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William H. Wai
Rebutial Testimony
Please state your name and business address.
My name is William H. Wai. My business address is 321 North Harvey, Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma 73102.

Are you the same William Wai that previously filed direct testimony in this
proceeding?

Yes.

What is the purpose of your testimony?

The purpose of my testimony is to rebut claims by Attorney General (“AG™) witness
Daniel and Federal Executive Agencies (“FEA™) witness Michael Gorman. Specifically,
[ will address customer impacts and perceived mconsistencies between my testimony and
that of OG&E witness Rowlett included in witness Daniel’s responsive testimony, and

rate design issues raised by both witness.

Customer Impacts

Is OG&E’s bill impact calculation misleading because it is based on the customer’s
total bill?

No. On page 27, ine 19 — 23 of his responsive testimony, AG witness Daniel asserts that
OG&E’s bill impact calculation is misleading because it is based on the customer’s total
bill, rather than on just the base rate portion of the bill. Mr. Daniel made a further claim
on this issue on page 28, lines 2-4, that including the FAC in the bill impact analysis
diminishes the magnitude of the base rate bill impact, in terms of percentage change. |
disagree with Mr. Daniel’s assertion. First, the Company believes that total bill is what
its customers care about the most, not just any single part of it. Second, the Company is
accustomed to presenting changes to the total bill as the main measure of customer
impact to the Commission and the general public. Third, the Company clearly explains
the basis for and the definitions of the data presented. Finally, it is inappropriate to use

the method described by Mr. Daniel, which excludes the FCA rider, because OG&E is
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proposing to recover certain rider revenue requirements, (those attributable to production
tax credits and fuel related O&M which are currently included in the base rate) through

the FCA rider in this proceeding.

Is OG&E’s customer impact calculation  representing an average residential bill
misleading?

No. On page 27, lines 17-19 of his responsive testimony, AG witness Daniel asserts that
the Company’s “average” residential bill impact calculation is misleading because the
“average” residential customer used by OG&E is not representative of full range of
residential customers. I disagree. First, OG&E’s “average” residential bill impact
calculation is transparent, fully explained, and well documented. The Company never
labels or intends to label the “average” residential bill impact information as a complete
and comprehensive customer bill impact study. Second, the Company believes it is a
standard industry practice to use the “average” residential bill impact information in its
rate case filings and presented the numbers in a similar manner. In fact, this is also
common practice not only in Oklahoma but also in Arkansas. In addition, OG&E also
performs separate comprehensive customer impact analyses to investigate rate impacts of
different customer segments. Rebuttal Exhibit WHW-1 shows the Company’s written
response to data request AG 1-2, which includes the outcomes from the comprehensive

customer impact analyses for the residential customers on respective rates,

Is the overall average impact calculation the same type of analysis as the
comprehensive customer impact analysis you describe above?

No. The comprehensive customer impact analysis is a study OG&E performs using actual
customer data. In contrast, the overall average impact calculation utilizes a normalized

approach for electricity rates, rider factors, billing determinants, and other information.

Is the total number of customers used for your comprehensive customer impact
analyses for R-1 residential customers the same as the number of customers in W/P

M-4 Proof of Revenue Statement for R-1 standard residential customers?

Rebuttal Testimony of William H. Wai : Page 3 of 8
Cause No. PUD 201500273



o0 =1 N L B ) RD e

—t b et Mk e ek
th B W R e

1o
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31

o

>

No. They are different for the reasons I stated above. On page 30, line 17 - page 31, line
5 of Mr. Daniel’s responsive testimony, he appears to confuse the historical test year
individual customer usage information with the final billing determinants in the

Company’s W/P M-4 Proof of Revenue Statement.

Please explain the differences between your customer impact analysis and the
similar analysis of OG&E witness Rowlett.
As seen in my Rebuttal Exhibit WHW-2, the overall average impact to R-1 standard
residential customer bills is 7.3% or $8.05 per month per customer, R-1 standard is only
a portion of the total residential class making up the average residential customer per
month increase proposed by witness Rowlett.

