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CARR Goals

Professional Development

To enhance and improve the professional development of reading and
language arts educators in Connecticut

Advocacy

To provide leadership in support of research, policy, and practice that
improves reading instruction and supports the best interests of all learners
and reading professionals

Partnerships

To form partnerships with other organizations including universities and
local agencies that share our goal of promoting literacy

Research

To encourage and support research at all levels of reading and language arts
education to promote informed decision making by reading professionals,
policymakers, and the public

Global Literacy Development

To identify and support leadership and significant state, national, and
international issues
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=—— [Editor's Note
=——— Judith Stone Moeller

Every teacher has a story to tell! We are all consumers of literacy action research as we use research
to inform our daily instruction. We also have a professional responsibility to keep informed as to the
current best practices in teaching literacy.

Teaching Literacy to students within the 21% Century requires teachers to work more collaboratively
than ever before. Working within a professional learning community allows us to link our inquiry studies
together in order to provide a more rigorous literacy education to our students within a classroom setting.
Collaborative forms of action research (also called teacher research) follows an inquiry model and is
compatible to socio-cultural theories of learning discussed by Vygotsky . When teachers conduct
research, they step back and examine their teaching and students through a different lens. This lens then
allows teachers conducting action research to reflect upon best practices that enable their students to grow
in their literacy develop and move forward with their learning.

The articles provided within this issue of the CARReader will entice you to want to learn more about
their research on Rtl and SIOP model for integrating social studies with English Language Learners. |
want to thank Betsy and Diane Sisson for their Review of the Literature on the current research of Rtl.
Schools are entrenched in the Response to Intervention (SRBI) model in order to attend to our at-risk
students more effectively. The authors provide a thorough overview of the current research. We look
forward to their further research on this topic. Susan Lynch, Mildred Martinez, and Betty Murratti
provide us with an engaging study conducted within an Intermediate Social Studies classroom using a
Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol (SIOP). With the new Connecticut Social Studies standards
current being rolled out within our schools and the increasing number of English Language Learners
within our classrooms, this protocol provides teachers with another tool to use when working with
English Language Learners as they teach Literacy strategies across the content areas.

It is our hope that you will not only enjoy reading the studies as much as we have, but also be
encourage to engage in your own action research that you can share with other CARR members!

ot S ovie Moetter



=—— President's Message
————— Margaret Quennan

What a joy to be president of the Connecticut Association for Reading Research. We are all
consumers of research as we read IRA journals: The Reading Teacher, Journal of Adolescent and Adult
Literacy, and Reading Research Quarterly; CARR’s journal, CARReader; and other journals that
investigate the ways we can assess students informally (sometimes without their even knowing) to
discover how to help them excel. I’d like to propose that we become producers of research, as well, as we
identify a problem, investigate it, and share our findings with colleagues as part of an action research
initiative that brings us to our students’ side.

When a reading specialist, classroom teacher, or administrator researches, we find a problem—or,
more accurately, a problem finds us—that bothers us so much that we read all we can about it and
conduct a hands-on investigation to learn about it. We interview students or colleagues to discover their
perceptions of the problem and study artifacts, usually students” work and our own, to help us analyze the
problem. For example, every Monday | am privileged to teach in the classrooms of five colleagues who
are fourth grade teachers in a priority school district. I model the reading comprehension strategies that
the National Reading Panel recommended. While some of the students learn the strategies, some students
do not. More worrisome, while some of the students learn the science content, some do not. Obviously, a
problem has found me; so I will conduct action research to investigate it.

Next year when I return to the same classrooms, I will apply the ideas I have read in research
articles. For example, Lauren Aimonette Liang and Janice A. Dole in their May 2006 Reading Teacher
article, “Help with teaching reading comprehension: Comprehension instructional frameworks,”
described five frameworks, two for teaching comprehension strategies, two for teaching content, and one
for teaching both, “Concept-Oriented Reading Instruction (CORI),” described at www.cori.umd.edu/
index.php. In CORI students concentrate on a topic for several weeks and learn content and strategies as
they read many different texts.

Since I tried to implement CORI over the past few years and haven’t been successful in producing an
entire classroom of readers who learned both content and reading strategies, next year 1 will interview
students and teachers while I examine my lesson plans, anchor charts, and students think sheets and
writing to find out which of the components of the program are working—and which are not—and why:

¢ The direct experience part of the program? (What hands-on science projects engage fourth grade
students—and how do I find them?)

*  The gathering information part of the program? (What trade books exist on the topics at students’
reading levels—and where can I find the money to buy them? What Internet texts on fourth grade
topics exist at students’ reading levels? What experts can join us?)

*  The comprehension part of the program? (What comprehension strategies are effective for which
science topics? Or are all of them pertinent for all topics? Is one sequence for learning and
applying the strategies better than another? Do some children already know the strategies and
when to apply them and if so, what then?)

e The presenting-information-to-peers part of the program? (Which publishing opportunities are
exciting for fourth grade students—their teacher’s web page? school hallways? letters to next
year’s fourth graders? class magazines? other venues? Would parents sponsor a school
magazine?), and

*  Where do whole class and small group discussion fit in? Or do they?

I can’t wait to ask my new questions of next year’s students and of my colleagues and their ELL and
special education partners. I know that I will enjoy interviewing students and having lunch with teachers
because that’s the part [’ve enjoyed most in the past. I also know I’ll learn most from examining students’
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President's Message

work and bringing questions to them so they can help me find answers: What comprehension strategy did
you use as you were reading about the rain forest? Why that one? What did you learn? Where did your
comprehension break down? What did you do? What do you do when a text is too hard for you? 1 also
know I will find themes to share with colleagues when I comb through the data. For example, one year I
discovered that the same comprehension strategies, like visualizing, question generation, synthesizing,
inferring, and making connections, that mark powerful readers can make writing audience friendly.

Action research is to professional learning as hands-on experience is to student learning—
indispensable. I hope you will join me in letting a problem find you and in conducting action research to
investigate it. I hope you will join me, too, in appreciation for Betsy Sisson and Diana Sisson’s
scholarship in reviewing the literature on Response to Intervention (Rtl) and Susan Lynch, et. al.’s
research on SIOP published in this CARReader and in anticipation of another researcher’s presentation at
the Hawthorne Inn in Berlin on October 8 at 4:30: Janice Almasi, IRA Board Member and author of
books and articles on comprehension strategies, early literacy, and classroom discussion and who was
lucky enough to research with Michael Pressley. It will be wonderful to hear her ideas about the
importance of and ways to make classroom discussion more powerful. It will be wonderful to hear your
ideas, too. You can write to me at mqueenan@bridgeport.edu.

