 1(BD= VYD A pgemmsng
D[OUCIY U ENCRINONALT A6] Tl N ANRND J1Y R SEg=QIADY VR TRaE piie Binda] 14 41005 e Y= NIS Y PIROF SOUNGSY ALY TIOID=NY |[RIOUAD AouIonY=0Y

f

_ . : (£002
C Landying “88) ANDVIAS 9008
“134NG [BHUBRISSY - SARUN0/EN BUB:SIPLISIP VL 'sdve MYJF) uononpas R/ J2AOUIUMRT]
YIE3 QY IOMOWBAR] OMI0212  {onuoo:puR JuaweBuELy NS % Sun sjussard 0 OV dS auoalg
Arquonidiuigs #-apIAGL] Ayetbar vo  of lasiaapy S94 WNOYINS 01mel (W) a1 €1~
, , T T Bp SroanD]
L anspeyuesid e
-0} poruditios usyAMeA0GT .
A panbidinrsy (Suonpimsap “{£00T ‘[t 10
Budidos W0 |je-0} s1aya01(]) %0£-2407 Jo
A eanirafuiant payySiom oy 3Bums vogonpA TN A
£ painswai) ausjuawdopisp {949} 2318 B SALIUAP
ary 3o Juyer suongnsap dYID (L00T 1924
B 2rayA ‘SUenRULSHP. 3 79 14n4) LpAnaodsar
jenorfarayeiqisseoe AjuSiy s (TN VNS “5e) ‘%0z preose Ag AUqOA/d
18(010] Plan£aIS 10 ploLuMOIq SIBUNOI/SINIS PUB SOLUSIP  SHVL, SIVD {tooz 18 LINA pue sdiy ajoiyan oY 4DV
apgaiequewndoiaaebsl ‘ans  joyuos pue juswaSeuewy qepgsueg e sosl) {2007 JRie soa1paut Jualndofanap ‘LS Y wawdopasq
1134} jueseA e o st ayts 1o0foag: Arenb ey opyissiaapy 534 SIONNC) SR LN | NYDUYTIEA0E-%E UAD ) T BT 71T WA
(£00T
AWOVAS *900%
7310ag/udiionpay
stzans)fon ABlYoR)  loNseA)iseD sU0Is$ig
{enrsan) _ jodAL
5)0843 eunogaoafoly ainseapy
.S:mEEouE_ozatumwn slsyiopopenuebigifouaby  Kiepuaoeg {oN/s34) 21qi5094 aaf10ay3 ajqenyddy uoneByw
Alewwing ainsesp uvopebinpw
a1 sjqel




0Z-g

:Bkmu amﬁ pum uconm:nu 40} Furdeospue usain)  SOVL ‘SdvD A i
- IIANS99.11501) 9ALE vdd *fegoyeodessyn. yepyaug “AdV 'S ' Zuideaspuen)
_jyBnospiafniqeysiseforg SAOLOWEYLY  ONWOSIAPY  SBK 24 sap MOYN (W'D W) a1 LI-0 WA
o . leooz
$5a@) §9a
£ :poino
s2urpiing
Qels
. eowenuopsd fious Apsowt *£00T (6661
wziumdo 61 spodir reuonerado w p3raydwos dreys pue
s jaumoay) pue juagu 2903 JSeRE) 9718
ufsap sy) 'SJISTNO0P 19RAL00 “{andvya “5e) oW 17 VD Burp(ing s (v00T "1839 TALY 3P
aU-03 Jujpiooos. AjaAnoessur Sanunoo/Eaa.pur SIDMISIP  SOVL ‘SdVD U1 Aesappun sapiea 993 sjjip) riapojyeBesn Amuoneigzd  Suimorssiwion
wiaopisd sikajsks mEE:i 1enu02 pue omafeus ‘Jeionouag syzaford afenbs/ez0% Afasua WY IOV 'dS ~0nay
il E: seamsua sseomd st Aenb oreyD IOQ  ON esleApY LT B S9x 2BRIOAY 153X W LOBATPAL Y ._o_.,x_w 1N D) an 31-0 WW
. {200z
o 2E980)
“AenbiEnRusuoIALe (1997 2renbs
ooput pue ‘uotoses : 005"zt 403
, Lot (LO0T 00000215
5w .Ew 1078 F_cuan—gun DE98MN) 1502 jepoutal
415, 2}qeurvgsns (yyeay yo-ul a1y Aygo
jRUSUIIOI|ALY pUR tewny SUOLIEDY [0 -0Fa1q ueg B3IV 79
Jo s2ase Aay oAl i Gounuitgriad {andyva “82) Waragjp Mvag-Fa) Kevonwsydg
Burzmufesar A Aqunesis SANMOo/SaI pUR SPALSIP SOV ‘SdVD  Jo sBupyng SaAn a0 et LG BRI
] aumﬁanw m:-EEn jonuos pue-justusSetrew I[FIoyausg 00 uey ‘521vqa1 XB} ‘AOV *dS 't agan
Anenb e v3*DQOSA  ON BSI0APY  BIOW isA) sax BAjaIRY SO ARBPONVN (N D W) A S1-0 A
*Satiatieq cﬁwuwumsuu._ Buym
pue: "mcsmanou oy ummg paek Fupsodwoy
1T BOIY 79 9500y
; SEauRlRME Lwuolegyd ‘uoronpay
ubamooxo 5“3 &oavEn SOV 'SdVD  (RIDOS UM 0yl 258 Bunndosy
JO SOUBP10AT 2 S310W0d JEIN eloRUg  UOREIOOSSY dOV 45 ‘1 paausyuy
__ozm.u:vu\p_ansbmwmcm unSo.i AINMID  ON BSIAPY SN $34 STA MNOPVYN (W'D ) g1 HaCle B72G2Y]
r2Ieagjuanonpay
sieopsiboy  jesjuyod)  o{oNysas) 1800 suoyssiug
(CIMEERY] adiy
5328)439 , e21nagposfolg olnsesy
sjuswmoniuondisseq vapuonezivefiigfousby  Aepuoseg (on/s9,) sjgiseady aAo9Y3 s|qeoyddy uonieBiyy

Areunung sansgaly vopnebyw
91 @|qe]




12-g

AOG JISMTL], BUDIA=L] LA PUT LauRaT BUplINg uaMD §TI=0E0SN PRIYaA

HOISFRUG MO W =ATTIN) WeqraapAl [MOL=DH1 “woyoloossy: jauisdinepy voppodson LWL usuaBeueyy purwaq uuleLodsued f wigg | 'SIUSUIITIUGY 1Y N0 | =Sy | Napu] IUTIIIYYDY IROS=Y S SIPINO
AMJIRSSTOS-NamsIq Souyry edimungy DRSNS LS MawdSueyy Aendy 1V uBodenop oRUIT R =N VINS TILNSICE [0QU0D) LOUNYIO ury A utnbrer URS=ADAYALS HSRUEYY AU ]
PSIN3EMT PIR iy SRR “HINOS/NLONmME/N Jitojaiogn £31oug ojquavatiay pruonTN=THN RN SO sapixO=XON 'ATojpuas ) pus spuapuelg 30 2MMS] FRICNUN=LSIN 13[942A NH3E: poayoqyTian=A 1N
polio] N=¥ 0T il ..nw..ﬁaﬁ..ﬁﬁﬁag S3p8 1= QIR T IpUind= Moo=ty Iaidw siunbs Jad rSo e, wy/AY. isroaupdug uonEpodsuwl§ §0 AMASU T L[ 1SBO FSRALUDANROH O

I .J.uU.A.EaaZﬁ#mu&Eo.u\ﬂq 9N, SOT=DIESAT U0t 10D Asptary vowmowpaan1g Aouedy wonasiary [USWUORAUT “§ (=R JF Y J0 fpadothugeg g “{Foug AAGEMAUIY Prin

H=T T OUIT 65 c8=68T BN Dir e 2So1OS L finun 10 TesmuRdaq <5 =0 SIARy jRimuany 1o WRWLRIRA=§D( PPINGIT U0QIED="00 aprouopy UOGIT) ()] {pirog juswsfeucyy

HINMID HOIe 4 Al 2o Dl D A1 0d ) treai) 10t 9103 Ty ISIITING O 2i ALY onmHodsuRiy joruuidag musajieD=susnED ‘RO D= i ranuiasmy
ettt g 10] BUibiing =S AUEndd 2y 221y Sug=QNOYYR el o Binsay g Goioog URILOIY=INIS Y YUEOH SOAN0RTY 2 Y BILIOJIRD= Ty Y {RImer) fwony=py

Snsiq st

. SOYL Sdvo E%w@i ¥ ‘Amuone)g
AoEnESumm. ...&.%D Jeaysusg  pajeibossy . MNAON/ES 1B Sianue g
“o) salunodsaDy o esteapy LN L a7 MOYYN 00 an 1meo ig1-a W
OHIPPY “spinm
PIMS datntung
DY P
SeoIosRy ArRuosie)s)d
,Nm._oow\ﬁo.—uuzﬂmm
sieonsifioy  yleouyoel  glonsaa)ison Suojssjiug
{onysoA) _ redAy
, S18l3 mohzowzuo—oL& E:mmms
sjuswioyuondisseg Heyjonopeziuebigifouaby  Kepuossg {on/sap) ajnjseey aAdsY3 sjgeatddy uoneByy

Aremnung ainseesy) vopeboiy
al elgel




it-dg

{9002
AnoLyosg
Buraeg)
ANo3)2

10} 69'9€8

0} pasodds se

L1Tpg 07800

Alush jeim
‘puiq wEs
(s11)02}a)
(AWOYIAS “39) 098 ey 7%
BORUNOD/EONO.PUR SIALUSIP  -SDV.L 'Sd¥D pur {sef) Areuoneis/d A0}S
© *SDDUSPISOIML SOACISOINAR[D 10 [OLUDY-pUR RiSWLBmpW elateg 0SES—3A0IS “HY 4OV 'dS SO JRayRN
sud jeimeEn Ao samies)joalarg fnenb ip o oN Bs19ApY s3X $ax Jo1seD isak 9T MVAT MmOoTWN (W W) anl E-1 WA
T a@RDYAS “8) . : BV 3
EIAGS SIPUNOISIRD PURNILISID  SOVL 'SAVD Atauonsig/d. sanoygysoordaliy
BuRIING:peosm 10 sa981daI.  [00KOD w.,ca.wcwzﬂwgu:_ ‘JeIOyatRg Ui dOV S Sutwing
_mEyppushopelond . AlEnbaeyD 6y esioapy KT S9N so8 900Z MYAT w0T/MN. - ‘0N H) Q7T POOM T3 WIA
~ tawOyva“Ee) _ . Uy B .
SINUNO/EANS PUB-SIANSIP SOV 'SdVD Areuonelg/d sduing
‘sdund  jonuoopupgueaBeury  (erogeueg U OV 'dS Aouaioiyy
-481y. 280 |jeYys10afolg . Supnbrey 0, ‘WD an ,

‘ssanaleme
atjgnd
pug 30100 Ty
SOV ‘Sq¥D  [BIO0S YA 29 *Arsuoyelg suspien
*StApILd Liuniuuien (sire@ JRiofausg  pojRIDOSEY PUYOIN/AS Auuniuuo)
303 ouds Sykoipap feys 1aafolg “89) SONUNGOSINLD  ON 1DSIAPY S84 534 SO MO YN ‘W) an 61~ W
‘ssonaleme
atjqnd
pur 53101 BAY
8l00g/ualonpay
sieapsifion slEaluyas)  ((oNfsaA) 18D §UDISSjUg
{onssa ) , ppdAL
K0ayg aanogpoaloid sinseap
Sjuaunuogioiduaseq steyouopeziveBioifousy  fiepuoseg {oN/ss A) sjgi8ee4 BAOBHT ajqesyddy uopleBpw

Aewwng sansesiy uepebimn
9L 8|qe]




‘ahay Bary 1007 4= 1vil

~HO[1RID08S Y IWIISARLTLY UDNELOdSURL L=y T umwadsuely puga(] uopmundsun 1L=NCLL ‘SIURUIUTINOT Sy SN0 | =57y 1 'Xapu) Sau
L1 aswaBsuey Ajsren) 1ty wmiodogeyy OIDUBIITI=MNDVINS HOLISIQ 10010 UORNJI0Y 41V A2][2A TINbEOf URS=AIdY
7] ARI9UR aqemauay [RaoleN="TIN aTANIN Jo SPXO=RON KBojouya) pite SpaRpums Jo ai
WOLIIA Bt [usuoaba:pue ARtowy wy diusopury=aga ‘puned=g] LMoo =1y Umow arenbs tad RO Y= /3y si00u
ok RO [AITIRN Passaxduon/s: ; :
. fouty KNG AT JI0MEIIT 9458587 112
PIT M PRIUBNGL SHLONIIO=RINMID MR G
PRICUERE PUB [MYALIOIANT J0) SUDliIng ~SaaE t1asiq

W BT AL

“Kap)od Hsuwyy, B0 A=IL LA P J1aunoD Duipying usin SO=2EDSN 9ysy

139070 IMOS=TYY S2PING
ATS 19N AR(RALITf=f ]
118} [BUGHUN= ] SIN 2121124 092 - POOYIOqUR A=A TN
Suy wonmiodsue) [0 BmpsuL=q LT sen MOYUIUD=DH O
DISAP/PA INA=ONI/SEAH: WonieeD £a1j011, uguowpg =13 (fowely U004 fRUULONAUD 8 =Y d7 SHTE Jo-zipadopsiaug=107 *iZoug Jqumusy pue
aefnonml (a8 (= d 1 ARivug Joquswiuedag *§'n=000 SRS (21D J0 1R3¢ = SO BPINSIC, voqID=T 00 PPINOUORY 1B =(1) ‘PauOE AT nuT)y
FULOD=] 3 1AOI[0 91 Y ORI 104 INID=d VDD SHAANI0d I RLSIE D=V “uofeuedsuel | 10 JUotIadaQ BIM10j R msuR e RILIOJRD= )

enl) dty eny Log=qwOvva ‘[eLsR)RN Plia Bugisay 1) Apnes UEILDUWA =N L.QY 1PICOE SOMOSIY -y BIMORD=GY Y ‘TRouan &

liqeuelsng
uopy =0y

b:az_woohmﬁ .

kil
asay Smkjddesitayiy sa1Tagens

2231 5028 RUeADR

suS-01q pup sSewoiq-0ipAYy

Joediin-Ato; ‘faunistposd purm

7.4ew syo0foid ‘sar3oyns.