Specifically, witness Rowlett’s calculation includes not only R-1 but all other

residential rates including Time-of-Use and Variable Peak Pricing tariff.

Did Mr. Daniel correctly utilize Table 2 in my Direct Testimony?
No. On page 29, lines 9-10, Mr. Daniel’s states, “As compared to Mr. Rowlett’s $8.02
per month bill impact, Mr. Wai calculates an average standard residential cusiomer bill
impact of $117.6 per year, or $9.8 per month (Wai Direct Testimony, Page 10, Table 2).
This difference is significant.” While it is understandable that $9.8 per month is quite
different from $8.02 per month, I believe these two numbers are totally irrelevant in the
Cause. Neither OG&E witness Rowlett, nor [, provided the two bill impact numbers used
by witness Daniel noted above.

The only number in Table 2: Comparison of Unit Costs and Proposed Rate for
Residential Customers, on page 10 of my direct testimony, that witness Daniel quoted,
$117.6, is NOT a customer impact calculation. With regard to “Mr. Rowleit’s $8.02 per

month bill impact”, the Company does not know where Mr. Daniel gets this figure,

Do you agree with witness Daniel’s residential bill impact analysis as presented on
page 30 of his responsive testimony?
No. On page 30, lines 9-13 of his responsive testimony, witness Daniel states that page 1

of his Exhibit JWI)-7 shows the base rate revenue impacts and page 2 shows the total

Rebuttal Testimony of Wilham H. Wa Page 4 of 8
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revenue rmpacts. 1 find the information shown on the two pages misieading. On both
pages of Exhibit IWD-7, Mr. Danie} calculates an average dollar change and an average
percentage change for a total of 412,252 customers. These averages are misleading

because:

1) Witness Daniel calculated an average of averages. On each page of his exhibit,
every average for group [ through 41 is denominated by 10,000 customers;
however, group 42 has only 2,252 customers. A simple average puts an equal
weight on all groups and therefore is misleading when being presented as an
average of the whole group. For example, a group of 400,001 customers
subdivided into two groups; one group has 400,000 customers, and the other has
only 1 customer. If there is a case that all 400,000 customer of the first group has
no increase for their bills but the one in its own group has 10% increases, the
average change computed using witness Daniel’s calculation will be 5% increase.
The resulting 5% increase carries little to no weight and is very misleading if
being presented at a group level; and

2) As shown in my example below, Mr. Daniel’s method is calculating an average
percentage change and incorrectly applying that change to the total class and
thereby incorrectly assessing changes to discrete groups within the class. In my
example below, Mr. Daniel’s method would result in all groups in the class

receiving a 50.5% increase while using the Company’s method would be a 2.9%

increase.
Table 1
Current Proposed Daniel's OG&E
Bill Bill Average Average

$2.00 $4.00  100.0%
$100.00  $101.00 1.0%
$102.00 $105.00  50.5% 2.9%

It should also be noted that witness Daniel used the same method in exhibits JWD-8 and

JWD-6.
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Do you have any additional comments regarding Mr. Daniel’s exhibits?

Yes. In addition, witness Daniel’s Exhibit IWD-7 is hard to follow. When looking at the
version that was filed on Thursday, March 31, 2016, 1 noticed many irreconcilable
differences. On the Friday, April 8, 2016, one business day before Rebuttal Testimony
was due, the Company received an update of these exhibits in Mr. Daniel’s Frrata
Responsive Testimony showing completely different numbers. With the additional

analysis needed, I reserve the right to supplement my testimony prior to hearing.

Rate Design
Do you agree with witness Daniel’s proposed R-1 rate structure?

Not entirely. Witness Daniel’s proposed R-1 rate structure is generally consistent with
OG&E’s proposed three-part rate structure. 1 agree with witness Daniel that a demand

charge needs to be added to OG&E’s current rate structure.