Margaret
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Response to Intervention: A Review of the Literature

Diana Sisson and Betsy Sisson

Connecticut Association for Reading Research

Abstract

Federal legislators enacted the Individuals
with Disabilities Education Act in 2004 and
introduced a new method of academic
intervention known as Response to Intervention
(Rtl) which marked a turning point in special
education policy, shifting the focus from
accessibility to accountability. Commonly viewed
as a reaction to excessive misdiagnoses of stu-
dents with learning disabilities, RtI represents the
culmination of decades of research and advocacy.
Connecticut has devised its own model referred to
as scientific research-based interventions, or
SRBI. Recognizing that this policy is grounded in
the work of special education but with broad
ramifications on the teaching and learning of all
students, the Connecticut Association for Reading
Research will be conducting a study on the SRBI
model in Connecticut.

Response to Intervention: A Review of the
Literature

Emerging from the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act of 2004, Response to
Intervention (Rtl) represents a national paradigm
shift in how schools identify children with handi-
capping conditions, restructuring the delivery of
classroom instruction, assessment, and interven-
tion support services to align with research and
scientifically-supported practices. Students with
learning disabilities (LD) comprise the greatest
proportion of handicapped students, but with
approximately 80% of students classified as LD
also being described as reading disabled (Lyon,
1995), Rtl has broad implications not just for the
field of special education but also for general
education and reading professionals.

Historical Influences

Although RtI represents a federal policy that
ostensibly originated in 2004, its roots in
American education go much deeper. From as
early as the late nineteenth century, psychologists
and researchers (e.g., Huey 1908/1968; Orton,
1925) began to study the cognitive processes of
reading  using  scientific  experimentation
(Berninger, 2006; Reed & Myer, 2007; Smith,
2002), and by the middle of the twentieth century,
behavioral psychologists were focusing their
research on data analysis and its applications for
problem solving in social contexts. Eventually
their scope expanded to include monitoring and
collecting data on school-based interventions and
the impact the instructional setting has on student
outcomes (Wright, 2007).

Within this time of developing an under-
standing of academic achievement and the role
interventions play in that process, concerned
parents of students who exhibited persistent
learning difficulties attended a conference in
1963. Believing that their children were failing to
receive appropriate educational services, they
approached the keynote speaker, Samuel Kirk, a
pioneer in special education. Explaining their
desire to form a national organization to advocate
for the rights of their children, they sought his
advice for a name that would define their cause.
Although Kirk did not favor labels, he suggested
the designation of “learning disabilities.” Under
this umbrella term, these parents united with
formidable political influence and set out to
achieve legislation that would ensure free and
appropriate education (FAPE) for all handicapped
children (Berninger, 2006; Hallahan & Mercer,
2001; Kirk, 1976).
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RtlI in the Context of Federal Policy

The first federal legislation addressing the
needs of special education students came with the
passage in 1975 of the Education for All Handi-
capped Children Act (Public Law 94-142), later
re-codified as the Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act (IDEA), which required public
schools to provide equal access to education for
children with physical and mental disabilities.
Nonetheless, it created problematic situations by
failing to delineate specific qualification criteria.
Most states complied with the law by adopting the
IQ-achievement discrepancy model which identi-
fied learning disabled students based on a signifi-
cant incongruity between IQ and achievement test
scores (Fuchs, Mock, Morgan, & Young, 2003).

The Individuals with Disabilities Act of 1977
preserved the traditional definition of a learning
disability as “a severe discrepancy between
achievement and intellectual ability” (U.S.
Department of Education, 1977, p. G1082),
effectively institutionalizing the discrepancy
model. This criterion would shape identification
approaches for the next 30 years.

Despite the work of the federal government
to improve services to all students, the landmark
report, A Nation at Risk: The Imperative for
Educational Reform (The National Commission
on Excellence in Education, 1983), condemned
American schools for not providing quality
education and suggested that the country hovered
on the precipice of failure. This indictment set in
motion the accountability movement that has
pervaded national discourse and legislative policy
for decades.

Through numerous reauthorizations and
amendments (i.e., 1983, 1986, 1990), federal
policymakers retained their emphasis on access to
education for disabled students (Hardman, 2006).
Meanwhile, concern was growing. Over the
course of the two decades of this historic
legislation, students classified as learning disabled
increased by a startling 200% (Vaughn, Linan-
Thompson, & Hickman, 2003) with 12% to 14%
of American students currently receiving some
form of special education services (Hall, 2008).

Of these students, 52% to 70% who were
identified at the school level fail to meet state and
federal eligibility (Gresham, 2001).

The 1997 amendments to IDEA legislation
marked a turning point in special education
policy, moving from a focus on accessibility to
education to accountability for results (Hardman,
2006; U.S. Department of Education, 2009).
Fueled by this perceived lack of accountability to
meet the needs of all students, Congress passed
the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act in 2001,
surpassing the tenets of IDEA and usurping state
and local autonomy. This legislation demanded
the same learning outcomes for all students —
regardless of disability.

Building on NCLB’s focus on accountability
and scientifically-based decision making (Fuchs
& Fuchs, 2006; Kavale, Kauffman, Bachmeier, &
LeFever, 2008), the Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act of 2004 responded to concerns
over misdiagnosis of students with learning
disabilities and encouraged states to discard the
discrepancy model. The legislation also instituted
four main recommendations. First, 1Q testing
should not be used as the sole criterion for classi-
fication. Second, classroom instructional practices
should be research based. Third, appropriate
instruction relevant to the needs of students must
be documented. Fourth, fifteen percent of IDEA
funds could be allocated to provide services to
students before they are identified with a
disability (Hall, 2008; Holdnack & Weiss, 2006;
Wright, 2007). Regulations followed in 2006 that
strengthened the 2004 position by permitting
states to disallow the discrepancy model but
requiring them to implement scientifically-based
research interventions.

In reflecting on this issue of identifying
students with learning disabilities, Frank Gresham
(1991), a noted psychologist working in the field
of special education, had referred to students who
did not respond positively to supports as “resistant
to intervention.” During the 2001 LD Summit, he
suggested the “children who fail to respond to
empirically validated treatments implemented
with integrity might be identified as LD”
(Gresham, 2002, p. 499). By 2004, the term
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“resistant to intervention” was altered to the more
positive “response to intervention,” and a new
policy found its name.