{2002 ANDVIAS

i . : *900Z M VAA ‘5002 eIy 7P
“efos sopnyauy epustod Altns (DNOYINS “E3) (s00z ) PUR 200Z DHOSMN)  Atewopms/d
‘sjgemauat pue Supnijodun S3NUV0O/ENID PUESIDIASID.  SOVL SqVD puR-Z00g (¢poz uonanpas. o, siy DY weshg ARagug
*(8)urotsAs AB13us sjguasatios  Jonuoa pue juotweBeusiy eiogewe  Dgosn) puB 7007 swosasd NDVINS - 'OV AdS*L  2Iqemauay sps
BHsu0 saptaoid pafory Alenbae vo. opiestaapy 4 DUDEN) SOA 594 ARBPONAAE-4T W'D W AT -U0 15-F WA
, {£00T
Jeig AZreug)
_ . BUIOIfED (L00Z ANOVYINS ey
(@NDOYING T 9) ul s8utpling '900Z MY@3)  Areuopeig/d
SIUUNOI/SIULD PUE SIDIY/IP IV L SdVD ParRge UOH12NPaL %, 511 Y
“S[RLRRIL JOOI Pajaqe]  [04U00 puE JuawWaTeuetn getoysuag  reyg Adoug sjuasaid NDVINS  dDV 'dS ' Jooy mg £81oum
T8 AT toug sjjepsut 193{01g Ayjsubye vy op aswapy D98 iS4 534 594 MOTRAI-965°0 0N D ) gn) P W
721008juopanpay
si2opsiBol  feouyoa)  (fopssen) 1sop suo|as|ug
{oNfsa ) (#dkL
£193§13 aainogva{oiy nseay
sieunionuonditosag seyiomoteziuefighoualy  Lepuooag {oNssaA) ojqiseaqy CPLLETIE 3|qeoyddy voneSiw

Aleunung eInsesp uoneBiw
9l 21qe]




Y|

J0 itnomum 103 (snoiadu)

%0 UBl SSA) WwHsLs
wanpAed uz.w..:vn_o TRASNHO
1uppred.ps mongs 49 pajaAco
lo vcszBv n sepeds Supred

(L00z BO1Y 7

TN yYWs “82) (o0 aWDVS 9007 Keuopeissd
2{UNOO/SANIS PURSIALNSIP.  SDVL'SAVD  PUBTOOT (5002 MY QE) uonanpai Y soogjang
[dgued-pue jsmafeutiy  jEloyousg 2EOSN) PUB-ZO0Z % s siuasaid gDV *aso ' Joouon
Auenb e yD O RSPAPY SOR  DHDSM) SR BOR TWADVIAS 0715607 I D W) an g B 0

t vio:_. (2002 galy %

cw;% Buippng “(gmi3e {a@ROVYINS “82) QDS ‘900z Kisuopeisyd

$0€ HUEIM) TNOS J0 YO 10Iie. SAIIUNOY/SIN PUR SIS SOVL 'SJVD MV ag) vonsnpal 0y
[o0e} D) sRipling Jo/pie’ oy jonuoy pue jupweFenew MEIDIALIE % S uasad *JOV *ds '] uonEuUAlQ
JO 210U 10.945 4 SjIaL0 303014 Apjenbaie v o wsisapy  sag 534 SIA ONDVINS 1MOT%6°0 ‘UM ‘D) a7 ®{0S 11-3 WK

{andvias (L0607 ANDVYING BV

“F9) sapuinoa/sanis (9002 . ‘900z MVAdE)  Awsuonmsyg

PUE SIOLISIP [0DU02 SOV, 'SAVD anms 49002 ) tagonpal % S WA
%07 Aq sjuaurambay  pue jusmeBeuels Aynb  fdlogeusg TOOT NS *T00T siwasoid GWOVING  'dOV 'dSD 'l pE 3pLL posoxg
poomnspashxajanfold A2 YD 'GANS ‘G%Dd  ON9SIBAPY  AWOLSA  FPOJ)SIA A BMIPOIGYET (N D W AT 19-0 AW

_ _ £21038J00jNPeY
sEopsiBo  yeojuyosy  cfonysea)ison suassg
{oNrsaA) adfy
519843 891nogposfeiy ainsesy
gjuswwonjuonduaseg vayiguoneziuebigifoueby  Alepuosesg (onfs9A) 91q)5854 aAlaYa a|qeayddy uonebpmy

Adsunung ainsesy vopeBain
8l 9jqey




st-d

A0 38uLlY BUOIARIL] A puR uBuno] 3uipng. uan "§ N=08080] gan

VOISSTG MO RAN=ATIN UORINPAY, MO L=DELL el a0ssy WAURRRTLN U0y THOdSUR ja L JUIRFIURIAL PUIRKAC] UONSLIOSURI LN (L SIMRURGBIIOD 1Y DIXD | =80V | INapu] S2UTPIIY 10]0§={US 'FPIND
_ANJNS=208 oISy sa fe] unmwu_,csi QRIS LINNS FonEI] JunmaBeuep Giend) 1y aetijodosray LIHPWRINS= WA VIAS 15181 [oMV0D UOUN G Y AN UInbROE BYS=Dy VALS MO0 D1e[mm= iy g
-ILNIDYT] PUD Sy DUIIRL =T T0 uﬁsow\ﬁ._oza.mxz..é&n.anﬁ 431Uz BREMIUIY [RUONR N TN ‘uaganiN j0 sapIXC=NOp *LFojpuyaaf pue SRITPUTLG JO INYISU] JOLONEN | SIN DpyRA U2 T PoOYIoGYRIIN= A TN
2{qejiray 1NN WOl A= uStseqp [RUALILAUTY, pUR ARratg up dwsiapea=gas ‘punod=qy-Limawon Ny U920 asenbs aad weaBoy=,usdy siesuidug uonELOdstRI] JO ANIfISIN=3 1] 'sun) 2SHALUADI =)
£ BAY J00)=U Y SeD) ey PossadWonAIayan ANIIR=ONI/SAT iU Ran) £3j1041 vauowpg= g Hauady nonasialg [RUDALVOALS *S" NV Y Wiy Jo-apedoplong=gog o Ry pH
SUSIYT AT UG oURqI Bu02=Co5 121 AeDed S ARy Jo umasedag S A= SANAIG (RS J0 Wl (=8RG tapixniq HOQIED=T0D) "2pINDUORY LOGIED) = ()] 1paEoE] lunwBaimyy
AEvAy pRedayny RO 1RD=HIAM1D) Haimeg ) 132D (1 0g 1Y w2 u0g 12M83=4Y D2 HSiEn|jog uy’ CHAL =] v D Juopenoedsire | jo jusiutedsg HILIOITRDmSUR R RILION 0D v D)
PIUDuoag PUL TEURLDILR 10) Buipling =$34g qumE,”EuEumaﬁE‘.E?aO Iy By ArQ=QINOVYE iR pue Aunsay i0) 1205 dRdON Y= (S Y PITOR SIUNOSIY Y BUIANFIRETY Y IR0 $RU04 Dy

e g PR RS T ,
0} SR BOURYS pae anjEA
{ - SOURIDIIAL DL THMIGR “R1rolein
’ USATR B 16 apeInoya
1 51.(06'g BOUBHIUR *070
Eidoel) el prepums
R, 05 SE{06I0: 0ty e

5010 9oUB}BaLl

["pampaaduis) uy oL flewss B £q

TMOYS sv ‘yeay Je[0s709]321:0)

| Anges,soepns pojorinsuod oy

|30 UsEO R ST P3G 241 I SV

S 4q paiiain’soiFojoporiem
pezostord yySusdoo

30 paqusyed jo.o5n sy sannboes

SINSRAT SIY T, “STRNGRY ATLpia

P UBMMY PUR FEAI o0

ua Jopdiuy-ozysury

a1:spam padoppaspun puy

‘padbjonap Goamaq, S3BUAIHIP

Jupesd feriiiow) spues;

=AY Sooupal arfiseau nogLSnyw

YL, “sate o] Bupired 9P .40 9406

. I0ag/uARONpaY
sieopsiBo  yeomyoe)  cfonsax)ison suojssjug
{oNrso ) : @Ay
a3y aa1nogsafolg anseay
sjuawnoguondussag slayiguonezjueBigifousiy  Aiepuasag {oN/saA) aig)seagy DASaYT ajqeoyddy uopebiw

Kiewing sinseepy uonebmn
gL eqryl




97"

patojop-By saplacidisaloly v op esraApY  Ajddy sax sox WS isex  Buisearoul moUYN (W D W) a7 TI-A A
h A Q%ﬂ
. (8661 d4mDI) za1y 5p
SOV.LSAVD als 2qatypa Areuonmngyd sa1oey
.moE_B.& pug EuE mncﬁ b:mau Hijvleciicle| :_ S3[I08] JODOSS U OV S BuiBmy)
L0 e VD HHER TOA  ON SIPAPY I8 1594 SaA ~008S SPA NOYYN A a1 AT TR NN
SOV sdVD
‘Jelayeusg , {200z ANDYINS vy P
_ ) vondunsuon _ _ w000 MYAF)  Auonmigyd
SO[IUNOD/SaND Em sjusp R AY {00z uolonpares, S} wH
g 1anuds 'pue Eu.Emmman Ppasepiat] puE 7007 . Siuasard qIAD YIS 'dOV dS 00y usauny
e .BE v_ﬂ.emmu g} Anenbiaeyd 1953RAD Y DEDSN) $IA 50 % PRIEPONARLO'T UN "D W) a7 01-3 W
“SIUSISAS FUIONPUOD RO (AWADYINS “89) ) *(9Q0E MYQR) LIV
S SDIUNDY/SINID PUBSIMLSIP  SDV.L 'SdVD {500z ‘sfuzruofonpal  AIBUOL®IS/d
joNUOo0 pue JustusSeuew sIpIPgausy "pue Z0oT guaosad sy suasaad a0V 'dS Bunoo) AFeuy
Ayenbare vo  op iesivapy oHOSN) 24 . S3A  MYAT MOT4A01-%1 TN D) QT -m07 2623 ININ
2 N8V s wgﬁ N
‘€06 9 WISV 0r-Bulpiosoe
_ £8103S/UG1INPEY
sleapsifio] #[Bolyda)  f(oN/sa)) Js00 suajssiig
{on/sap) 1adAL
spoay3 a01nogsafold aInseay
sruBsLoD/old1sa(] dQeqiomoneziuefinifousfy  Aepuoosg {oN/sas) ajqiseay aAl}aYg |qeojddy woneBuN

Aewung ainsespy uoieBium
gi ajqej




A0 NSURLL BUOIIA=IG LA FUT w00 Sulping U0 'S 1=I8D5N PeA

- yustualeunyg puctusq tayepodsuns | 3N L iStituticaney NV AXOI=SDV L IXIPU| 2IUTIDYIY IT(0F= Y (SN

olna=44 Judisa ummmoAE pre. £2reuy ur drysia
4= UV S50 [PMION possaIdiloD a5 LN0SE=OND/SAT SUoNH 0D £21i01L, OMOWDERD 1]
Q=tdy Rty go suamiuidaq - (=304 s
E20d TV UEDIY JOF SN D=TY

; LRI Y B0 D=S YD
AnpEadydry iy Lefl=UWOY VA eumm

¥ ORI (MADVING 1081 100800 UONNIOT 1Y AS[IEA uinbrDf UES=CDAYALS MR J1noni =y,
N JO SaIXO=XON ‘ARojounan ) plie sprepueg o FULISUL {EUOEN= L SN 052U A NI puoy i) RO N= ALN
PeaY=GITT punodag) tidistl Wity njowr asenbs rad LeBo)IN= w2 1s1553u13ug uanepedsuely jo NS LT [ ] 1522 SOOGUIT =DM