Do you agree with witness Daniel’s proposed R-1 respective rates?
No. Witness Daniel’s R-1 rate proposal does not produce his stated amount of revenue.
The first and most important step in developing revised pricing is to make sure the
proposed rates produce the target revenue. Only after the proposed pricing revisions
produce the target revenue should the impact analysis be finalized. Witness Daniel has
not provided this analysis for his proposed pricing changes; there is no documentation of
what revenue would be produced by his recommendations. Therefore, the proposed
prices are meaningless numbers without completion of this step.,

The next steps are to compare the proposed prices with unit cost data and with
other performance objectives (e.g. impact subscription goals for optional rates,
comparison with other tariffs) and then to analyze customer impacts. Witness Daniel

fails to perform these steps.

Do you agree with witness Daniel’s residential bill impact analysis as presented on
pages 31- 32, and Exhibits JWD-8 and JWD-9 of his responsive testimony?
As previously discussed in the customer impact section above, the Company believes the

information presented on witness Daniel’s Exhibits JWID-8 and JWD-9 is misleading.

Rebuttal Testimony of William H. Wai ' ' Page 6 of 8
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What rate design issue does FEA witness Michael Gorman raise?

On page 9, Iines 19-21 of witness Gorman’s testimony, he takes issue with LPL-TOU
SL-1 rate design proposed by the Company, pointing out that distribution costs for SL-1
are de minimis as opposed to larger revenue requirements for other service levels. Mr.
Gorman makes a baseless claim that load characteristics between SL-1 and SL-2 are not
materially different, and therefore the significant discrepancy in pricing for capacity and
energy as proposed is not reasonable.’ Based on his incorrect conclusion that OG&E’s
proposed pricing is not reasonable, Mr. Gorman takes issue with the demand billing units
for the LPL-TOU rates, as stated on page 13, line 20 of his responsive testimony. The
remainder of witness Gorman’s testimony focuses on the presumed “problem” billing
units before he recommends the demand charge difference between SL-1 and SL-2 be
reversed back close to current marginal differences along with an equalized on-peak
energy charge for the two service levels, and proposes an increase to LPL-TOU SL-3 and

SL-4 to recover the lost revenue due to changes made to LPL-TOU SL-1 and SL-2.

Do you agree with witness Gorman’s claims on LPL-TOU rate design?
No. I disagree with witness Gorman’s claims, While OG&E witness David Smith is
addressing Mr. Gorman’s testimony from the cost of service perspective, my testimony

will address Mr. Gorman’s claim on the billing units.

Are OG&E’s demand units used in the cost of service study (“COSS”) the same as
the billing demand units in the company’s proof revenue statement?

No. Demand units used in the Company’s COSS are results of the test year load analysis,
while the billing demand units are the Company’s official billing determinants derived
directly from its accounting records with required adjustments. The required adjustments
are included in W/P H-2 filed in this Cause, and explained in detail by Company witness
Gwin Cash in his direct testimony. Possible differences may be attributed to the

following:

' Gorman Responsive Testimony Page 13, Lines 12-14.
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1) Billing Month versus Calendar Month — The Company does not bill all of its

customers at the same time. Customers are billed on various cycles; each cycle
becomes a billing month. Billing determinants are derived from the Company’s
accounting records for the applicable billing month. However, demand units utilized

for the Company’s COSS are based on a catendar month.

2) Power Factor Adjustment — Billing determinants of LPL-TOU customers are

adjusted for power factors dictated by the LPL-TOU tariff. However, demand units

utilized for the Company’s COSS are not adjusted for power factor.

3) Determination Adjustment - Billing determinants of LPL-TOU customers are

subject to the “Determination of Maximum Billing Demand” clause in the tariff
However, demand units utilized for the Company’s COSS are not adjusted for this

clause,

4) Billing Determinants — Billing determinates are based on a 15-minute demand;

however, demand units utilized in the Company’s COSS are a 60-minute demand.

Q. Do you agree with witness Gorman’s recommended changes on LPL-TOU rate
design?

A, No. I disagree. Witness Gorman’s recommended changes on LPL-TOU rate design are
baseless because his changes do not reflect any cost data presented in this Cause.

Q. Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony?

A Yes.