Putting the Framework in Place

The National Association of State Directors
of Special Education (NASDSE) defines
Response to Intervention as “a practice of
providing high-quality instruction and interven-
tions matched to student need, monitoring
progress frequently to make decisions about
changes in instruction or goals and applying child
response data to important educational decisions
(NASDSE, 2006, p. 3). Although legislated by the
federal government and defined by the field of
special education, two identifiable groups
advocated for its implementation — behaviorally-
oriented school psychologists and early reading
researchers (Fuchs, Mock, Morgan, & Young,
2003).

Agreeing on the need to revise current
policies and to eliminate the IQ-discrepancy
model, behaviorally-oriented school psychologists
and early reading researchers differ on how Rtl
should be implemented. Early reading researchers
espouse the notion of following a standard
treatment protocol. Although implemented in
various forms, one common format is providing
group interventions which are based on common
student referral concerns and operate outside of
the classroom, such as those found in school-
based tutoring programs. For example, schools
offering interventions that provide the same
generic remediation for all referred students
exemplify this protocol. While the standard
treatment protocol is efficient and can service
large numbers of students, it is difficult to
customize the group interventions specific to the
needs of individual students (Wright, 2007). In
contrast, the psychology field promotes the
problem-solving model which is based on the
scientific model of inquiry and operates within the
classroom to offer targeted interventions for
individual students. For instance, classroom
teachers provide individualized support based on

their direct knowledge of each student’s unique
needs. This model offers a more individualized
approach but requires much more planning,
preparation, and resources (Fuchs, Mock, Morgan,
& Young, 2003; Hale, Kaufman, Naglieri, Kavale,
2006; Wright, 2007). At this juncture, the
problem-solving model is the most commonly
used approach.

Features of Rtl

As an evolving model, there are differing
views of the central features of Rtl, however, a
common thread runs throughout the literature.
Predominantly implemented in a sequential, linear
pattern, Rtl includes the following recognized
components.

e Multiple tiers of research-supported
interventions: This is one of the principle
components of Rtl and is based on the public
health model of increasingly more intensive
interventions for those not responding to
general methods. Although there is no set
number of tiers, Rtl commonly contains
three levels of intervention (Davis, Lindo, &
Compton, 2007; Fuchs & Fuchs, 2008; Sugai
& Homer, 2006). Tier I typically involves
universal screenings for all students and
progress monitoring for classroom-based
interventions. Students move to Tier II if
they are not successful in Tier I and begin to
receive supplementary instruction in small
groups with frequent progress monitoring.
Tier III is characterized by more intensive
and more regular interventions with
additional progress monitoring in small
groups or individually for those students
who did not respond in previous tiers.
Although students may be referred for
special education evaluation at any juncture
of this model, they are generally referred if
Tier III is unsuccessful for their needs
(Bradley, Danielson, & Doolittle, 2005;
Burns, 2008).
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Universal screenings: The first step in
prevention, universal screenings, identifies
students who are at risk in general education
(Tier I). Screenings typically occur three
times a year, focus on targeted skills, and
should be predictive of later reading
outcomes. Student performance results are
compared to benchmark expectations, and
students who fail to meet those benchmarks
may receive additional intervention support
in Tier II (Fuchs & Fuchs, 2006; Jenkins,
Hudson, & Johnson, 2007; Mellard &
Johnson, 2008; Mesmer & Mesmer, 2008).
Progress monitoring: A critical aspect of
accountability, progress monitoring involves
evaluating student performance toward a
targeted goal.  The frequency of the
monitoring process fluctuates based on
student needs, and it forms part of the data
analysis to determine whether students
should move to another tier of intervention
(Cummings, Atkins, Allison, & Cole, 2008;
Wedl, 2005). For example, a student in Tier
I might be assessed on a weekly basis to
determine if appropriate progress is being
made. If the student is responding to the
intervention, then progress monitoring
would indicate continued support in Tier II,
or perhaps, if substantial progress is
demonstrated, a move back to Tier I. On the
other hand, if the student’s assessments do
not illustrate the student is responsive, then
progress monitoring would suggest a
possible move to Tier III for more frequent
interventions at a greater intensity of
support.

Data-based decision making: This permits
progress monitoring to be documented and
analyzed. The data is then used to make
informed decisions regarding moving
students among the tiers, altering frequency
and intensity of interventions, and
determining when students meet exit criteria
(Hall, 2008; Wedl, 2005; Zirkel & Krohn,
2008).

Staff development: Building staff capacity is
a crucial component to the effectiveness of

an Rtl model. It should encompass an
explanation of the rationale for Rt as well as
provide ongoing support and guidance for
implementation  practices (Barnes &
Harlacher, 2008; Danielson, Doolittle, &
Bradley, 2007; Hall, 2008; McEneaney,
Lose, & Schwartz, 2006).

The International Reading Association Weighs
In

Having recently formed the IRA Commission
on Rtl, the International Reading Association
released a working draft, suggesting that RtI is a
“comprehensive, systemic approach to teaching
and learning designed to address language and
literacy problems for all students through
increasingly  differentiated and intensified
language and literacy assessment and instruction
(“IRA Commission on Rtl,” 2009, p. 4). The draft
also recommends that reading professionals be
active participants in the process and offers six
interrelated principles to assist its members in
implementing this framework: 1) instruction that
optimizes learning, 2) responsive teaching and
differentiation, 3) assessment that informs
instruction, 4) collaboration, 5) systemic and
comprehensive instruction and assessment for all
K-12 students, and 6) expertise from teachers and
other professionals prepared to teach language and
literacy.

Connecticut Transforms RtI into SRBI

A recent survey found that approximately
86% of states are currently developing or
implementing Rtl in some form to address the
needs of their students (Hoover, Baca, Wexler-
Love, Saenz, 2008). Connecticut is no exception.
Previous state testing results had indicated
significant areas of concern: students who entered
kindergarten lacked expected literacy skills,
reading scores on the Connecticut Mastery Test
(CMT), the Connecticut Academic Performance
Test (CAPT), and the National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP) were flat, and
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English language learners and students with
disabilities continued to perform at low levels
(Costello, 2008).

In an effort to improve education for all
students as well as specifically to attend to the
needs of under-performing students, Connecticut
formed an Rtl advisory panel in 2006 who
developed a model referred to as “scientific
research-based interventions (SRBI) to emphasize
the central role of general education in the
intervention process and the importance of
educational practices that are scientific and
research-based” (Connecticut State Department of
Education, 2008, p. 2). The term was selected
because “RtI models are dependent on
interventions in which evidence is available to
attest to their effectiveness” (Costello, 2008, p. 4),
and Connecticut’s SRBI model is not forced to

operate within such parameters.