‘AouaRy un1a9101] [RUsWLeNAUT 'S A=Y dT ‘yueg do mpadopdaude0g Atz 2jgemousy puy
3G [eiouRn) Jo wuuelag=50( fepixelg :.o,mbﬁvﬂnOU ‘oprxowopy U =07 ‘pineg

aFeuey

monauodsimn 1 (0 JuwTdq BRUOIIRI=SINIRD RIUGHIED=Y D KIquinisag
iy pue Sunsay soy FSETERTN UESLRMIPSIN LS Y SpIRog SANOSIY Y RN RD=TY Y RN AdwIony =0y

sBUIARE:100D) 5, YD) "uns Paio]od sEp

| Iotutits 10y ¥ 5apuil Joba pruLoU o1e S91mI edly 3p
BB I000 J,(9-0S £ms pauin (22007 ¥da) Areuonmsyd
ey sfepiziein Bijooi sarssiwe SOVL*SIYD 213 ui sjoor Buizeoo 1993 o
.wEmE ,..gwummu._ A8 Jeloyausy AR 10%06 asenbsygrg 'dOV '4S ‘1 5]00Y
"§J001:1000; sopiacid 00fot g 24D ONBSi2apY  49AQ 159K =4 AN AOYYN IND W AT 100D 51T A
. S QUL ERIGELS
JEULIOU 033500
juateainba
ue -
2D SM
03 Arejjms-
zpas
Kew pue 10180
ur Sy Area
218 SUSAY-
papusg
BN -
ooz apd) JUpmao
. Heydse ApiB uey)
O SIUNENY antsuadxa
 adepds asow, aeah tod
2|8uys B IGRURD WS 18 yom LZ1aud 23y P
paiojon MM pue dupood oas piom  Ksuomng/d
‘(uatuaaed V] 'SV 2ARI3 10 5918531358 £7.:0 Aq juswaaed jo S Buiney
opaqie pasediptn “3-0) Buised [Eloyaung  pues-emyey P210j0> Wiy OCT'I JOOPAGIEAY gDV '4S T paiojar-1yEin
FB103g/uonoNPaYy
sieopsifion Heajuyoa)  (onsep) 1809 sUoissIg
(oNjsa ) sedA)
§198}35 8ainogpoalorg ainseapy
sjusinwopuondinsag gsyomoneziueBigMaushy  Kepuoseg {onrsap) ejgisead BAJIORLT 8|qeayjddy uoneBiy

Aewuing aunseey uonebyy
91 2lqel




87~

Afraug) s1500
Funetado
1Pmof ‘s1500

[eidus foyBiy ualy 3P spIBpualg
SOVL 'sdVD —aoue(|dde KpuoneIs/d 2ous)|ddy
(g, Q,Bam »E9y moora:aam BOIJoURy  SAIOIS IRl YOE 10] W dDY ‘s wueoyg Huy
5 oEu hﬂu:u mum.: 109fosg ON :#819ApY  ofepyiisan 83 S3URA 1SRN ROV ‘(A D W) AT O
‘(2002 Jaden
180D) A BIIY 39 Argpeduon
“SBI8 SOVL 'sdvD Fupsxe wony Arsuoneyg/d wawdinbg
dgpaks wzﬂ:sm 1B:8/2p00 ‘[erogausg 1PAPOJOSTS WA 4OV ‘ds pled oujoslg
[eald ON i9staApy Sax SR —SLEISBA MOTYN W at SI-F AN
(epoz
30a).sL1$ 40
*SBOURRIPLO 1500 m_ﬁﬂwno
Buuoz [enure
'sapoa ‘jue} uqqed
Bmppng 06 &'sannbai QY 7P
SOYL'sd¥D ‘uspwinouo ‘1225 arenbs Aelapoispasu  Aeuonmg/d
Raciish Hleroyuag IB|0s uo 0T/SLILS A23a BUj00D 'Yy YOV 'S SImesy woiem
Jotem:Jej0s sepracsd J0nforg adomg ON I9SI9ADY  paseq isoj 594 IS3A UL UOPONPAI 94049407 VA QT 1B10S p - AN
D93 3\p.Aq paiistupipe sum o
'pu puedp Aonos]s saunmns
yeadl 0npal 0} poE; EEm a
?n:uﬁ u:u uocu 93(y21 fejos
Y31 sy sjELEjeL Sugooa
Buieisw 10) S10UMD’ Bupping (24 00T
o1 sIeger paprAosd.: Eﬁm?ﬂ vda)
P400guoARpaY
sleopsiBo  Jemuydal  g(onssea) 3500 suayssiy
{onpsap) yadA]
shayg aanogpssfoly ainsespy
slusnnioymonditossg somonezjueBioifousfy  Kuepudoeg (oNssa ) aigiseay LYV LEITE sjqeayddy vogeBpiy

Arewwuing sinsesy uoebpy
91 8jge)




6Cd

oy

s

UOISTIUIG 0] B | Qe= A 1Y 100 B20IDAR 0 L0, StauTio0ssy juptuasis 1
TOS=AOS ST SN TR aaiTOTE A IS SRS TuaeBttn
BUISAIT PUE SeO Ofed=T9 0 MHNOEAON=S/N

WIGTIRAY 1ON=VN LN WBiseq |

R NS THORIASIL LA, PHR A13tn03) BuipHing sasp "SN=DHOSN RIAYIA
AL=YINL uawaleuny pusuac] adnEpedsiiel =0 1 Sueuuenes 1y axo, 1=SOY.L XOPUL FuTT0YIY IN0S=[YS (SPIXG

amyjodarrapy uoRIIS=QNDYINS LIS [OTHOD UDINTIOZ iy ai(z;, UIbeoy toga@ndviA S SHeneps LYY g N
o,EonS.‘Qaamﬂ.u_ﬂiﬁckm JRUONTEN= TN, Suefom N J0.59p{x0O=XON Adoj0way pue FRIEPUEIS 40 2JMIISUL] LN LGN 22 Y3 2RI POOYIN B Na A TN

sitiiuanaug pue 43190z up dusi =T IPIN0d=g] Ao Y=Iuy, U Ew. Srenbs fad e1Ba =, Uy 120uBug noneodsuRLL 10 ARSI T 15RO ANOYUINLG=OLIO

“oﬂnm.g,u.modmiﬁ H@Ai&azmvumnpaa_ouﬁu_uzub ANIE=DINDJSAH Ubigrea fonas] roniewpa=o14 SRR 0] 10161 TRINAUAY AUR “§ =V 3T ‘yuen jo. mpadnpadoug=a03 ‘Kioug aqensusy pue

Aauaiarg Miong=Ayaa Joueny vigancad S 31
PISTM PRI BN RO QWMD) HOWES AHALIUUO gD * Y URN) 10] U= VDY) SIURIDHO, Y SHAMIDRE]Y D]
PUOYOIR PR {EIIARLLAIAYL 10] FUpling =QHAY Yoinsiq YustraBeuniy Ay ead v ey Leg=qD Vv ‘juribiegy pire

9d [253] Qe 9] tABIPUR 10 USR5 (=F O $25A195 WD 30 WRLEIAC=SOC BPINOI H0qIRD=1(02) BPINDUOIR BOKRT =00 ‘s waadeuryy
0, etiwiodsini ] 4o wipedad el Eesuene) muole)=vo L gnuemg
11150,1,110] A19§003 LTIV L] § Y ‘PAROE] SA2UNOSIY MY PHLIQIHE =T YUY HBIFUANy AUoH V=Y

(2007 weig
Adasug)gson
SaleyIRN BILY 73
sBuptirono pue-Supetado *Lruoneyg,d
Aemojom pur oped “ygaod SOV 'SV, . , 1m0] (L00Z av1s A810ug) A SUISIURYDIIN
*sopuia 103 SwspIeyooM Ragauag  salo)s [mad 's)gooqepdes  sHujAes ASious JEnuuR 4OV ‘dS ‘i 3uypeysg
Bujpeys:Fujonpar-AB100a.JiEstiy ON 19S19ADY  lofgjA] 1587 S9A WYBIH SFOA 0SS 01 A 0N UAL'D ) O B1-3 A
A , “(L00z -
ISIN) 1SIN
Aq podojossp
s3anpoad
Buipying 3o
aouenyIopEd
: atwouans pire
‘Kem Ajpusiy Afperusuvonata [UAILO AL
e Uy paamsEIntEmw 1] sougfEq 0 ey 5y
PUR $2]040 a1i). Buo] yim SOVL ‘8dYD 5195R.SMm0| [T afeisae Keunoneisy S|rURIREN
‘pajaABI YusiSIe aoanosad qR1dIYAURG FSBMYOS U0 WSBYIR MO YWY dOV 'dS  Suipiing usan
e Hatgm. sjeitarEL $550 100{014 ON, :2512ApY 59X 5334 s 524 %0£-6Z MOVYN (W DY) an LA A
(£00T mg
781033/u0fInpey|
sIONSIB0T  yjeojuyoa)  o(oNySOA) 180D suo|ssjwy
{oN/so ) adAy
s198yg : aamogoafoiy ainseapy
sjustnnon/uo)dussag doypuopeziueBioilouaBy  Aepuoseg (oN/s24) 3jqiseay BA3YT e|qedyddy vonebuy

Aremywung aanseayy uoyeBinpy
94 djgel




0c-d

‘vonndwinsuan “1001-3.408
tem 19d 817598 JO sealea gary %
ujuogonpas  Aeids asup-aid uayolR ' AleuoirelSyd
SOVL 'SdVD yZnonyg 1509 1uaioygo-soteam Bugsn Y sasueljddy
*spoursrdde ELNEI1TY fferoyatag 19y wigad 107 1503 A>uade somm ‘ddV 'dS ' 98 1Ae A
;_Boﬁcvcouuzﬁ.,m:maﬁ duambay ON 1as12ADY S8A a4 ue s PRPIOAY MmOy "N D W) AT -m07] :6T-d WA
) ‘sdupfing “elxa
100} uomne]feISuy
~pInsiryg (5661
AU BuL RLeH)
“Buipying 2yt Jooigo By
o 3o0raly puRy:oyueds *Krevoyesg
SOVLIsdyD  mousdeds Swipuadop e
EDYAUSE . J0f AJuojlam 005’1501 ‘AOV ‘48 1 swasAs unydiy
ONL9SIPADY  DHOM 150X KX DOE"E 1594 MOYYN ‘(A 'D").a1 4 773 W
(stuaysAs BAY 39
|enuso) *Kreuonels,/ d sw2ysksg
SOV '8dVD : . HDODS O Rt Sugjeo) pur
RIS . (s1=reay) Jrem) ‘dOV ‘dS ‘1 Bupesy aaissey
ON, 2s1ApY 524 59K DOBE 5ok MOTYVN (A D W an S ot § V2
- (L00T
$,9%07) asn
[eldu2plsaL
rdAy BIY
*sBumas armeisdim SOV 'SdVD 10p°$3U9s “{teuoneIS/d
15a(pB Ajj2opRiuoing i[ElaRous g + puy Leidsip (L00T 1218 £S1aug) “ry Slesounay |
1y sjersordty sjqeittiiSod Aimosapy  "saio)s peiss AD/095 51500 ARsaup 1 sFwians *dDV 'dS '] alqewweFory
Buronpor-AFuo yeisu) A eswapy  sofeiN ssap S9N S2Ajenule 001 MOTVN 0N D W) @t HWT-H N
{zooz LRIy 79
S am0T) XD "(L00z tmg ABssug)  ‘Amuoneis/d
) SOV.L ‘SdVD UONB| RIS UL SUE} [RUD[IHRALUOD Uy suRg 95001
‘sugy ..o.mnoﬁwxmmnnﬁ\w.ﬂ_woo elayysuag  Cso101S [1ujal “BI00ZS UG ROgIE OV IS 1 -oloym/SuileD
Suronpar-£Zseus (pusa| Op 2512ApY  Jofeyn iso sax “SPE ISBR SIOWSL0C MOV ‘IIN D W) anl 6T~ WA
. , AI00g/uonoNpey
seapsifioy  yeopuyse)  cfonssep) 1s0p suojsejuy
{oN/sap) yadAy
s100)3 . 20.1n08%2f0id BINSEAY
spuonnoguandunzag slayiguojieziueBipifousBy.  Aepuossg (onysBA) sjgiseey CLY) LT a{qen)ddy voneBiw