Rebuttal Testimony of William H. Wai : Page 8 of 8

Cause No. PUD 201500273



€LT00S10T ANd "ON @sne)
e H WeLTA JO AUOWSO [, [e)ngay

PRpROXS 2.4 pUvudp 41y datsod ou wodf Suilnsad 10)30f PRo} PAULPPUR YIIM SIPUIOISND ‘SISKIPUD Painjas A010nf ppoj oYl 40.] ,

ra] $ %09°G Z09°EL PLYLEL 298G 962 607 Eof
(6276} S %85°G- 61T 081704648 % %I0'ZT UBYL12EDD IE6°0Y ot
(e12) $ %8y T- £9¢'8T 061 V69 G5 L % %T0'2T PUe % %5/ 'R1 uzamisg TE6°0F 6
et s %86°0 T0LGT Z08TYS'ERS % %L 8T PUL % %G/ 9L UIIMISY [26°0t 8
06'€ S %PT"E 0Lz'sT STEILIGCY % %94°9T PU % %6T'ST usamleg 560 L
019 $ %LT'S ££0'FL LOBPIBSLS % %6T'ST PUE % %R ET Udamlag FAcE g
g S %8S L 996'¢1 98669 0ES % %¥3 €1 PUE % %95 T Udamisg £E6OY g
A S %¥Z°QT 958'TE 698042581 % %9571 PUB % %57 TT Uaamiag 086'0F ¥
9€ZT < %LG°ET 79501 YRS LT TEY % %GETT PUR % %E]'6 Ladmlag L2608 £
€L°VE s %04 8T 68 BRE'TS6'99¢E % %TR'G PUB % %y6 [ L2amlag 0t6'0y _ Z
i A S %ET'TE 769s 06655626 % %¥6L Uey] ssa 8760y L
YILOW f13w0lsn]/ aBusy) anuaady  efejuadlag abueys snusaoy  ymy ebeloay UMY {0208/ M3 XEIN 1BNULV YA |enuuy]} abuey RO JBWOEBNYD dnoug) J0joe 4 PEOT
] $ %99S Fig'Et 6Z8°986'045°G AT AT jeloL
808 S %IT'y yZS'LT [99'T£6°2FT'T AL 8T UBY] 1938840 L2587y ok
979 S %9ey SLO'6T 95 SY8 626 A BT PUE A 1T uBamlag LVE'sY &
vES S %LT'Y yIL'ST 95Y'8YT ‘99, AV YT PUE A ZT uRamiag LSL8Y 8
P 5 %R Y TE8'eT LTLSSE'veY AV ZT PUE MY TT u2amiag 884°4¢ L
496G $ %ST'S 18571 SOOTER'8SS A TT pUB A OT usamlag BIF Y 9
$1°9 S %8T9 T8T'TT [88°064"155 M DT DUB A 6 UDIMI3g 0SE°6Y S
849 S %59°L £18°6 PLLSTV Y M 6 PUB AV 8 UIDMIDE 6915y ¥
689 S %98 0898 8/9'GET'ERT MY G PUB MY £ uBamiag £E97E £
%S S %ER 945 892202 'v9T M £ PUE A S Uaamidg vI8YE z
489 $ R IA Y 26EY 1£8'562°951 M § LBy SSa 686°0E b
qiuow fiawiosn]/ adueyl anuaaay  abeyuasiag abueln enuaasy Ua ebereay Y AN {puritag] AN Xey jenuuy) abuey NG Jaolsng dnots
0£'9 3 %89S ¥15°€1 628'986'045'5 AT Ar A8 4 jeoL
(zi9) S %E02- TL8°2E GIVREIPELT Y 8BS €7 UE) 19)8310 672'TP ol
98 g %08'T €840 T06'E6L'958 UMY 865 'EE PUB UMY 995 8T UIamlag 9zz'Iv 6
§L€ s UBL'T 74691 £07°208'669 UM OFS'8T PUB UMY £65°ST UBamlag EETTY g
2y S %LOY 8p'vT T69°901°£65 UM £65'ST PUE UMY SGH'ET Udamlag TEL'TY L
¥09 $ %E9°'S 65T PRZTEY'STS U SSE'ET DUB UMY L1/ TT Udamlag ST2'TY 9
STL S %iv'L £46°0T BT TIETSY WA L2 TT PUB YA 1720 Uaamiag STLTY g
678 S %S8'6 06t'6 TE6'BETT6E UMY FZZ 0T PUE UMY Z6L'8 UBamlag 2T v
66 S %ITET S66'L 6E8°(TS6LE A 2628 PUB UM 6077, URamiag &1C'TP £
91T S %6981 1879 619046952 HAAY 60T 'L PUZ LAY 8T77G Uaamldg £ETTY z
9577t $ %80 vE 907 '€ eV YT TEL YW B1T7G Uyl 5537 YIZ Ty L
puow/aswosnyy abueyn anusasy 9beUIdIag abuey anuaasy  Yw sbeteay Uy {tupay ABsaug jenuuy) abuey WNOY 13WNsND dnoss Yy
jeuaps ey piepuelg