In 2007, Connecticut awarded Bristol,
Greenwich, and Waterbury three-year grants to
develop best practice sites for the SRBI model.
Designed to partner with other school districts as
they began the implementation process, these
school districts agreed to undertake SRBI prior to
the state’s full-scale implementation plan.
Meanwhile, the state continued to work on their
vision of Rtl and in 2008 released their executive
summary of SRBI (Connecticut State Department
of Education, 2008). Similar to other models, the
three tiers of intervention create a comprehensive
system of structured supports with increasing
intensity and individualized services with special
education evaluations occurring commonly in Tier
III but theoretically at any tier (see Figure 1).

More Intensive interventions (e.g., 4 to 5 times per week.
Individual small group (e.g., no larger than 3 students).
Very frequent progress monitoring (e.g., twice a week). If
lack of response to interventions, refer to special education
evaluation.

Tier

Additional interventions (e.g., 2 to 3 times per week).
Individual small group (e.g., 4 to 6 students).
Frequent progress monitoring (e.g., weekly or bi-weekly.

Tier

Universal common assessments (e.g., 3 times per year).
Appropriate general education curriculum and instruction
with differentiation.

Progress monitoring.

Figure 1. Connecticut’s SRBI model delineating tiered intervention levels.

11
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Next Steps: CARR Investigates