Areunung aunsesyy uopebniy
81 B|qel




Le-dg

. Adijod usuel] THOI A=Y LA Piltounog BUPING UAD 5 (1=00 DS 219K
HOISSHitE MO ERIN=ATAN A IOQUIPARL (MO =D uoNROossY EuEuw..ncn.E. zonenodsun g ~viy ) Juusinuey puewa( uonedodsuel=ING al "E:aﬁcwa:a,u\_?u.}a LSOV INapu) MLIID[0Y JTIOS=NYS SOPIND
IYNS="0S i 5 1 W OIS ATINS, IS fotisEue rend i1y uesjodanspg URUIES=NDYING RIS JoDueD tonnjjod Sy ) wobzo URS=DAVALS JONRI Mmpaiind=jng
DU PR SBD S1198, HHON=E/N LpeIoge iCaug Rlqematy muoNoN=TIYN “usdonin 10 sapIxO=%an “io[otiyoa ], pun sprepaig go ayansyy 1BUONTN=] SIN F2IRIY3 A SIRI3E POoYnqyIaN=ATN
2BlIeAY J0N=NN 1T miustruaIAg PR AR raugm a_cﬂunwuuucumd.ﬁ::cnwe Loy =ty Hrajaut Freabs 14 wreilojt=w /Ay ‘SizanSug uonmadsuesL o ampsuiag 1 den ISVYUIN =D T
DU BRIV 200135 passadwan/Sajonen ALHs DISAT tuoriiRoD £9ljast uonIOWPEYT  HANET Y UDIIbIOL Ut IALY S =Y MU o eppdojabug=g0a Afaug sjquasetioy pur

CR3 L9114 1R1aniuvd 089l Qe d (0 AEI30E 0 wowmdg SNAIOQ ISPAMDS, ALy J0 LD S0 IPINOIT HOGIED=T 00 DPIXOUDIN HOQIES mT1y ‘paeog wawateusyy

) SO AN A0S UNPAESLD) 0] 1D D= DD SIUEMI0T 3 D=SAYD UONFLOdsUTL L j0 Jusuarpdaq SO EDESURHIED SIIOjIR = vy Aupquumsag

] 50 Ay Ty feg=Qhvva .E:uiez ?a Bu 91 38} K19jo08, HIALU V=N LS Y SpIcog] uuu..h_a,mum IV ERIOHED= gV SeisuRny Lwon vedy

SIOMISIPT SDVAL ‘SqvD 00018 9[190N/d Juawdinby
leaiu00 woynfjod Hue J|RIDliauag sisAjieD Oy UOLOTISUO)
JuptaBenews Ayenb ng *ON uoNEpIXQ ‘dL*dS 'l 12821 payiueD

MO YD WA

DY at

‘IN

"~ alqon

7 ‘Kruopnelg

, WO TN 2190/

OVL'sdyD  Apuauns _ : ¥ ‘adv
1 “jeloyausg stuerFoud ‘4l ‘ds ‘1 WNINIILNG
DHD-2npax o). Moy opn(ow] ON i25IDAPY IR[IILIS 1598 S9A S8 . ROV ON D "W QT 100YoS -8 A

’ "(sa ooy . . . ' S aiqory

‘Buiaes LR1pun “8°3) sifois ¥ ‘Krnonaig
HYDvoripal 0} YD Ut 1sIxe *21q01M/d uoyesnpy
UORRUSOI/ST0S0104E VAR 1) Ajurasimy, 1 dOY suononpay’
WIASIURPISAI PUR “Sass ldysuag  sursBosd ‘AL d8 SuoIssiiug

SR S 24 _ MOYYN IN'D W) AT OHD :1-S WIN
RE 7 T s = SRy T .Mm@%imwmu.gwi. l.:.. R

) RIEHT SOV Savh UG u
105 iRt Agreatt.asn o) L {eooz@uvimia  esysveg WY 'dO¥ 'ds  Wodsumy spoog
|pnuapisatuou je sy ADUWRAQIN SPOOD Y N 3aS10ADY 34 $o LN ABWPOIYYN. 1IN D) a1l ST AN

. . “JuanyEa .
pue Fupdwnd
_ 201008 /u0}ONPaY
sieansifon slEOuYDRY  clon/saa} son suojsspug
{oNisaA) AL
§199)J3 sonogpoafoiy amnsealy
sjusunuoguondunssg sieypuoneziuebiofoushy  Kepuoses (onysaA) ajg)seay aAloaY3 ajqeayddy uopeBniy

Aeunung sinsesyy uopeBpy
9l 8ige}




7e-d

SIONSRON PaRIa0SSY e

[RLEIN
1aaford AYLJOUOHDUNSUOD JOf ANQOW/d UOLIINNSUD
sjeno1pwi-Buip|ihg opew A|(eao] SOVL ‘sdVD 0y DY paysijowag
s( ; GNoNnsuns ‘[eiayaueg ‘dL'dS 1 apkooy
d72[0A03Y ON 12510ADY S3A sA3, MOV N D ) Al =D N
2190/ d,

SDVL'5dVD WY dDV SR
\efosuag  tiospuadacy ‘dLds 1 Bup)ing.
JON 19810ADY S 5 8 SIL COTYN (A D MO 120077 D W
mEp -¥OS Wd ‘0D AGOIN/] uswdinbg’
pus fessyauag o 4Dy UOHONISHOD)
*ONDHL : ‘dL'dS 'l |endaanewEyy
189 RSIDAPY S2A SAA A A0PYYN ‘N ) a =D A

"(qLo0z

vdF) Baxe

uonejfRIsul

:000'01$

~000§$ ‘4dd

‘00078
100g/uOtONPRY
sleans|fion sfeoluyany  {oNyseA) 180D EVGIET ]
{onisen) dAL
: sposy3 sainagpoafold ginsesy
susuililoouondlosaq geuqouopenusfigifousfy  Alepuossg (oNfssp) ogiseay EYSILETIE] sjqeaddy uoieBimw

Areunung ainsealy uopeBiN
91 aiqeL




te-d

. ]
UOISSIIEL 007 R4, .

=ALT ) UOGITo0IpAE [RIOI=DH.L ‘HORMPOSSY JUautadeusyy BOPRLOSUDL L=y L

10d UsURLT RUOPIA=]dL A PUR HI2UM0D BUIpPling u2alL) 'S 1=0G0SN » A
Juawadeun|y pUswwa(] LONPLOASURI L=y (l L, SSINTHIINSUDD) JIY J1XD | wS)Y L X3pu) TEDATIY [OS=[US SAPING

) NS08 Sr2indler sating, ADIUNY IS IS RIS S TsuRp Qtend Sty Dejodone GRS =AINDVINS IS [04U00 UOIRHO A1V £](2A, BHibROL HES=ADAVA(S (ANEI FRINEI=NG
N2E puRiseg) o1 {1 “YINOGAN 100 S/AL *AToreroger] SRiaug »_onﬁ..nﬁz JRUOHEN=TANA HITQnIN JO SAPOO="ON ‘ABorotya3]] pur SPIKPURIS JO AlINE} [RUOHENS, LS N 191014 212345 pooy1oquian=Agn
IO[QBURAN 0NV W=t tuSisag reraunianAvg puk ABraug u) dYEPEl=qry ] (puiod=a] SasWni=ivy Umaw amnbs tad IR0, WA, i5s2omSug uopeuodiel] Jo MNSUi=T 1L ST SN0UaaIN=DHD
Rl 8 UVLLY sy pInjeny passaidwiagysaono s SN I=DNDBAT SEONNRED Aajior) uoiuop=n 1 Aowaly UAHIN0I [TNRUITONAUT S A= VAT MMBE 10 vpodoppfong=a0g Afioug TQRMDUIY PAIE

19

Y68=G3T LR Pimnotped (Psoamdd KRRz o Juminda §Ti=a0d
HED =MD 20081 AHAIUUO Sty M0110Y Aty UHS[D 103 BIURDEVID”

EERIPEETY RARE0 10 Rukeds(=80q taproig HOMED=TOD “PINOUDEY HOQIED =07 parog( Juoiwadeuesy
SUHD0] 1Y RDIID=5IYD ‘ueyonedsin § jojusumdag wUIolED=SURIED ML ED= VD) ‘Kungrarersng

u~.Eo:o.on.._A %E Ewu&:o\:}nm 10} AUIPING =5399 :ur_m_.c,u:uEumucaE Aupend iy vary Asg=qQINO Vv rusieiy pue Supsa 110} Q131008 UTMIRUY=I SV RIROR SA0059Y AV TRUDHTED=FIY ¥ [|850ua5) Auion a0y
swar§ord
fefjuns BAIY
'SusAs., apenpue g "wesBord 7» ‘Areuonelg
e, 1a3muaayto up Buieiua fepgo Na0Ny/d
40 S)IpaLy nogre Fupnkise paydope N 'OV
Aq suoissiuia jetogippe j0U gAY ‘dLds "l aseyaing
40} 81510 asetund opiatig ON  EdV ON SIA SIA ROTYN A D M) AT RSHO 2N
(weaSorg .
aa4
uene3nyN
uenInIsuoDy
SUSWO
ANDOVIAS
‘0156 21y
ADdYALS "pauBisap susm
‘uresdold weidoid 93] sjqIsuapep
KON TIRD B 1 Y31\ 3q pinos
30} 150 SUOISSIUD DD Jo
Apusuns suoyonpas ajqagyuerh
stueiBoid plie [ea4 101 w1y
IBJIULS NG fenuated oy aopid 1y 99 2lIq0jAYd
SOY.LEAYD ‘YD ulsixe widoid ou Auoing ot a0V wfor ] 934
‘qerogauegy jou saop st asouy oy ‘dLdS‘]  wonsBuyN ans
ON 1R5IRARY tueLdng joN S2L SHEH-AIRIPOYN ‘UALD W AT DO TI-TA I
R e a R RATEER R T e R T B Tt Ao Vot IS MR R e h e ST T L
. © 7a100g/uoONpay
sieopisiBey  imopmyon) - {oNjsep)ison SUp|Ssjwy
{onysap) sadA]
) S84 321n0s5423{o14 sinseap
swaLwoYiediaseg dayiouotezivefigfousty  fiepuossg {oNJs2 ) ojgiseag BAORYR olgeoyddy uoneBliw
Lrewuing unseay uonebwy
81 8jqel .




be-d

£00Z Y| MVQ3 Aq pajjdwod gieQ (eainog

"OAISTOUY |8 2970} JUEBIL 10U S187,

‘UABUBWNOCD SIGENIEAR U0 paseq LOoYS AlBUIDIORIXS INOUIM paluswaidul 89 PNOT-AUNSEAL B} JBIIaYM O} Siajely

"UDJBIUSIUNDOD BQBJIEAR U0 PASRY KBojouyoay 3|qe|Eae Ajpeas ‘Ajjusund uo patEq S| INSBRW M) JBLlaYm o) RIgjBY

“UD(BIUBIINGOP SIABIBAR LO NASEQ SUOISSILS DHE JO LOJDNDAI-BA2aYS-1500°R BpIACId pinom SINSEBLL 8l 18lBUM O] SIejey |

‘SULISS|WS. HHD 10 Uoldnpasunal-Buoy pur Y{saBojouyoay

uanoid Y SUOONPEs.LoasIA pajuswnoop +B:8) ujepes KiqEuoSEAl *BATURISGNS B APIADAD 0) BINSESL BU) 1O |BAS] SUI 01 BRI T M) Pue "Bleispow YBH 10 SBUNEl SiiEUS WASAS B)008 S L,
'd pUB

Uy Aleoedsa ‘sediy 04108 J holes & of Adde: piAoa yans se'(d pue "HY 4Oy ‘d.L “08) emseawr uoeSpiw s ofoypads Apayp oq.jou AewrsedAy pelosd paisi 1Bl 810U o) JuBpRDdiut 51l “Aood=d pue
‘suonsinBayjsemy=yy "sued ANEND Jv= 0y BUBlI OlEpOdaEY| =] ‘UBid Byadg=4s ‘very _Eocuwuaw ‘lgnsnpulsl T(esn-pRXIN IBRIBILeD. ejuapisay) Wwewdoj@asg puei=(i ‘D "y) 41 BIBYM |

sajoN
“sdemydy

‘shemyBig SOV L SdYD Butystxa oy

Supsixe g3.Ayoedes Suppe 0 jBuoiBar Ayordes Butpps

wol soiad:sjfo) Sugseasou; 10 Suippe i sjeiotjausg 03 to1ad swesford
Y fenusied-(ogotpas HHD 0D 29J Ja51Y{0)

puw) vornpardun pajindosse 1800 ajqissod Justuopdiug

pus Anoigsefa soud s1en[EAy SuRRED) ‘asIanpy 94 834 SaX 41 LY W

, sdemydy

funsyxa )

SOV1 SdV¥D &oedea Fuippe

jeuoidal 03 soud saur)

‘ssue| prepuers Suippe Jeyauag | (AOH)2PIAA

o} Jopsd seuep AOH Suippe 030 fouednoag

Jo fenusiod (vonsnpai HHoH |roo] aiqissod ,_w:._ BSGJD

phe) toysnpas duy o arenfeag uaruiaAol _muon ‘suelied) .35%{ s2A saA s

dm_xu
Apadang
781035 oDNpeY
seonsiio]  leomuyesl  (oNysaa) 150D SU0ISS{UI
{oNfes A} yadAy
5338143 891n0gAoa{01Y ainsesp
syusuonuonduosag dayiopopeziueBin/fouslly  Aiepuoseg (onyso A) 2|g|seaq aajlosyy ?)qeo)jddy uapebiuw

Rietuwng sansesiy uoieBuy
81 algel




£e-g

. 'SOST pUR} pUe SABMpPROL
1200} 30-ueneiado a1 Joedwr AlaAneSau.10u op s10p1Hod.afyEn 3t} 01 sjustoAciduly je) sinsug-