[-MBM HQIUXE [enngay



£LT00STOT ANd "ON 9sney)
TeAy H WRI[IA JO AUOWnsa | [eingoy

PAPRIXD 24D PUDWIP 41y BAIISOd OU wo.Lf SUNSIA 1028 PUO] Pouyfapun yim SIauoisno S1s(pun pajpja.s 10onf ppo] 2y3 40,1 ,

622 $ YZY'E g6t ¥ £58°1£6'98Z"L L9L8'68 1ejo)
{zog) S %EET- FLEET YOT'986'86T % %EQTT UBY) 131D 7ES'8 ]
{(gz'0) S %810 £80'6T 628°T/8'29T % %E0'TT PUB % %57 8T uaamiag €658 6
60°T ES %680 0S0°4T £E8°T05 'Sy % %57 BT PUR % %./¥ 9T UMy ¥ES'8 g
£8'1 3 %61 988'ST L1 vEY'SET % %L¥'9T PUE % %90°ST usamiag 6258 L
0Lt S %062 #9571 SEL'BLEYTT % %90'ST pue % %8 'E1 ussmiag 1258 g
9¢'e g %08°E £95°ET RZG'SGL'STT % %¥8 €T PUe % %89 TT usamiag 7858 g
Ty g %EEY 6bP'ZT 1Z0'£22'S0T % %897 PUB % %S TT Ua3amiaq £E5'8 ¥
8Ly S %6E'S SSPIT SEVITL'L6 % %S TT PUB % %2 0T uaamiag Q0£5°8 £
PLG S %0T L L£0°01 868'2.6'$8 % %LU 0T PUB % %PS'8 U3aMiRg 7Es'8 z
95, $ %76 TT RIS'L LET'QELYS % %58 UBYY $587 0558 L
Qruow/saluosn)/ aduey; anuansy  abejussiad sbueys anusAsy  Ymy sbeiaay ua (0298/M01 X2W |enuUY/MY jenuuy) aBuey  juno) sswion)  dnolDuoiIed pEST
087 $ %EDZ 280°vi 596°386'952'L y3c°a8 jejop
(59'9) 5 %V8'E- 67E°LT OV6 V2T 'SEZ AV BT UBYY J93R3IG 1K [
(£8'1) S %0ET- 9p607 OTS'SZt'08T AN BT pue pt §T Uamiag P98 8
690 5 %550 61927 708'S£9'051T MY ST pUe MY ET U9amiag 7558 1
LT S %SV VLT TTE'089'TIT MLET pue M IT UDamidg £epYL 9
6L'Y S %6T 10521 GY9'ESP6eT A TT PUe s 0T Uaamiag ££20T g
5Z'g § %YE'S Z50°TT 289'v0T 82T AV 0T pUe A G Ud3mlag T6STT ¥
819 5 %04 L L6 £66'719'96 M b PUB A} § U3IMITY 7566 £
£69 3 %96 559'8 LIV'EES'ES A8 PUB AR L u29miag RIS z
5T'8 S %LLET 969 LGS'T82'05 M £ ueyy ssa) 8074 i
YIUDA/I3Wolsn)/ 28uey) anuaady oBejuediad aBueyn onueaay yYAAY ebrioay UARE {pueLlag A Xep jenuuy) abuey JUNOD FREOISNTD dnoio A
08¢ $ %E£8'T 48 596'086'9£2°L v8£°sa 1230
{e2'6) ) %Ll L0878 119°448°¢4T Y059 'pZ UBY) 1932315 6ES'S : 0k
{esz) S %8G T- £6L1¢ LLT'TL0'98T YAV 059 KT PUB Y SES'6ET usamlag BESR 6
8E0 S %0E0 67641 0£E'897 251 YA SPS'ET PUB YA PES'IT usamlag 655’8 g
1284 S %68°T £Iv'aT G06'€L9TET UMY PES'ST PUE YA 9BE P UDamIDY £P5'8 L
97 s %9E'E L5Y'CT IP6TLISTE YMA GBE YT PuUL UMY 97T uaamlag ££5°8 ]
55 3 %8t 168°TT 99€'245T0T UM 0L9ZT pue Yad pET'TT uaamlag 5'8 g
95§ s %ES9 L1607 78L'756'38 UM PETTT PUB UM BDL'6 Uaamiag 6£6'8 ¥
859 S %£9°8 7006 ZETT98°9L UM B0L 6 PUE UMY TAE'R UdBmlag 859 €
viL S PSRN 551 YLE'ST9'E9 UAA TLT'B PUB UMY 615’ uaamlag SES'Y z
96 S %00 ws'y BEV'EOL Ty YA GPS 9 ueyl 553 8558 b
uowialioisny; aBueyy snusasy obeluedisg afiuryn enusasy  umy sBeraay YA {upy ABsaug jenuuy) abuey JUNOD JBWOISND dnoisy yan
Buolid 4284 QBHEA [RIUSPISAY