Recognizing the significant restructuring of
schooling undertaken by Connecticut’s SRBI
model, the Connecticut Association for Reading
Research (CARR) is conducting a three-year
research study into its implementation process.
Over the course of the coming months,
researchers will be meeting with focus groups,
conducting interviews, and analyzing participant
surveys in an effort to describe the performance of
the SRBI model within schools and districts
across the state. These data should yield a
comprehensive report on the status of reform and
its implications on teaching and learning in
Connecticut.
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LoTRoTOuPRoTFLE uLh MTstecTLETRT NEhBEaHIRGANEQPLNE T ao T E RoOFRuFLWNFIT NE E T nR
FNEL'oONFT aTPNTOENFT aT NRhBT :o'BLEBBBHROOIFY TsBRgJ TirdM TRLbNCJ TabbLIENbFTRoF
bNRuoNuE Tn:ffEdThao No TnEhLNohNJ T HahI S8IRE K o INiad FOh NF T E OFLNE T gBLhB T uNiNRbNF
RoFThao No TRuNRTbL NuRhCMTABLETH OFBRERaNREBNEBN al No TuNEau NFT aTuNRFT BN T Pa
NIINh LiNoNEETalTstecTLoTRToaoQ:ffThaocIlNo ReBRNEYIWONE LaoEJ T RoF T FNILoN TiahRPObRuC T gar
toT BLETE OFCJTIVTE OFNo ETgNuNT'LINo RRTARENEMY sOhB T LoE uOh LaoRb TbIIGLE T Lo T
NE TRINuTbNRuoLo' TaoNTENh Lao T al TEalHH RPLIYRIHbREEuaaGETuNEOb NFTLoThd30hNuoETuN'l
haoNo T Lo T RT uRFL LaoRb T hbREEu#aG H GENRHBNENILhL E T al T poagbNF'N T Lo TTBLE T hao No
bNh OuNEJTE OFNo ETuNRFT NS TRoFTRAEgNUINUONALIBa@B dVEOILhLNo T PRhp'uaOoF T poagbNF'NJ
ABNT NRhBNuT BNoT RO'B T gaT GauN TENhH.@HNJEHIgAObF T BRiN TFLIILhOb CTEOKENNFLo'T Lo’
LGN T LohauDauR Lo' T stec T NRhBLo' T halGDd0Nleab FRuCT'uRFNEJ TRoFTNiNo ORbbCTIGL'B Toa TD
SOFNo ETgNuNT NENFTaoT BNToNg T AR NuBREOIR'IRuET NSRGE T GRoOFRNF T Lo TEaGN T ER N
uNEOb ETgNuNThaGDRuNFT aT BNTPRENDLoDHIRINNNHEGINdIMWWbFTTsBRgJTrdMT
y T BNTNoFTalT BNTILINTgNNpTE OFCJTEhauNE hoNNBBNKIN'RuFLo' T EahLRb T E OFIINE T bL NuR]
BR THxm T alTE OFNo E T GRFN T 'RLoE TRhIMEKGAF BuNNRbb T hao No T RuNR T LoE uOR LaoTE OFN
REENEEGNo EM T stec T NRhBLo' T GN BaHE ToNNNFNuYE uNo' BNoTbL NuRhCTEpLbbETba TaobCTLo
DaEL LiN TuNEODb E T Lo T RhBLNiNGNo TILo PRBIGRINEIR(H ThbREENEJTPO TRbEaTLoTEahLRbT
uNiNRbLo' T stec T RE T Ro T NIINh LiN T bNEEao EPbRobNd' RoOFTGR BThbREENE TRE T gNBBM T to T BNu’
RoFTLGDbNGNo R LaoT aabTlauT NRhBNUE T 30DPx(d:ffo' T yFabNEhNo T fL NuRhC T yhliaEE T BN
E OFNo EM 40 No TyuNREJTObLNTNb WNuTnIdTaPENEINET BN
hOuuNo TE RoFRuFET GaiNGNo TLoTNFORR LaoJTgBL
REENu ET BR TEahLN RbTbL NuRhCToNNFETFLh R N’
f:voewh5vte: E OFNo ETGOE TRhwOLuUNTEpLbbET aThhoE uOh TGN
luaG T NS T RoF TuNGNGPNu T RoF T RDDBIC T poagbNF"?
kR LaogLFN T E RoFRuFLWNF T NE H' T hBRubNBT luaGT NSMTauT BNEN T uNRIEaoEJ T Nb W
LohbOFN T uNRFLo'J T guL Lo'J T GR B T RoFHREhbONEN T E OFNo E TGXRQRaXrdaJT BN
BagNiNuJT BNTkaTBLbFT{NI TNBLoFTyhTnkRIPLbL C T a T NIINh LiNbC T uNRF T RoF T OoFNuE [
FaNEToa TGRoFR NT BNTREENEEGNo TallEaRLRbTE OFLNE
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RhRFNGLhThao No TLoTauFNuT aThaGAOolstdk NRIFR0Ro TNIINh LINTIuRGNgaup TLoT BN T oaoQ:ff
DRu LhLDR NTLoTiRuLaOEThaGGOoL LNEMTHbREEuaaGJ T aOu T uNiLNg T al T uNENR#EhB T bL NuR
ABNTANSRET:FOhR Lao Ty'NohCTndTuNRAR®ENE T ao T EaGN T GRNENRuhBQFRENF
NhBaNET BLETENo LGNo JTE R Lo'T BR T NRh8Na&NAdEIRITstecM
NiNuCTFLEhLDbLoNJT ao TNiNuC T 'uRFN T bNiNbJABRIN{EcHNuRGNgauNIbNh E ThaoE uOh LiLE
aDDau OoL CT aT NRhBTuNRFLo'TE uR N'CNE BNBNWXH KlloaaFOhNFTPCTC'a EpCTnfRI0'NJ TdM
BNLuThao No TRUNRET aTNoEOuNT BR T EhHaNVEJ'hRbhaoE uOh LILEGJTuNRFLo'TATbNRuoTLE
bNRuoTluaGT NS ETRhuaEET BN ThOuuLHObQGAERANRWNu T PN gNNoT BNTuNRFNLi T RoF TR
nld T uNINuNohNE T uNENRuhB T FNGaoE iR LN 'BEBNuN T uNRFNuE T Rh LiNbC T RoFT E uR N'LhR
E OFNo TDNulauGRohNJTNEDNhLRbbCTHR' T PNOLENR6akG({ d T GNRoLo'TPCThaGPLoLb'TgBR
bNiNbJ T LGDuaiNE T gBNo T NRhBNuE T haGPLBNKhToRbaNRFC T poag TGx BNIATEL B T 6Ng
RoF T bL NuRhC T LoE uOh LaoM T NhNo T E @BIaNER IR .oT BNT NS TnRbbOET TsgRIauFJTJ
EO"NE T BRJT aTEOhhNEEIObbC T RFFINEYoRIUBEXJH.Nh LaoJ T TrdM T yh LiR Lo' TIRoF T POLbF!
uNRFLo'ThaGDuNBNoELaoTFLIILhOb LNEIT NRbBENeHIIFREp'uaOoFTaoT BNTEOPNh TEaT BNCThR
haoELFNuT BNTOENTalTRThaBNELINTE uR N'GKPINRGNgpNp LaoETLETRThuL. LhRbT AT stec T nuago
BR ThRoTDuaFOhNTE OFNo ETgBaThRoT GaaDiNEBINDBCI ANRhBLo' T LiNuEN T fNRuoNuEdM
OoFNuE RoFTgBR T BNCTuNRFTnNBIWNuJTIdNbbagLo' TE OFLNE T alT BN T uNbR LaoEBILDE T PN gNT
:FOhR auE T al T :0'bLEB T bRo'OR'N T bNRiBNGRJT NS ThaGDuNBNoELaoTRoFT NS TNo'R'NGNo
n:ffEd T FNiNbaDNF TEOhBTRT NRhBLo' TIuRGNSREINuTRoFTN aoTndTaPENuiNJTelTRbbT BN
sBNb NuNF T toE uOh Lao T ePENuiR LaoTl' cildlnhakJ T oaoN T NSNu E T GauN T LolbON@hN T ao T gBI
nstecdJTLoTauFNuT aTRFRD Thao No ThQuullhOFOGEIZuO0oFNuE RoF T RoF T uNGNGPNu T BRo T B
LoE uOh Lao T Lo T lauNL'o T bRo'OR'N T hEio NwaBIRNINRT BNCTDaEENEETnREThL NFTHoTNbbLRuDI
hbREEBEMNTNFOOR auET uRFL LaoRbbCTOEMFsfaNhal.ao TxJ T T IdM T T aobNCE T RoFII' sDLuNE[
GNN T BNTbL NuRhCToNNFETalT:ffTE OFNo HIIl BNIk€ed E OFLNETaoT BNTRh LiR LaoTalTDuLauTp
IluRGNgaup T DaEENEENE T BN T wORbL LNE TWFINRITEINiNRWT ZBNoTE OFNo ETGRpNTNHRPauR LaoE]
haBNELiINThao No TbL NuRhCTDua'uRG TRoFEBRYNPENLuTDuLauTpoagbNF'NTgL BT NS TLolauGR
OENFTLoThbREEuaaGE ThaGDaENF T al T HaGPLadWFIIBif'BNu T bNiNb T haGDuNBNoELao TLE T NoBRoh
RoF T 0a0Q:ff T E OFNo E T n:hBNiRuuLR TI'T s JuNETTaocbNCJTIITDMTvHAMT
dVI' T agNiNuJT BNuNThOuuNo bCTNSLEIE TbL. WNRRBLo' T LINUENTfNRuoNuETalT BN T uago
RoCJ TuNENRuhB T EODDau Lo' T BN T OHN TdLiNstEd KIIaFOhR LaoTybbLRohNTFNEhuLPNETstecTRE
hbREENE T haGDaENF T NShbOELINbC Tral mR&agdfip T BR T uNbLNEAFRi0 TM T fIPN
E OFNo EMT haoE uOh LiLE T BNauLNEJTLoE uOh LaoRBTEhRIlabFL
uaa NFTLoT BNThaohND TalTEhBNGRTnCNuEJTIdATLo
BR T NRhBNuETallNuTEODDau TPRENFTAbT BNTRGaO
Itvropvhor 3rutrm DuLauT poagbNF'NTE OFNo ETDaEENEETZ0T BNThao I
aDLhTRoFTBNbDT BNGTPOLbFTaoT B¥LuTDuNQN:!
:hBNiRuuLRTRoFTsBau TnldTFNiNbalDNFioRgENF'N T nRE T hL NF T PCT fRo'NJ T dM T fRo'N
E OFLNFT BNTOEN T al DatacdtiBERT GRFN T'OD RalT FNILoNE T LoE uOh LaoRbTEhRIlabFLo'TI' RE T bNiNbI
BLu CLAE uOh LaokiGIFaoNo EJ T 'uaODNFII Lalf EODDau TDuaiLFNFTPCT NRhBNuETIa®T BNLuTE C
BuNNTENh LaoETDuNDRuR LaoJTLoE uOh LagBRoIN#NibIN§/ RbbCJ T FOuLo' T BN T Lo uviFOh Lao T al
NiRbOR Las¢t T NhBoLWONE T LohbOFN TThRUMNONBPUTE OFNo ETuNhNLINTBL'BNuTbNiNbETalTEO
EhRIlabFNFTLoE uOh LaoJTiLEORDETRoFTIFNGadIGRULAGED BuaO'B T NRhBNu T GaFNbLo'M T ANRh
Ru'N NFTiahRPObRuCTFNiNbaDGNo JTGOb LRbNILMANRDQ T allNu T iRuLaOE T bNiNbE T al T EODDa
L LNEJThaooNh LacET aTE OFNo TNSDNULNJdINBENZENOHNDaoT BNTE OFNo EToNNFEJITRET BNCT(
Lo NuRh LaoTRoFTFLEhaOuENJTRFRD R Tao gH(FRINHNRKBDNu T OoFNuE RoFLo'E T RdF T NiNo ORI
RoFTEODDbNGNo RuCTGERBNIRWL.RT TsBAu LLoFNDNoFNohNTnfRo'NJTAMT
AMTTONT aT BNTRPENohNTalTuNENRuhBETEODDau Lo’
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s OFNo T Lo NuRh Lao T LE T Roa BNu T pNOuiiRtdc ThaoFOh NFT BLETE OFCTgL BTHANuThbREEM
haGDaoNo MT(C'a EpCTnlHdTREENu NFTBR BRFNRNiNuRbTBaOuE TalTDuLauT uRLoLo'TLoTOEL
al T bNRuoLo' T uNbC T ao T EahLRb T Lo NiRh ktee T hfR&Ngaup T RoF T1aOu T CNRuE T al INSDNuLNoh?
dJTiLNgLo'TE OFNo ETGNRoLo'l1ObTFLRH2'ONRRELo0'TfR0o'OR'NTyu ET aTGLFFbNTEhBaabTE OFNo
R T oNhNEERuC T haoFL Lao[T a T bNRAoLoLAT&¥J OuPRoTDOPbLhTEhBaabTEN Lo'™MTABLE T gl
LolauGR LaoTnNhpTTOhRoJTxJTsNh LaoTVITTHdM. TCNRuT NRhBLo'TEahLRbTE OFLNEMT
RiLEJ T O BuLN T RoF T fO W T nid T iLNg TIE OFNo
FLRba'ON T RE T huL LhRb T a T OoFNuE RoFLo' T NS J
FNEhuLPLo' T EahLRb T hbREEuaaG T ha® NSE:dRRETEIR
haGGOoL C T al T uNRFNuE T gBa T NShBRo'N T BNLu
Lo NuDuN R LaocETLoTRoTNllau T aThaoETiOh TGRRAI@GIMR LTFNEL'oNFTRbbTbNEEadTDbRoETOE
RbbOE T RoF T sgRllauF T nd T NwWOR N T Rao MecJ TFLIiLFLo'T BNTbNEEaoTluRGNgaup TRhhauFLo'bC
bL NuRhCTgL BT BNTRPLbL CT aTOENTHRo'ORNIT BISNHuDRu ET DuNDRuR LaoJ T LdE uOh LaoJ T
gL BT NSET RoF T hao NoF T BR T NFOhR auhiNiIQ@RiRbOR LaoM T ABN T DuNDRuR Lab T haGDaoNo
LohauDauR NT RbpLo'T aTauTbLE NoLo' TR THNRRBRE&.AVNFThao No TRoFTbRo'OR'NTdPNh LiNEJT
BNLuTbNEEaoTDbRoOEMTkKkOGNuaOETE OFLNBENOGAdo0RR N' ENh LaoE T 1ahOENF T Ho T NRhBL:«
BR T BNTLohbOELaoTalTFLEhOEELaoTLJI' BKTbRHINEAGER H' RhhaGGaFR NF TE OFNB E T bNRuoL¢
huL LhRb T aT BN T haGDuNBNoELao T alll' NSLINsaSbhNE TRoFT BNTNiRbOR Lao TDBRENTNGDBR!
uaEEaoTTNEoLhpJTVAMT REENEEGNo T al T E OFNo E[T haGDuNHBNoELao T L