~sdiy ISULISIP J0LS 10) 5093 22npa1.o3-Atopne nogepedsuen o3 28emoaug-

‘sansst Ajagng S$a1pplput YGi5edes Aempeos Saosdiug ‘0uIeI MO|S 0y Saute)
14 10 gorsiabad pue Bupdeaspuer umpow se yons spoiysw Supues arey: Aopduig- "sjoon9s
Jeaopdwpuaye uRIP|iD 10} KjréjnD [PARLIEI0]| JO:apOW 9)es ' se uyjes moword Araanoy-

i M= oRBINDID AP uo (sjuswidojasp [eruawWMIDD
“puR-ainjusdgusuiko)dun SRISIRAIUN:EuO) oy ‘sorunuiitioo Suipunoums JuswdoSasp [enuaplses
"8y suisped suswdojeaspienoiBar 30 syoudun 41y ssauppe o) suoigatpsun(l jusospe-yyta 1o m-

] “SI91U00 Ajunutios pue syied 'sayoanya 1eau pue *snoy
#zad uoouIoyE pue Fuulow s S100Y2s 10 AUIS1A DY U1 SUOY05SIa1] PHe sfempeoluo Al1enonmed
*suiarqoad aubiun m seare ur uonsaSuoa.ssaippe 0y sausraidde JusweTeuew oppiel} oaneats Ajddy-

"ERIB SU3 InoySnoly) syied 210401 pue
| navernsopad 'sAempeos fo wojsds [Epow-ninw pue [eorysieIsty ‘pajesSajur ue UlLrBW pUB iRl -

) "SIWEss {empaol
Rjapdiitostrpug soes-ap<jno STAUNMUIA IOMIDI ABASPROL 9120 AljAloouuos o 12431 U8y = uyEue -

A3t wbipsuorssius DHD st BupkiojuaautAq |a

SSAUAANDAY Y

,.wonE.ﬂU. UIZILIBLL DU Yiom]DU

. LA O8Iy PI9OIN /dD uofizuodsues [zuo1Sas
“33) SAUNO/SIND o& soueyug -0 m W
(quoware;n o8y
‘oforp Om:<, “3-a) NGO /4D [820] 9Jes pue 1UoIaatios
SaLUNC) /53D lorepiacty 17-9 §IA

oufpielag a1y 2 *KAEpuoung we(d uogonpas
*Aressagon se ueidiay).ajupdn pue ‘sjefie; SPEM=P1TIS 10} Uolalp 128 30 K10 PIGON /D OHO®3dopy :1-D sy
] JURLTD S uDiposeq ‘s Suuueid oy 10} 519818} UONINPAL HHO 1opy -
5=wEEnﬂqu_&ru3m mcouﬁ_cmmuoaucm? 2dAL soinog FBajeng

Arewung mm_w.mumbm :o,ummEE {an= Bujuueld jerausn

L1 ejqey




9¢-d

Susudadidu sty pue urestu 1agm SY[RMEP(S ([msu] AJIImLUWOD oul noyBnoayl Bupyjem 300l d-

‘szapros Lol
30 sTuissosp 9104014 pueanysopad nuﬁaun-:ma aptacad o1 suonotpsunf SugioguBisu s N0~

‘3(qowoine
Aq jaarn 01 suondo
ajqeta apiaoad jeyy

‘satuuneos Buipunouns _G:oEuEU 'S3)n01 A2A1G puT SAum
ofaip osily 2190 /dD i !

pue “siasen Anapoe safew wigio S10oyos *SpooytoqFisu ‘sexa)diioo 221150 *SIOLISIP [RIIAWILED ~5-) SalunOT/ RIS urinsopad Jo JuatiaAuOD

39110 I UMDY IO PAB. 01 SUOIOsUICD SjoAoig pue uzlysspad JuaiaAU0D PUB 3]BS OPIAQI]- ’ : O/SAL PUR 2J%5 51 U4o{ym “WasAs

aastay21diion e upLjure

‘safiuswre pue *afeudis ‘Sapifioey ‘sped 9iokolq pue pUe USIIGRISH 5-S) SIA
uenjsopad sacaduy. o serouage; Jeuoider pur suOPoIpsLIN{ JUa0B[pE YA S1BUIPIODY) “Aj3Jus Buijohang
v:m mcu:m? 103 3ujreodde piiw JURISLLS el oxew 0) Aemaj0-51481ipire mﬁfﬁuva gare asosduw-
“uonsducasses 03 mnooxUm 30 Autoia o Uz peL M STURtsACIdw fempeal

BLtEISqDS omwn PAISpIsUEy-ALITY-2q pinoys.suogdo Suissag 1jy “Sweadoid Buueys-epn puedxe -uorFa1 311 puE B0

03 pue-Bufssng {koo) aletipioos o) siowasdo-ratpo pus sjootos amatid ‘syornsip _coﬁm a3 ofsnodug- S n..wE u% m_ ﬂﬂc_wu

GE...EEEU Aisanoe m:..ﬁo::ou

‘uopepodsury: uzasn J0-8sn-afeinooua 2 ‘sdojs “ofat, LA OSI[Y apiqoal /40 . :

stq papeys Surpnjour ‘seljwetug ysuen sjeudardde pie saoriis Jo tepsiacid-aeincous pue sotreyuy-

‘mendordde.se ease. 43 uapm @cu:gt
pus uwsf ATALDS sng owmu..uE ). mto..wo poddns pue uogeprodsuraysyqnd 1o oms posea1ou] ouoEo.E-

89 sanjlinonysant)

Foageu vonepodsuen
2yqnd juatoyga ve poddns
PUE 210WL01d 1~y SIA!

5, A1UNLIWEOS SHT0 ASh PU-01EIASY 01 Juswdajeasp PRILAHDISIR DjOWOL] -
"590104-A31]150US 1290] INOQE SjOpLSal

‘a1eanpa PUR SJURpissl e o Aujiqon oip soromoed 1k wayshs ysuenered:Suons e apraad o) 0 -
“I9Y3oUe O} IpOW SUO THOIY K158 1W]suki) o) s19sn-ojgEu 0} [2ARI] JO S2POLY USIFP AY) FIRUIPIOOD) ~

.EvEcu uoligptodsuen euordos K1nas Jo wed 5) voneodsien

a11gnd yeyt ainsup oy APalide 310 ‘uonruodsuan syqnd 1anaq apiaosd oy saateniur poddng-

*o33en Faony 103 sainoz euoiSas uo Aovdes sjenbope apinoid
0} PUB SUOIDISIAUY PAIBLS T8 8[0A3] 9014195 21ENbIPR UrelutEw 01 suogaipstn{ jusorlpe (1w sizodoo))-

mEmEEooEoz%ommD

uopezivefgpfousby

adA1 sainos

ABajeng

Areunung ss\bojens uopeBAIL [eAeT Bujtiueld (B18uaS

Ll m:.._m.h.




LE-"

safiqowayne Juedns3o-8{3uis o Soueia of DARBLIZNG UE S8 S1op1a A1aUDHDIDSIP §IORIE PUE
&ﬁn: ugnﬁnouém:mb FaA198 Jous yisurolgnd 21QIS5000U pUrE JUDIBILLS VRIS “JUSIUDAUGS IOWOL S~ {ritotnis SWa)s4s
I 12 1ISURI) PUB SNq [BuotFas

- - _ s : o2t osy S9N /dD - 1 azunds

S42HI20 [BIQISLILIDD SALS 0} AIINYS [wo0] BJojustuysiigesa ai Yoddng- |, 2) sSpmonysanin pue{ead]:jo-asn azguydo
v pue puedxq 1L-D SN

‘spothire pueeare UIIMIAY B0IALES Psury oygnd TURIUIAUGY 98Emooug-

21} o pHTaIR S103{od Judtadojasap beUDMOISURD pie. £1011a5 ATIANOE AGHO1Y -

-surysks: cowmto%aﬁu . .

JePOUIR[IIN: 0] SOATIDOU] o§>o._n— pUuR 2ouBLL 0) sa1ousse wcm:aw_a uonguodsugly jeul _3 oM - _WWNMHNMM@ GO /D [Eu0ifas jo omu_M”“w rﬁw_

*suondo Jjswel] [e Jo.uoNEIBOIIL IBNAG-AIYOY

"S30IAIIE; 9398 0} b_hoﬁ:a {4 it MI0M-pUR IR RH

“§'3) s2UN0D/SaNID

AINIIYIY 9= GIAl

s3804-10 pa pOUTLIoI0Y
--8Q B TRY}ER2 4019 J0-1aqUINiy ey 55¥aI0U1-0) S1apiacsd JISUBL YA SUQISSROS)

Amz..uo-ﬂzm: o1pqnd Buoje ssaooe mu_uﬁm..%,anf uoneaFan
SZ[UIUMY PUe SS3IPPE 0 IWeidd0)u2:2pos d piddays pus urri3oid uoyeanpa. ue 10} opia0Ly -

*Ajpuminios Ajpuap L;&ox,o,wﬂm ‘258 poztrfoona Alfeuoley a10daq of ssuljspjud wapy -

‘sessauisng jean) Joddns.o} pie Lmnauuod oy punate Suipharg Lofitrop uing
LN Tyl A1t Zurq 03 10 s92A31q Iy ov: ol sapununuoa uteqyiau woy sy 365 PRAYY ~

‘a5t
23uin001s 0y padesspure Apueseayd pue papeys 1P aae 1oy sAemuped uepnsopad apidoid o) aalng -

"seare padedspus] pue-aryIuIng 1928s 10suods 01 SHUIPISDL IO SASSALHSNG 2FRINODUT-

“$191u50° J1A[08 pue sjooyos seau:itawsacsdu
HIEMapIS papRou o1 usarB 2i piROYs uopuoRe Femogiey sesodind AITqISseoon 10] SYEMPPIS m::m_xu o

chEEouZo_a:umma

%o:anEmm..QF:mmd.

8d&} soinog ABaens

KMewnwung sa|Bajenlg :onmms_s_ 1oAaa Buluue| 4 jrisnes

AT




8eg

Jlapem seayans tsaaneifdde 1aipo pur nswdiibs Sufjoos. puE Buneay Jusio13a-[9) JO 35n Ay Di6iNIg-
"E[2IHpA |91y uRda Jo asn I aFernooug-

"250 SHGOLHOINE 1JIM PAFRIN0SSE SUO|SE W2 F0NpPaLa) spoduI0qydiau
Apusiiy-uBrysspad pur ~ei1q.déjaagp pue *s9180out[os) pue sapow uonenodsuel aAnue poddng-

‘JPARY MBINOTYRA O} PRTR[AI Suolssiws Aj(enb Ije aoupal e siwesBord.uoddng-

‘spoge

‘Bupueyd nbpepodiyen: por Jusuidoraiab orouooa ‘ost, pue sale Yiim Surueid Aenb e sjesfau)-

(uDaaeD
‘oA osiiy
“2) senunodysamn

vaIy 7 “Ksuonmg
N0y /4D

‘uordas A ungita Ayjjenb
1re pacuduy 1g-0y gLy

v . . " ‘0ORAIISUOD 19]BA% 10} ‘SaanuaL) J9150:01
dop1aotl 1aiei S 9BeinosuS Pre ‘Sueioid uoneAtasuos Ay Burtojdxa ug smpiacid JayemiynsaIo M-

SHQUY 4184 [rYoiseM UIPIDAR PUE UOLEAIISUGS J9jRM JO aatrepodiug ag) juoqe-dyqnd ay ajedhpy-

*Jeacrdde Supnbar ,wo.u;zom [ pue:suoieliado eote ‘asueuajuiew fpadosd ‘spoafoad uswdojaanp
1] :ouﬁ:om.§,m,5_uﬁ.,q._...‘cu,wﬁ..o>u.& PUE "JIDUNI Ueqin-390pal 'SIINSEILY UDRTAIISUOD. I91EM Poundg-

*soATpalgo Auenbiistes Jrounsueqin Burmsurem o[1yas *Kljunmimos ogj Anoydnonyy sipaload
Auideaspunj Jof ....v.wa.muEwm_wE. PuE pR[0i£23130 25N pUB UOHNQIISID ‘wogonpoyd o aferdcoug-

‘spueld soresm

‘uonepodsurn o1yqnd o ssoose papaduriun ypm u_bm&: Jo souepuadapus
Pue wopaog fruoswad wninpxew s15ap oym Sanjiqestp jeoisAyd 1f)tas 95011 pUB SI0JUAS J3modiug -

(uowarary
‘ofo1A osity
“Fa) sapjunon/sang)

BAIY
s Amuoneig/dn

Buideospuy)

1212Mm-M0f *24l1RY

76 9sn 31} Buizjugxein
PR UOIeAIdSUOD

191em Jo axtrmproduwy

sy aziseydud 18- SN

spusuimomond)iassng

cuopezitebigfoushy

1adA} sainog

ABsjesg

i 9iqey

Arewning seiBajelyg uopeByy jeae Bujuuey jRaBUBD




6¢-€

“Bujjoos.pus Funesl) 10) vondumsuoo
Jony aonphs o._.muﬁw.ynums.vﬁﬁ.mmﬂm S99 upgaFoan Jo.osn pue*sieusiewr Burpling pus Suyool
401053181 30 asn ,do_uﬂ:uto,.vﬂmnuymtao.anm Buypnyour ,..m.o.._Bm...u..u :wmmuwunu_uEmemB:u 30wl ~

tspoaford pate n sarferens. UOREAIIEUOD £B1at10 J0 250 2y) ayerodicoil -

‘9Sn ajjqowoine 9onpas 03 BaIe 2y InoyFnoay;
ssnimoddo ysuen oayqndpue sadiates pue s1onpoad pasj-pooyioqyIiauo uojsuedxa aSermnoouz-

amsodxs czmﬁamm.n._«._ﬁ.:..uﬁn U:gotulua-1ey) Suidenspue| pue .Eo.,..ﬁ:utv.wsmn::a uma_:ou:m..