-MHM BARIXE [eRngay]



€LT00S10T (Nd 'ON osne))
BA\ H WA JO Auownso ], [enngay

PaprjIxa DD PUDWDP 413 PAISOd OU W04 SUINSa.L 409onf poo] PIULEPUN WM SITMOISND ‘SISAIDUD pa)pjas 10320{ pooy yj 40,0

Lg $ %69 250's1 095192 6y ] “OFLE 12jo)

vy 3 %9T'°C 164°42 OTZ V5L'S % %L5°7Z HBYL 131ERID Sig Ok

8oL S HELT T80T 8/9'855'9 % %.LS'TT PUR % %S1'6T UdamIag SIf 6

L $ %L8'S S0T°8T 01Z'989°S % %SP'6T PUE % %E9°LT UBamlag vig g

60'R S %EE9 9zT4Y SL9'PEE'S % %EG LT PUB % %11 GT Udamiag 5TE L

798 S %EEL 0I#'ST 208858 % %1T 9T PUB % %69 1T Uusamiag FIE 9

aa S %S L VRS ¥ 666°E65 Y % %G9V PUS % %IE'ET uaamiag STE g

£9'8 $ %908 £9p'FT L'y % %TEET PUe % %E0 7T Uudamisg e 4

06g S %Sr'6 TE6'TT TOERSLE % %E0°TT PUR % %5'0T Udamiag SIE £

0658 S %4501 005'0T IILY6L'E % %G 0T PUB % %S55'g Usamlay ¥IE . z

6201 $ %EQ'LT Z£8'9 9ET'ZST'Z % %G58 UBL1 5597 51g o

LRLOW/F3uw0)sn])/ 98URY) 31Udady  abejuaniag abueun anusaoy  ymy ebersay YA {D£08/M% XBN [BNUUY /MY (enuuy) abluey WNen Jawosnn dnosg JoPe4 PeoT