ABNT stec TIuRGNgaup TRbEaT LohauDiuR REBL.RiY.0'T BNTbRo'OR'NTRoFThao No TaPNh LiNEM
LoEuOhLao T al T GOb LDbN T bL NuRKLNE T tekiagoh LaoRb T hao No T gRE T ENbNh'INF T luaG TR
oLiNuEL CJTANRhBLo'TLINUENT{fNRuoNuEAMGIL:HNB® T EhBaab T bNiNbJ T EahLRb T E QFLNE T NS |

LiNTLoE uOh LaoTLoiabiNETPa BTbLo'OLE LhdRNE®qTnDiidiuldi | T nRhaPEJ T {NiREENQuJ

RoF T oaobLo'OLE Lh T NS TniLFNaJ TJT NbNiL#HNbBRJ TNbFGRoJ T TNuL R'NJTidJ Tlu¥GT BN
ROFLaT NS JTDBa a'uRDBEJTRoF T GaiNGINo dBARBPHOIBFR LaoE T al T Na'uRDBCMIT LuE J T EM
TsgRlIlauFJ TITaoELFNuR LaocETENh LaoJT THMR LT RO'B TaoNTENh LaoJ TauhNETsERDLo'T BN
bREEuaaGT NRhBNuETal NoTDuNENo TiLEORR#E BITENDBiagl o' T uRFL LaoRbT GN BaFE T alTLoE uOh(
NSRGDbNJT aTEODDbNGNo TDuLo JTRE THLEORVE NBRERNKENY bNh OuNJ TuNRFLo'T BNT NS TPaapT
RTgNRb BTalTLolauGR LaoT BR TPa BTuNLoguwihlETIRRFEgNuUE T a T haGDuNBNoELaoT wONE LaoE
EODDbNGNo ET NS Thao No TRoOFTRuNTO@EORSSC TIEGMNT RO'B T ga T ENh LaoEJ T bIIGR N T RoF
LoTNSDaEL auCJThao No TRuNRT NS ETnRpNENRIRPNEROFTagTbLGR NTylINh ETN'N R I'koJ [

sGL BJTIVITsNh LaoTIJTTIdAMT OELo0'T BNTstecTluRGNgaupTRETDRu TalTIBNT uNR GN
lauT BLETuNENRuhBM
y TarRa d aiRe T gRE T RFGLoLE NuNF
OrvReweseTc LoL LRbbCJ ThaiNuLo' ThaohND ETE OFNGIETBRFTE O
OELo'T uRFL LaoRbTLoE uOh LaoRbTGN BRFEJTLoTaul
CAReadarATeh haGDRuN T BNEN T uNEOb E T gL B T uNEDD E T labbag