. spstidordde.siayasaomos Kisus BARBIE
opsenpa oljqhd pue noysassston Adiaus Juouterdug *spasu Arumuton
bope sinsua o Storyddns f5ua je00] pue [euoiSer yim FNRUIPIDOY-

Apuap; pue ‘sid
19awm dy £Fikun Jossfidd

"BOTR BU U518 (O UGDEADUAT PUR UO{19RNSHOD Mp1 40 SUSISap Aurpying ueni oFrmosig-

{wotaeiy
‘o3t osiiy
“3-9) satitnonysann

'5201n08

{d1us aapewae

30 uonuay Huap;

pug HOUBAISSUOD

AU aztwprow
pus-afeinoouy :g1-9 S

ey
» Amuonelg /46

. o 'S2DUULO ANj[IFeE

TE30] U1 30 QHWINY,10 Juo Y1045 To:PmuILGOI{a] 03 afdoad a8einoous *sdin sjomea sonpal o 1 -Aiunwies
ATH-UNIM 10 pUE-oal] 160 e 5{dosd 161 s Ayunmmos s utyus-eotrerg Suisnoysqol poddng -
“Bupmg £199.8 10 sojdound uswadug -

‘uonnijod e 20npay H.wﬂmoh_paaoﬁ aalpAOuUUL fUesis BZI[1in 0f Sosspusng jprws sBmincoug -

- "sioayo plgsiy S egin pZHLNIW prg poyste-asosdivg disy o) sjaafosd Jptudofaasp
Jie 10} wcimuwv:m_,.., T8 Baaly Jo-uolsnioul pus s1oa0s Buoe ssoy 19048 Jo Bunue(d a1} oyynbay-

] "S[9NY JISE0J-U0U ‘2ApBtU) |2 pire ‘sBuneon AN
‘692108 83910 3)Gemsna 'sa13ojoutjoo) (120 (ang S8 yons $atE0]0us) die wea|d 10 350 S} oWIoIy -

‘HIUn 1a10q pue ‘saaeuny ‘s1ojersBiyar quawdinbe Buiooo ‘simeay [ood Fumnumms ‘sizjeay

wucoEEouoEosqtumma

Ncozmd:mmho;u:mmq

yad&] aainog fBajens

Arewwing saybajeng uoneBRIN 1eaeT Butuue 4 eiauag

Ll ejgey




0y-d

‘surdoreasp snongjjuon
J0. puLIOp ABIHUR: S} 2ATAS-URD YR SINT]I08 UOHRISUS-00 4amod pue.1eat] Pauiquios Jo saddns
KB1oue s[qrasaUa2:o)s 10 S1E)if19e] o) Juswido|sanp BurogySiou u99Aeq vepesatons aBrmeouyg -

“AB1013 2AI95U00 03 Mo we ) Agnga)s Aq paamod sie jop
S148)] 3900 [EHOBULAL0 IO Prarsuy SIYBY| 390ms (oferoatioyd).re1os Buisn Jo Ajiqiseay o MeSnssAU] -

SJUUUOLIAUD J1INg As) Jo-uopmdo
puT ‘UOROMNSHOD “AR1E3p Y1 YBROIY) 1152113 TR100S PUe HAIf[EA Sfwolooa *Aranb muauiiaiaus
srowosd jety $poyyeur pue sizereut Sippng ayeSain 1ot ssonpmead Fnping qeuresns joddng-

‘arendosdde se- ‘siuaiuss uBisop juatays-ASmus 29emoous pue 5pon apyRLSIIUDY
BTyl S0 HEoTLL 30 . Siswsnnbar oy paokag oF Jey) saoporad: Suipping 2{qeurmsns a0toLd-

origndipues ayeand qog :wnﬂuﬁ. PuE sprepums Burping uaaB yo esn sy Meyjioe-

‘590IN0531 .wmhnuwo,_nmgocu.?:oc Jo-ssn 2onpal ey mvwwo.ﬂoﬁ_oﬁ JUIILNIP JO 2SN BY) AjowWold -
*§1310A 1IN] BANBULYY JO S1JAUSG/S0D S1 IAPISUOD OF SitapISsl sBemooy -

“SAINSESW Lojeatasuoa AFiauo Japo puesomod 1e[os Jo asn a1 sjowrord o) anuguon-

“sajorea mau Fuiseyomd Waym 53(214aA pataod waBoapAy
pue ise8 [uinjet ‘prO Suipniam sajoiyea oy sAneuIaR JO S1U9QA50 9} 19pIsu0d pue s1o(dxg-

sjuswhiogpuepduuosesq BoneziueBig/faushy 2dA] astnog ABajensg

Kaeunsing ssiBerens uoleBiw 1oA97 Buluued jBlausn
L] 8iqel




18

) *syed puR ‘s191u00 umo) ‘seare [BIIOWILL0S-0]
puB spooutoqudisu tisomyag SUOLISAUOD NTeMDPIS puR 18y “Aemuaard padeaspus) aausgua ptre-aqua1n-

2100 fenuRo St wiogy Bupklpes sasn BsULIIT S83 pre Apmunues 211140 2103 311 W usdolansp
ANisyap.Jaydpy plre asusyuy oHoE,”muwwEoonu.uu,E...E.oE © wiayed URUNDAY) ATR8L f

‘paja wofjganpa:
ApYa eare e YAy gsercy-Anununucs BY}.pU 5391993055 10 §11J0U3q DY3 3o $50UD1EME ALY 95EALBN

241 10 suoiulod

Futhino pue asoo veqan
3} UBA}2G SUO(IIPULD
ysitqeisa pus wiay
UBQIN JALSIYOI-L[18NSTA

(1oowaien
‘ofaiA osiy
“B2) SPnunoy/sanD

BAIY Ty “Areuonels
ol /D

‘Sitapisas Sruntuwog |

JO Spaau o 190ty
01 5(2A9] Lij1geproye
PIAOLL T L5 SN

{(3uoumvsyn
‘oo osiry
“85} saunoysamp

2[99 /4O

*SPR1] QAL AIRjBI 2910821 alqeajea
5 A o1 e I , . eid 01 sttt - g §141 JO SouRUSUIRW
oaJosoud 0y puom puei{aenidordde sraym s2100ds 350 aAnew semoned 111} 5320 maujued o). anulioy ..mwm_,\ﬂ:wmﬁ_ ,W cory PUE 35ER19U; DyqEuIEisnS
"1S210] 1eqIn afqeLiteIsns A1ow “21tpreay B egeato diay o pareao) sy WOWRIR1D) M Ui rm..&vm..uw::ou\muéu % Amuoneig/do o oﬂﬁﬂm_ m .comu Mwmm ”.M
uotBar jziniey a1 108dsad ey sbipads 330 Sunapas up syvdxo jued BUOLB2L PUE [RI0] Yilm IBUINIO0- o
1431 Jramey 21 105 gt 19315 W suadxo yued feuoyBas pus | [ Yim arettipioes 2n3591 {11~ Sy
“Se4prapgo Juswaaeldal pur Iaowal pue *Fuurid pampayas Yonuos 1sad ‘Bupueyd a0
Joj .,m,vc_dgco,..ogum“minﬁoE ‘152101 Fuysixe ayy ulejuBw pue aseuew 01 Burpuny apenbape aptadyg-
"UOLDNGSU0D JO SIBIA 2AY urIm SAOBLINS ajasoL03
‘Pue pased P1aisi1oo 10 Suipeysey, 21oads ysiduiosoe 0 seawys e Aojjod Supirerd aonj e dojanaq -
: , . ‘Bjusunonuondizsag . ruojeziuefigrhouehy 1ad&] aounog ABateng

L1 sigey

Areunurng mm_mmwmbw :ozmmE,E 1aA8Ty “mE:cm_m. jelsuen




[Agnt]

"SORI|IORF AMIMUITLOD PALSIP 40 AIessadat apiacad o1 seirimpoddo 4o suondo yomssey-

"UTQISAS

‘191430 QIunwines
2 pue *swetSord

Hotyearzol ojealsd it ofiqid ot oIl ey sjras ash-11ouw Jojpue sanjion uogEasoa: ‘puspyEd 10 wmoswm__w.. NOWE  porade fmmaiid oo
, uoisiacsd pue 1oy B Rp J0/PUR:Sa) Hred Jo juawied Emacum niawdojassp s .nodn ubnipuna € $y- ..w..uvm.un wonw jsa10) o -Aio1)gnd jo asn 2 >m.ua puy
P o _ BOUBUIUIBL ‘UORONISUO
"SBNIARY (TRl [Rl61Fal 0} SUONOSUOD 21OW00 3 20— M
prie spten ixtisspad ‘ssired Suipnfou sopiueure vonesrya Aiunarurod saoidu pus puedxa 03 3iop - 4D 8
o ) . JUBULONAUD
pus Qjunures
. ) X rea]o e sajoiuold ry)
s . S L : ..mu:_aﬁa.v prosuods _C:uEEm_.U BIIY 9914195 JO |9AD[ © BI05UD
11 ut pure *£ysapu1 woKANYSted SYI-UIIM “SUDITURSY PUB *SILISRP SISFRUISNY ‘[BHuapisa Huypn oy afeip oSy . - y
*Afrannres sy noyanos 0J35"WoTRANPS pirE Bojon pay 23100s *Bunsodmoa “Fuppkon adnbay- +B-a) sanunen/soy 7 "Aeuoners 140 O}, 5201135 Fu}(0453. pue
TURIHLIOD STINOYSN0ND S0l HolTeanpa: pue Haponp: s 3unsodu I 1abay FRRNOD/SoID jesodsip ‘uopas| 10D 2)5em
PI[OS JO stopiaosd Y
Q1eoqr)10) ;S 1-D S
“52SSAUISTI] PUR SJUIPISa) [290]
OF salyonire 95910 Apractd 0F Sasn:ptie| RIoRILL0Y [BUOHES.L30 pUR (9104 10 Juatdojoasp paddng-
) AU, 21 ) san]oR] [RUOREAIVI “Alunwuioes ssausng
pue syied jo-esn .ﬁuw.w\@muwpa*»_nwm SyRZITW o} suoneziuudio geald pue snqnd YAy 3IBUIPI0OT)- {Juoiuarel) al} pue sjuIpIsal (e jo
‘ofor A0Sl AMAOIN /IO SPa2uL 24Ny BU) P9 0)
*APUOIIUIOD SNUS 36} 01 $a01AIsS agqnd pue saynpteddo  “8:3) sapunep/sonn SIS0 PUR| JO AW 3SI3AID
TBRONEAApapUE [T N0 *[EUGNE2105T *sn01 1oL *31A10.§81210U9q opiaoid 0) spoge roddng- 8 9pJARL] 1D SIAl
*SpAR]
2uwoouL (832 Jua£ofdus Auipla0id S350 291110 pur eajpau ‘iEakjeuonppe go sfuel proiq 8 jorny-
"sejoadls SAneutEisisal-NEnoxp U sjsEydLD Yim Auaprseid 5519A1p & jealn pim Aptyg-
BRI ) 1073591, Yilm sease Suhjino Jo/pue pajejost &.E.@«_S pue s{paoyeS pasusyus
1o Bugsnooy “Ainumwos sy Jo st tiod jje oauues SjjecisAyd pun Ajniiapy Aensia o) sfem “Anuapy- “§umunnos
A ,chEEuoEozntummn uopezivelio fousby jadA] soinog ABeeng

Aseunung sajbajeng uonebpiy jaas Bujuueld feieuss

L1 8igel




£pd

*SHIRMSS0I0

pajeudysop pue ‘Surdesspurt) ,.mu__ﬁ_u_u.o,Eg Yanodin suonoasopu e sjqepeimon Suixem ayepy-

*A[qerrojutod e s sjdoad Jeqs o8 2PENS prie:
Eﬂwﬁwu&mu.n.Ei..uE)Eu pue Bussiurgn ,51..5433-?63358 ;

saarq s sptpdoadde ajsy

(yuomate[n
‘ofa1p esiy
“B'9) ssnunogysomn)

SR /D

SAempeos

1a81m1 0} spooyloqyBiau
1siyie Jet) SUOOTUUDD
poeylequitau Jo weays4s
21 s1gissod sy puedxe
puB WRUNBLA 107-D SIAl

sepdardde anym Ssapianos swmydi pitre Buyiem 20z Buny@y spracig-

"SIRpL S UEL 21epOUIiiooDR. pue “AnseTe A qerIofos S iE et s1ayjeys nsuen apinolg-.