Zh'g 3 %p69 9z9's4 181'802'6y £54°€ 12131

690 S UPEQ 868°0¢ 192°L88C ML BT UL JS)ERID 1743 6

£6° S %PIE BLLCE 916°LZ%'8 AN BT PUB AV ST usamlay 0Lt g

o'y $ %559 96881 ZEG'BOE'Y A ST PUB MY €T uaamiag £V L

s0'g S %EEY L2011 LS A ET PUB AN ZT udamiag vz 9

or's $ %998 80£LET 88T YIR'Y AN ZT pue am 0T uasmiag £t S

90°0T S %69°0T OrTT 096902 AV OT Pug A G usamlag 69E ¥

o1 S %POTT 05701 £82'69C'E AV 6 PUE M g UBBMIBY 61€ £

6507 S %S ET 2606 ¥80'LPT'E AVE G PUR MY £ UuRBmlag 95z z

£21T 5 %08 5T 0059 ZRY'CE6'T N L UBLY 5597 S0E L

YiUo/IaWwoisn]/ sduURYD DNUBAJY  obejuatasg aBueyn snuasay Y eBrieay LAY {puewag AAY Xe |enuuy) abuey JUNO 13W0JEND dnois pay

t4%:] g %b60 9Z9'GL 18189761 £51°¢ 1e10)

¥I0 S %500 SILLE BSGT6LTE UM EET A veyiisles) 91g oL

66'F s %90 £29'¢T LVE T L YA EET'LZ PUE UMY 60T USamMidg 51 6

{59 g %SL'Y STZ'6T 987909 UAAY 6L0°TZ PUR YA TTL /T Uaamiag sle 2

808 S %6V'G 8e5G1 161°907°s UM TTL LT PUB YAAY £BE'ST UDDMIOE 983 L

[ S %94°L £25'1 LZAN UMY LBE'ST PUB YA TEL'ET UDBMIBg 9I¢ 9

896 3 %LL6 SI8'71 L5610 UM TEL'ET PUB UM DPSTT usamlag 91 g

€66 S %0L70T 60T°TT OVERSYE UM OVETT PU UM TOE'DT Haamiag 1413 ¥

6701 S %6S'ZT SEV'6 6 TL6T UM TOE'OT PUB Ymot #15'g usamiag 51¢ £

20T S %8 9T c0F'L £66TEET UM PTS8 PUB YA T67°G usamiag STE 4

671 S %0497 vz €02 PYE'T UMA TEZ 9 LBy} $537 91¢ b

Luowaawaosnyg/ abueyn anuaaay obeluascisy abuey) anuassy Yy ebrisay HARY {4y ABaauz jenuuy) sBuey UNGCD JAWOEND dnoin ypn
85() 40 AW |EPUBPISOY

I=MHM HAIX [enngay]



£4200§10Z Nd "ON 9sne)
B A WRITIA JO AUOWNSS L [Ingoy

pedw| pedu) 1aN

{5095)
{£832'0¥S 2GS} sse|) |elCL U0RINPaI YO
{prrT900°05) {mgiun Jad;} ucaanpay vo4
edu) ¥4
90T'0 & GE6'BLP'TSS'S %99 GLEGLTGE S T€6'997°L06 $  9G5/B0IS8 § 7TL S 9LT'98L°L SLE'BLTES S [BUSpISDY (B30
0600 $ ¥8S6EST %S'T  veTE $ 815’622 S vEe'9ee S 621 S wRSe ¥EL'E S {(20) MANOL-d
G600 S T8TVIETI %E'T  BrEET $ 8992407 $  OTEWI0T 0§ £ET S 80070CT 8YEET s ddD-y
e0'0 S 99EThY9EYT %ET  96L'ETTE $ POV'EEQIET §  R99°6TH8TT ¢ 687 S 009PEI'T 96LEIZE S ddA-d
SE00 S £TSRETIS %69 SI9LIE S 8RTLE6Y  §  £45°619F S G0B S trr6E s19°%71e §$ NO4i-d
G010 S VRIVERL$0L %E'L  TTETEYES 0§ E60'B8E'6SL S TLLUSL'9TL § G808 S 0856859 TTETEYTS S T-d
JUAWNDIS 2nUaasY [0 [00ld - d /A WO uoiDLIOfU] [DIIUSPISSY
UnoD
YAL/S YA |BNIULY s8uey) 4 sBueyn g {tr-w} pasodouy (p-w}ruain) tuows 13UW035ND s8ueyd
Jedsnouads BNUBATY

C-MHM NQIUXY Teingay

jenuuy