bNEEao T RO'B T OELo' T stecM T T abbagLo' T stec

ABLETE OFCTI]ahOENFT aoT:bLERPN'B TIOKmKOhEaoJ TEM T OuuR LTRFGLoLE NdNFT BN T
ELS BT 'uRFN T GRLoE uNRG T hbREEuaaGIT Ladio T OUFRd hbLGR NTRoFTgNR BNRFRSFT BN T
GLFFbNTEhBaabM TABNThbREE T LohbORNF TdROENo EdL BbLGR NE T RIINh T ao T iN'N R LaoM
GLSNF T RPLbL LNE T T ELS T INGRbNE T RoFJEHNNFIGBRIENELohbOFNF T GR hBL0o'J T GOb LDbN T hBa
uRo0'Lo'TLoTR'NETaITIT aTIITTPO TFLFToa RbbHIKBAN TNEERCTwWONE LaoEM
:0'bLEB T bRo'OR'N T bNRuoNuE T n:ffd Thu T EDNOERbE T RbEa T guaN T aOuoRbTI' No uLNE
NFOhR LaoTE OFNo EMTs OFNo E ThRGNT luaBiii®IBNOENBNTE OFCJ TuNIbNh LoNRsedlTBNLu
hOb OuRb T RoF T uRhLRb T PRhp'uaOoFE T'Hh T NEDRaLINbhNEMT
Ixm T yluLhRo T yGNuLhRoJ T RoF T Hm T HL. NM T EM
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CRJdconRch GaoL auNFTE OFNo ETNo'R'NGNo M

dLoRbbCJTE OFNo E TuNiLNgNF T pNAT iahRPObRu

cRu LhLLDRo ETuNhNLIiNFTLoE uOh LabTIdRdATHERNMNIANETalThbLGR NTRoFTiN'N R I’TioTRETRTgB
al TILIN T gNNpEJ T ILiN T DNuLaFE T DNuT gNNgREEQuRh'LiL. CM T EM T OQuuR L T GaoL auNF T hbR
uN'ObRuTEahLRbTE OFLNE TDNuLaFEMTEMLOhORHLRSETRoFTREpNFThaGDuNBNoELLaoTwWONE L.
FNiNbaDNFTRTbNEEaoTDbRoTOELo'T BNT steh BNENEEbO.ENo ETO0oFNuE RoFLo'EMTTs OFNo ET aapT
gBLhBTDuaiLFNETRThaGDuNBNoELINT'OLFNILRHIDANEENEEGNo T BN TlabbagLo' T FRCII RoF TuNIbN
DbRooLo' T RoF T BNbDE T BN T NRhBNu T Rhha(QGBRRWINT aOuoRbE T RPaO T BNLu T HhauNE T ao 1
FLIINuNohNE T Lo T E OFNo E[T DualLhLNoh@®HENUINGEMETRoFT BNToNgTLoE uOh LaoRbTRDDuaR|
cbRooLo' T LohbOFNF T ENbNh Lo' T RDDualPuLLR N T hao No
RoFTbRo'OR'NTaPNh LINETOoFNuT BNTHR NTE RoFRuFE
lauTPa BTbRo'OR'NTRu ETRoFTEahLRbTE OFONEMT T sBN
hBaEN T EODDbNGNo RuC T GR NuLRbE TEOhBT RE T cagNu
cal.Lo ETRoF TDLh OuNEM TsBN T RbEa T DBERooNF BRbNIil. IBNEN T gNuN T oa T hBRo'NET PN gNNo
BR T Lo N'uR NF T bRo'OR'N T DuRh LhN TTaDIREEOHELGNE E T alTE OFNo ETEhauLo' TLAT BN Ty T uR¢
gL BT BN Thao No JT EOhB T RE T a0uoRbT gull' QaNIMTROFuNiNRbE T EL'oLILhRo ThBRo'NET gL BLo T 1
EOGGRuLWLo'TpNCThaohND EMT uRo'NET alT'uRFNETIRbbLo' TPN gNNoT TIRoFTMT AB