(suoware;n
‘olarp osypy
89} satmoDysenin

SHa0W /dD

y81u puw Lup asn aop
AIFORINE pUE *3|qLssadoe
*3JES *2jqRIoflI0D

Speol 9NeIN 161-D SN

) u:ahmno”oﬁ_._aanwmnc.ucuu&_.mm nﬁuu
Eusluadiues Jo syl e 1og PpAdIg-

. 'SPPON AJAYIOW 8 591035 112301 pure Bupgy ) Soan apeils
‘Sadeosieans sapornje ‘suate olqnd piie sezeyd ‘saxniia) Buriieo-oiggen "sapuatre weinsapad apiasld-

(uowaizy
-l oSy
*8:9).sauunon son10

IO /dD

*Atunwwos oy giue
a1 oiiqnd uo syseydwa
ue i 'seare uoyetpsep
jusproduu; se sapou
Ayanom alsa1]) 121-9-9

. “sassauIsng Bupniormuew pue 'sojaas Yeuotssagold
2oLy 0 “fraes jo xiuwl v ydoddns .oy.easn [BLISIPUL DU [RIDISITL0S,10) PALOZ TR puE| aplaog -

I *$92.MES1 0QOTq AR FSIRADE: JUBLULSIA .u.:dw: senu wesymis sunbor pinom
| : iswdojeasp, yons S1IYA wm&mgumﬂx 149t W] Sadd JEnuapisel pa 21051 Jojuatdojanap proay-

(uowiry) . ) “s2onoead 1owdaeasp

. e : ‘oA o8y By om bmco:Em alqeysisns jo wonuarddy

1 . seppoeid uswidaiaaap-ajqestiesns Jo “8+5) sapunon, /SIS 3lIqaM /dD o1 S10WALY 1/ [0 S14

1 ‘ied se 530110821 [rInIBY SAL28U0D o3-520p921d Burp|ing. usaid sorelodoouy gei jusindojessp aFemnosug-~ - el
“joos Fuisnoy Bupsixs S0 UOHEN{IGRYS pue *90URLSIHELL *UQ1JRAISSLOD. [} a8einopug ~
“gae du-ying e upgyia 52118 JuedRA Jo/pue Anadoid padejanap £snotaasd 3o asaos
A1 S2Aj0ALL pue seolvrid ysoq Bulppu weis sajetodiooul 1ey) Juswdopaap ajqeureisns afesnoousy -
suswineyuondugssg wiopeziuefipfausfy 12dA| aounog ABajeng

£ 8jqel

Aeunung seiBajeng uopeBnn j8A97 Bujuueld jeisuen




“saoeds Jo|Rus 1y 58 b_ . . paisaprain Bipoeld Aq quowiddfaaap joedwos s3einoous-
“Juatayyo-£3xoie afow AL aNew of SaImONTS funsixe y-61723 o) surkiSord juawaydu -

, Juatudofasap 10} seere hmold MowBunpuSisop o) topud
E000y preeare tiejd sy up mu_ﬂaaaa.,wuwam?u 1re &uap) -

s3its Apumuoddo osony uy yudurdoy

(1o 4 b )
‘0foIA ORIV

“812) SAURC SO

wawdopeaap plolyusals
AU I19A0 9oua1ngald

ALY 79 ‘Areuone)g g s juowdojaasp
*B[1O0W /4D {iyut aoweld pue
gpoorpogydieu Junisixa

ULISRAUY 127-O SN

) "srapyng odeospue) ajenbape saey pur
‘yoting 10’8821 103 eain FunwosA00pno st yons.saskoidure 343 JO LI I 0] SPpIUAtE. 3pAoId
_‘Bumas Anunwinod sqy-01 suolppe:sanisad 21z spafod uswdoppasp TRUISPUL MO |{R J81)) SInsuy -

"Buri0od 2aissed puw Suneey tejos se yons
gwaysAs rInguu o} saptunpeddo:epiacid-op s1o] uo sSurpiing jo Justsovd pus uSisep atp o3enooug-

JueuidodAdnoiuolioss s[qeureisns piie Ysuuy *Burjohorg ‘Buryrem poddns
Youym s202(d JURIGIA 918910 I8 S99 0L, jrididutos 40) stwerSoid uSisop adesssns ?3einooug-

“sealyererr Bujspee oatasaid 01 jusindosaap mau jje afeimcoug-

) “BRURJDUDIOMITID padBISPUIR] AU M JUSISISULD PUR DALSELE Sjpuetly
teinsapad 5 e FuiduospueysAHEL-PUR iztal0) yTnosp sieindicouy o} sjustidojorop mou s8eancoug-

*saIAyoR
uBsapad JoRIE Q)Emae S1qd UL santuswE Y10 pur py ofgnd ‘SIB[PIAS ‘SALDUIG APIAOIY-

(uotwate|>
‘ofarp osiry
“8'9) 5o43Un0DysAND

“gare sy} noydnoly
Q0N 7dD saoejd asnounsip
AR D S

‘peptuad Jor sopolPa a1oM SEOIR 13Y i SJudBSes BUOLR SUOYSAULIND o sarfitmuodto o3 yoor~

Bjusuitoguonduasag

j2dA) aauinog ABajeng

Arewuing sotbareng uopeBA teas Bujuueld jeistasy

il eqe)




Ly

4D0Z U MY03 Aq pajidhues ejeq taounog
BAISNAUL|8-8q 0} Juesw Jau )57,

"UBld [RIBUSO=gD) IS |
itoN
Bunioiuow *Aepd pae ‘doys
Syyen pitetifiep 1eans radosd Y3non siemsapad pug Sispoour 101 L1ayes oiyvay myeipion,] - (ynowtaray . . 1°p 4
; A0 DAL LED SJUSPISDL

‘oferp osyy 2{1G014 /dO ) ¢
e Rolyay ul Al tniuwos

“fouasedsuny sajeoso e uopesogefjoa fulSrinoous  “§-a) SRIUNOD/SaNLY STES 8 3OUIOLL tr
ncm wu_o:oa wczaonum %p n:w .mEu:oa Uomn_nacoc w:::m:o \5 ISTUJ JO JUDLUuoALS ue h:mom - ] ’ 4TI S

ruonezuefighoushy

.EwEE:w sajBajens uogehiyy 19ne Busunie)d jeiausg
il alge)

_mab. wE:ow

>m2m:w




ATTACHMENT
TO
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N EMGIRNEERS

100 N. Hopa Avenue, Suite 4, Santa Barbara, CA 83110 [805) 687-4418 » FAX [B05) 682-8509

| %] ASSDCIATED TRANSPORTATIO
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———

i

Since 1878

Richeard .. Pool, F.E. o
Scobs A, Schell, 8HZP PTR

October 16, 2008 : 07060L19.WP

Jane Gray

Dudek & Associates

621 Chapala Street
Santa Barbara, CA 93101

RESPONSE TO HANSEN ASSOCIATES COMMENTS ON THE MIRAMAR HOTEL AND
BUNGALOWS REMODEL PROJECT

This letter provides Associdted Transportation Ehgineers' (ATE) responses to the comments
submitted by Hansen Associates on the traffic and parking analyses completed for the
Miramar Hotel and Bungalows Remodel Project. The following. responses correlate to the
numbered comments in the Hansen Associates letter, which is attached for reference.

Comment 1. This comment states that peer review completed by Hansen Associates focused
on the updated traffic and parking study completed by ATE dated July 24, 2008.

Response 1. The most current traffic and parking analysis completed by ATE for the Miramar
Hotel Project is dated August 27, 2008. The August 27, 2008 study reflects the current size
and configuration of the Caruso: Plan with 192 rooms. The studies reviewed by Hansen
Associates areolder and do not reflect the current project as they contained an analysis of the
Caruso Plan with 209 rooms.

Comment 2. This comment provides a one page summary of the tasks that are typically
completed when the lead agency determines.that a traffic study is required for a project.

Response 2. This comment fails to recognize the CEQA approach that was taken by Sania
Barbara County in reviewing the potential traffic impacts of the project. The County approved
a plan ("Schrager Plan”) that allows for redevelopment of the Miramar Hotel site. The current
applicant purchased the project with the entitlement to construct the approved Schrager Plan,
and the applicant’s plan (the "Caruso Plan") is proposing modifications to the approved
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Schrager Plan. Be.ca'use the Schrager Plan is: fully entitled and the Caruso Plan is a
modification of thée Schrager Plan, the Schrager Plan serves as the CEQA baseline for
evaluating the traffic effects of the Caruso Plan.

The first step in any traffic study is to determine how much traffic ‘a project generates
compared to the baseline conditions. If the comparison shows that a project generates the
same amount or less traffic when compared to baseline conditions, then a-detailed traffic
study as outlined in this comment is not reqmred

The traffic generation analysis prepared for thé most cuirrent version of the project (ATE study
dated August 27, 2008) found that the Caruso Project would generate less daily and peak
hour traffic than the entitled Schrager Plan (-103 ADT, -9 A.M. peak hour trips and -6 P.M.
peak hour trip). The reduction in traffic is related to the decrease in the number of hotel
rooms from 213 rooms under the Schrager Plan to 192 rooms under the Caruso Plan.

A traffic analysis could be completed showing conditions with the approved Schrager Plan
and then subtracting out the traffic reductions that would be generated by the Caruso Plan.
This analysis would show beneficial project impacts 16 all of the intersections, roadways,
freeway ramps and freeway segments in the study area, because: the Caruso Plan would
generate fewer trips than the Schrager Plan as demonstrated in the ATE study. dated August

27, 2008.

Comment 3. The intersection of South Jameson Lane/U.S. 101 Southbound On-Ramp/Posilipo
Lane was not included in the analysis.

Response 3. The South Jameson Lane/U.S. 101 Southbound -On-Ramp/Posilipo Lane
intersection was not included in the original analysis.completed for the Schrager Plan or the
subsequent analysis completed for the Caruso Plan because the intersection volumes are very
low (less than 200 vehicles per hour).and the intersection operates at LOS A. Furthermore,

as reviewed in the response to Comment 1 above, the Caruso- Plan results in a reduction in
both aver age daily traffic and peak hour traffic compared to the entitled Schiager Plan. Thus,
the proposed project will result in traffic reductions and beneficial impacts during the peak
commute periods at this intersection.

Comment 4. Traffic from other approved developmenis or growth rates were not included in
the analysis.

Response 4. As reviewed above in response, the Caruso Plan results in a reduction in both
average daily traffic and peak hour traffic compared to the entitled Schrager Plan. Thus, an
analysis of-future traific conditions with project traffic is not required, as the Caruso Plan will
result in traffic reductions and beneficial impacts.
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Comment 5. The 2007 and 2008 analyses should have included Hotel génerated traffic.

Response 5. The environmental documents prepared for the original Schrager Plan presented
existing LOS data for the study-area roadways and intersections based oh counts conducted
after the Miramar Hotel was closed. The updated traffic study completed by ATE (August 27,

2008) included new LOS information based on data collected by Calirans in April of 2008
when the hotel was closed, and did not rely o older information. The LOS information in
the two documents therefore provide an apples to apples comparisen of existingiconditions
in the'study area. Again, no- additional analysis of project impacts-is required as the Caruso
Plan results in areduction of traffic compared{o the entitled Schrager Plan.

Comment 6. A weave/merge analysis was not completed for the on and off ramps at the LJ.S.
101/San Ysidro Road interchange.

Response 6. As reviewed in the response to Comment 1 above, the Caruso Plan results in a
reduction in both average daily traffic and peak hour traffic compared to the entitled Schrager
Plan. Thus, the proposed project will result intraffic reductions and beneficial impacts during
the peak commute periods at the U.S. 101/3an Ysidro Road interchange on--and off-ramps.

Comment 7a. An additional analysis of weekend conditions should have been completed.

Response 7a. The Caruso Plan will generate less iraffic on weekends than the entitled
Schrager Plan due to reduction in the number of hotel rooms provided at the hotel (213
rooms reduced to 192 rooms). Because weekend traffic volumes will be reduced at the site,
no additional weekend analysis is required.

Comment 7b. An analysis of special events should be provided.,

Response 7b. Under the Caruso Plan, there will be no changes to the average of 4.7 events
per day allowed at the hotel site conipared to the entitled Schrager Plai. Both the Schrager
Plan and the Caruso Plan include an average of 4.7 events per day, a restiction of 500
persons for events atany one tirne, and a restriction of600—person speual‘ events 12 times per
year. Furthermore, the Caruso Plan includes greater mitigation requirements for event
monitoring and parking and than were applied to the Schrager'Plan.

Comment 8. No analysis of construction traffic was completed.

Response 8. The peak hour traffic generated by construction activities at the site will be much
less than the peak hour traffic that would be generated by normal hotel operations that would
occur under the entitled Schrager Plan. As a result, construction impacts at study-area
intersections would be less than the operational traffic impacts.
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Construction traffic. impacts were originally addressed in the en\/irorim,enta] analysis
completed for the Schrager Plan. The mitigation measures and. conditions of approval
developed for the Schrager Plan construction impacts liave-also been applied to the-Caruso
Plan.

Since the study-area is influenced by s¢hool traffic, the construction traffic restrictions focus
on the hours of 7:00.A.M. t0.8:30 A.M. and 2:30 P.M. to 3:30 P,M. Given these restrictions,
construction scheduling will likely start between 6:00and 6:30 A.M. and end between 2:00
and 2:30 P.M.. Thus there would bevery little traffic generated during the typical P.M. peak
hour period between 4:30 P.M. and 5:30 P.M.

Comment 9. Additional analyses of Caltrans facilities should have been completed.

Response 9. As indicated in the response to Comment 1 above, the Caruso Plan results in a
reduction in both average daily and peak hour traffic whei compared to the entitled Schrager
Plar. Thus the proposed project will result in waffic reductionis and beneficial impacts at all
of the Caltrans facilities adjacent to the site.

Comment 10, The employee parking estimates in the UL study.for the hotel employees seem
fow.

Response 10. This issue was also raised by the Montecito Planning Commission (MPC). In
order to address this concern, an alternative analysis was provided at the second MPC hearing
that doubled the employee parking provided in the UL model (38 employee spaces doubled
to 76 employee parking spaces). Even with the doubling of the hotel employee parking
demands, the amount of parking provided was shown 1o be adequate during the peak 600-
person event (545 parking space demand verses 551 parking spaces provided).

Comment 11. The current plan is all valet parking. The number of spaces that could be
utilized with a self parking system should be provided.

Response 11. This issue was also raised by the MPC. In order to address this issue, a
combined valet parl/self park alternative was presented at the second MFPC hearing. This
alternative showed that the parking garage could accommodate a mix of self parking and valet
parking without reducing the total number of parking spaces provided. The same total number
of parking spaces would be provided with this alternative.
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This concludes our responses to the Hansen Associates com ments submitted on the traffic and
parking demand analysis prepared for the Miramar Hotel and Bungalows Remodel Project.
Associated Tran“sporfati'on Enginee’rs

ScouA ScheH AICP PTP
Principal Transpertation Planner

SAS/IK

attachments
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: Hansen Associates
Traffic & Transportation Engineering

October 8, 2008

Mr. Ron Pulice
145 Miraimar Avente
Montecito, CA 93108

Dear Mr. Pulice:

Hansen Associates is pleased to submit this letter report which summarizes our review of
the accurateness and completeness of the various documents which have been prepared
since 1998 related to the traffic impacts and parking demand of the proposed Miramar
Resort and Bungalows project on South Jameson Lane in the Montecito area of Santa
Barbara County.

We have looked over all of the material that you have provided, and we reviewed in detail
the following documents;

Updated Traffic & Parking Analysis, ATE, 11/1/99

Final Negative Declaration 00-ND-003, Miramar Hotel Renovation, 5/3/2000

Trip Generation & Parking Demand Analysis, ATE, 3/11/08

Site Access, Circulation & Parking Evaluation, ATE, 3/11/08

Caltrans comment letier on DSEIR, 5/15/08

Responses to Caltrans comment letter, ATE, 5/21/08

Traffic & Parking Topical, ATE, 6/17/08

15164 Addendum for the Miramar Beach Resort and Bungalows Project, 7/3/2008
Updated Traffic & Parking Analysis, ATE, 7/24/08

©®DNO oA G

Throughout the chronological course of development of these documents, some
information changed, some was eliminated and some was superseded. This may have
been the source of some misinformation and confusion with respect to the project’s traffic
impacts and parking demand. However, | believe the July 3, 2008 Addendum (no. 8
above) and the July 24, 2008 Updated Traffic & Parking Analysis (no. 9), best summarize
the current state of the traffic impact and analysis and the estirmate of parking demand.
Therefore we focused most of our attention on those two documents.

Typical Traffic Engineering Impact Analysis

In order to provide a reference for comparison of the traffic impast analyses that have
been done for the proposed project between 1999 and 2008, we have listed the following
tasks that would be typically performed in the course of preparing a comprehensive traffic
impact analyses for this type of project:

P00 Boxs 2051 Keamville, CA 932382051 (661).330-3783 gavyhansengiearthlink.ne
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Traffic & Transportation Engineering
/ 1. Decumientexistirig conditions at key intersections and &n key roadway segrénts in
/ the vicinity of the site. The engineer usually gets coneurrence from the reviewing
/ . agency (s) before finalizing the locations to be studied.

! 2. Conduct turning movement counts during the traditional peak periods on -a
weekday (i.e. 7-9 am and 4-6 pm). Note: if there are existing counts less than a
year old, the reviewing agency may allow their use in lieu of new counts. The four
sequential 15 minute periods with the highest volumes within these two hour
windows are selected as the peak hour volume.

3. Conduct turning movement counts on weekends during peak periods of project trip
generation if the project is expected to preduce a significant amount of traffic on

; Saturday andlor Sunday.

v 4. Calculate exisiing levels of service (LOS) at the study intersections. LOS-s

i primarily a function of peak hour volumes, approach lane configuration and the

traffic control device. To a lesser degree it is influenced by the percent of heavy
vehicles in the traffic flow and the Peak Hour Factor (PHF). PHF is the retationship
of the volums during the peak 15 minuies in the peak hour to the total hourly
volume and usually ranges from 0.80 to D.95.

5. The next step is to evaluate background conditions in the year the proposed project
is expected to-be complete. This is done by adding traffic from any other approved
(but not construeted) projects in the vicinity to the study intersections. If there are

i no other projects, then an annual growth raie (e.g. 2 percent per year) is added to

! the existing volumes to reflect area wide growth. Any scheduled improvements to

z the study intersactions are recognized. The peak hour LOS's are then recalsulated
% and any deficiencies noted.

i 8. The last step is to add the project traffic-io the background traffic and recalculate
the peak hour LOS at the study intersections. If new deficiencies result, the project
may be obligated to mitigate the LOS to an acceptable level or pay its fair share of
the cost of improvemeants.

7. Many jurisdictions have thresholds of significance. That is, if a project generates a
volume of traffic less than the threshold through the study interseciions, it may be
exempt from-any mitigations or costs.

In addition, if project traffic is expected to utilize a freeway interchange, Caltrans can
require a merge/weave analysis at the terminals of the off and on ramps (particularly if the
freeway is currently at or above capacity during the peak hours). Also, if the project
generates a significant amount of traffic during the construction phase, it is not unusual for
the reviewing agency to require an analysis of traffic aperations at the study intersections
during construction {gven if the majority of the construction related traffic arrives and

departs at times other than during the peak periods),

(6513 330-3783 garyhansen@earthlink.net

P.O. Box 2051 Kemvilie, CA 93238-2051
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Miramar Hotel Traffic Impact Analyses History

ATE performied the initial traffic impact analysis In 1999 which was based on Gounts taken
in 1998 (when the previous hotel was in eperation). Subsequent analyses wére
performed in July 2007 and July 2008. The differences between the ATE analyses:and
the above listed tasks in the typical procedure are summarized below.

1 The intersection of South Jameson Lane/US 101 Sotithbound On-Ramp/Posilipo
Lane has never been included-in any of flig-analyses. Given the proximiity of this
intersection to the project, it would have typically been identified as a study
intersection.

2. The inclusion of traffic from other-approved davelopménits or an annual growth rate
of existing traffic volumes has not been-a part of the operational analysis atany
study intersection.

3. The analyses donein 1999 identified LOS F operation at the intersection of San
Ysidro Road/US 101 Southbound Off-Raimp and LOS D at the interseciion of San
Ysidro Road/North Jameson Lane duting the AM pgak hour. The analyses déne-in
2007 showed LOS € at San Ysidre Road/US 101 8B Off-Ramp during the AW peak
hour and the analyses done in 2008 showed LOS D at-boih intersections during the
AM peak hour. The2007 and 2008 analyses were-based on counts taken when
the hotel site was closed and thus did not include any hotel generated traffic. Hoiel
traffic should have been added into the volumes counted to produce a more
realistic LOS during the peak hours.

4 No weave/merge-analyses have ever been done at the on and off ramps at the US
101/San Ysidre Road interchange.

5. A weekend analysis has never been done. Although the background traffic is
| usually lower on weekends than on'weekdays, this analysis (which should include

traffic from special events at the project) would give a good indication of study
| intersection operation on a Saturday and/or Sunday after the praject is completed.

5. No analyses of operations at the study infersections were done during the
construction perod. Mitigation imeasure 1 in the Final Negative Declaration (00-
ND-003) restricts construction worker amivals to before 700 afm, after:830 am and
worker departures 1o before 230 pm or after 330 pm. This mitigation allows for
consiruction worler trafficto occur during the PM peak period (i.e. 4-Bpm). A

} staternent was made in the last paragraph on page 39 in the July 2008 Addendurm

ihat the implementation of this rmitigatiori would be adequate to reduce the impacts
of the construction traffic to a less than significant level. This statement.should
have been supparted by adding in some of the construction traffic to the pm peak
hour volurnes and analyzing operations at the study intersections.

P.0. Box 2051 Kermville, CA 932382051~~~ 7 7 7 7T T T (661)330-3783 garyhansen@eanthiink.nct
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Caltrans expressed several concerns about traffic impact analyses that:had been done for
the projectin their letter dated May 15, 2008:

1. The evaluation should-consider merging issues at the US 101 Southbournd On-
Ramp _

The evaluation should'include an Existi'ng + Project +Other Projects scéenario

. The analysis should discuss the operatiori and LOS effects. of spe¢ial events

None of these concerns were addressed in subsequent analyses. ATE's response was
that since the project was expected to generate less traffic than the County's thresholds of
significance, additional analyses were not needed.

In summary, it does not appear that a comprerh'ehsizve traffic impact study was prepared
for the Miramar Resort and Bungalows projett.

Estimate of Parking Demand

The parking demand created by a proposed project is usually estimated from data in.the.
Urban Land Institute’s (UL) Shared Parking or Institute of Transportation Engineer's (ITE)
Parking Generation. The peak parking demands shown on Tables 14-4 and 14-5 in the
July 2008 Addendum are based on data in the UL] document.

Howsaver, after reviewing the parking discussion, we have several comments.

1. The statement was made that there will be 100 employees on-site at all time. Yet
Table 14-4 in-the July 2008 Addendum shows only 38 parking spaces for these 100
employees. Although based on ULl data, that total seems low given the somewhat
rural location of the project and limited transportation alternatives (e.g. public transit
service) in the vicinity of the site.

2. The project proposes to utilize valet parking for the on-site garage. All of the
parking space guantities are based on the provisian of valel parking. | belleve the
project proponent should provide the total number of parking spaces that could be
provided in the garage if self parking was utilized.

If you have any guestions or need additional information, please call me.

Respectfully Submitted,

Hansen Associates

Gary R. Hansen, PE

P.0). Bux 2051 Kernville, CA 93238-2051 | (661)330-3785 saryhansen@@earthfinknet
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XE ASSOCIATION

M. Jeffrey Havlik ce: Salud; Carbajal - 1% Dist.- Supervisor
Senior Right-6f-Way Agent Rick Caruso - Caruso Affiliated
County of Sanita Barbera :

Public Works Depariment

123 Bast Anaparm St

Santa Barbara, CA 93101

Dear Sit: As-president of the Montecito Seaside Association, representing aver 200
homeowners and residents in the neighborhood that includes Buealyptus Lane, Humphrey
Road, South Jaeson Lane, Danielson Road and Vitginia Road, 1 %ant to assure-you and
the County of vur support for the Caruso- Affiliated restoration and rénovation of the
Miramar Hotel. Many of us are the property’s immidiate neighbor’s,

Our associntion has now met on numerous occasiors with representatives of Caruso
Affiliated. We’ve been asked for our input on the project and been shown the conceptual
plans (which include many of our suggestions). Part of the proposal entails the vacating
of Miramar Avenue between South Jameson Way and the comer where it turns sharply to
the-west: We strongly support this aspect of the plan,

Vacating this portion of Miramar Avenue will clearly benefit the development of the
property and more imiportantly, will enhance the safety of our neighborhood by limiting
*cut-through” traffic. In answer to our questions regarding emergency vehicle necess and
the loss of public parking, Caruso: Affiliated executives have assured us that an
Emergency Access Lane will be installed (with the capability to Handle ady size Fire
Department and EMT vehicles) and that any street parking lost to the project will be
made available elsewhere on the site a1 no charge to the public, This is clearly a case of a
developer respending to the needs of the community 4nd acting in a more than
responsible manner.

We will continue to work closely with the Caruso:Affiliated team as their plan progresses
and we strongly urge its swift review and approval by {hie. Comnty. Please feel free to
contact-our group with sy questions or-comments, Tis project hag the neighbdrs
wholehearted support.

Sincerely; = VN LWL
Steve Traxler
805-969-0836:

90 Humphrey Road  Montecito, CA 93108
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