toE uOh LaoTPN'RoTgL. BT NRhBNu T ¥SDM24RT EoRGR LhThBRo'NTgRE T gL BLoTIBN T [T uRo'N
al T RhRFNGLh T REpEJ T E R NF T hbNRabC FERGINITIDEYSE OFNo ETLGDuaiNFT BNLuTPRENbLoNT
GOb LDbN T GaFRbL LNE T nROFL auC T R$F TIihEQRedAVI RERITDREELo'T'uRFNTaoT BNTILuE TREE
OuR L T NSDbRLoNF T bRo'OR'N T RoH T GXoNeTeiNuRbbJTHxmTalT BNTE OFNo ETLohuNRENF
aPNh LINEJTRoF TgBR T BNCTgaObF TFall' aCIRhWBIENINNaGT BNTPRENbLoONTREENEEGNo T aT BN
NRhB T aPNh LINM T T sBN T NoOohLR NF ThRRYIDSEEGCRoFTgL. BT BNT'uNR NE TEhauNTLohuNREN'
EbagNFTBNuTEDNNhBTuR NM Ts OFNo HT gia¥l.d KMORBNT'uNR NE TDal.o ThbaEETgRETxMT
gL BLo T BNLu T iRuLaOE TbNIiNbE T a T NBEOuN T.'BRNIT'BNMWNiNRbET BR TgBLbNToaTE DFNo TNRuo?
BL'BNuTbNiNbTE OFNo EThaObFTREELEIT BRAIiBENeTISNBNuT BNTPRENbLoNTauT BRTILuE TREE
E OFNo EMT TAaTLo uaFOhNT BNT aDLH) T EMITEOQER0IE TNRuoNFTyETaoT BNTILoRETREENEEG!
Rh LiR NFTE OFNo ETDuLauT poagt¥F'NJI' auAIBNuN TgRE T oaThBRo'NT PN gNNoTE OFNo E T Ehaul.
OELo' T Ro T Ro LhLDR Lao T 'OLFN T nghupERMNN TEM T agNiNuJ T BNuN TgRE TR T FNhuNRENT Lo
WONE LaoE TRoFTE RNGNo ETuNbR NFT a'lE BN NoaDLHBMENTEhauNETgNuNTETauTHMTABNT ga
s OFNo E T FLEhOEENF T LFNRE T Lo TTBNEWOWFNudOIYBAEN TEhauNETgNuNTRT TauTTaoT BNTIL
habbRPauR LiNbC T uNRhBLo' T haoENoE(JE TREENFYRIN T LohuNRENFT BNLuT'uRFNET aTyETao
E RNGNo MTTEMTOuuR LTFNILoNFTpNC TiheRBOREKENEEGNo MTABNT'uNR NE T'RIIcTGRFNTIlua
gL BT BNTRLFTalTDLh OuNEMTsBNTuN'(UbRUbGE NGIIbBCNHI#Rb TREENEEGNo TgRETKTDal.o ETg]
iRuLN C&uRradRe] TE uR N'LNETEDhBERE'uUNR NE ThaEETgRETXxMTrmTGRFNTIRLoETluaGT
BNTiILNgLo'TalTcagNuTcaLo ETalTiN'N R LRoTWNEaSbRT BNTILoORbTREENEEGNo M
LohbOFLo'TRToR OuNTgRbpTLoTRTFNoENbCT gaaARFINRINRIoFTL'OuNTxTLbbOE uR NT BR TaiNuT
RoFTIiLEORbTRLFETDuaiLFNFTLoT BNT NS THEOMERNREACRENT E OFCJ T E OFNo ET RiNuR'N T Ehau
hBRu EJ T DLh OuNEJ T RoF T 'uRDBLh T du'RbbWNFEEWHRE NRFLbCM Ty T BN T PRENbLoN T bNil
BaGNgaupJ T E OFNo E T huNR NF T wONE LRiNuURRoF EhauN TgRE TR T vM T gBLbN Tho T BN T ILu
EOGGRuLWNFT BNLuToa NEJT Ro T LGDEu RREEREBHANSR T E OFNo ET EhauNE T RiNdR'NF T rJ'T R
1ahOENF T BNLu T R No Lao T ao T au'RALWLOhdNR&INTalTMrTDalo EMTy T BNTPRENbLoNTbNiNI
hR N'auLWLo'TGRLoTLFNREMTuNwONo T ua@INTRMYTEIJINSG ETNRuoNFTRTDREELo' TMuRFNT alTr!
DuaiLFNFTE OFNo ETDuRh LhNTR TLo N'#R IRUTBNAMNGNo T BN T haohbOELaoTalT BNTE OFCJ T Hxm
REDNOhE T al T bRo'OR'N T EpLbbE T nuNRFL&JOFNelEIIicNRuoNFTRTDREELo'T'uRFNTAITrTauTBL'
bLE NoLo'JTRoFTEDNRpLo'dMTABuaO'Ball T RRROILUYENDhNTLoTDal.o ETNRuoNFTIWEGT BNTPRE
OuuR L T uNL NuRNF T bNEEao T aPNHLiNEI BNRAEoRbTREENEEGNo TgRETIIMrMT
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L'OuNTxMTeiNuRbbTNIINh ETalTstecTaiNuT BUNNTREENEEGNo E

ABOEJ T stec T NRhBLo' T GN BaFE TTuNcENUMBNbDETELS BT'uRFNJTo0aoQ:ffTE OHNo ETPN Nu
DaEL LiN TuNEODb E T Lo T RhBLNiNGNo TILo TaBDENBNOFCINgTEahLRbTE OFLNETGRINuLRbMTeO
uNiNRbLo' T stec T RE T Ro T NIINh LiN TbNEEao TIBiINRbEOT BR T GaE T E OFNoE T FNGaoE uR NF
RoFTLGDbNGNo R LaoT aabTlauT NRhBNUE TALGIwWQNTNo E T aiNu T BN TILiN T gNNp TE OFC T gBNo
E OFNo EM T eOuTILoFLo'ETEO"NE T BRI'T BNADDHNA' Al BN T ILoRb T REENEEGNo TEbbagLo'T B
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LGDbNGNo R LaoTalTstecTE uOh OuNFTbNEEaBRTIaBNBNOEN T al T BN T stec TluRGNgauplT hRo TPN T ]
PRENbLoN T REENEEGNo T labbaglo' T uWRPRhNKIRDDb T RDDuaRhBT aT NRhBLo' T hao No T Ru
LoE uOh LaoTHxmTalTE OFNo ETGRFNT'RLoETRREIBFIIRBNT poagbNF'NT aToaoQ:ffTE OHNo EMTABLI
BuNNTREENEEGNo EMTelT BNTIITE OFNo HHEgBFIIBRENTEL'oLILhRo TLGDbLhR LaoHTLoT BNTRu
aiNuRbb T RhBLNiNGNo T 'RLoE T gBNo T hAGDRIUNIRIBNTDRu LhObRubCTLoTbL'B TalTKOuuNo TNFC
PRENDbLoONT aT BNTILoRbTREENEEGNo JTRbbILBEDWNNRENFHO@NENFTR T BNTaooNh L\ATHTNRFLo'
EhauNETPCTRoTRiNuR'NTalTTDaLo EMTAENiN@{XHaG N gBNuNTDRu LhLDRo ETE R NFT BR T INRhBI
EhauNE TEBagNFTRTFNhbLoNTLoT BN TILoRp THRBBNEERING T bNiNbE T EBaObF T haoEILFNu T BNGE
gBNoThaGDRuNFT aT BNTPRENbLoN T REENBLONIRMIRBNEhBNuUEJ T RoF T PN T uRLoNF T RhhauFL
haObFTPNTR uLPO NFT aTRTbRhpTalTDRu hiNiDRINNyiNtdH HJ TTIIAMTsO""NE LaoETEaGT BN
0a NQ RpLo'TaoT BNTDRu TalT BNENTE OHNo PRANDNZEDRBFuNEET BNEN T DuNEELo' TLEEONETL
E OFNo JTlauTNSRGDbNJTEBRuNFTLoTRTaOWoRN TiRoluCT BRRFLo' T Lo a T Rbb T EORNh EIT RoF
BNTFLFToa TE OFCTlauT BN TILoRbéDREENINS((NaulMo'T BR T NRhBNuETPNTPN NuTIHIuNDRuNFT a
uNEOb ETEODDau T BNTDaEL LiNTILoFLJIE TalYRNEN RuliBiX e NhpNuJ THJTTHAMTyYFFL LaoRbbCJ
gBaTE OFLNFTLEabR NFThaGDaoNo ET BR TGROJIOITIDEN LhLDRo E T aPENuiNF T BRIJ T PRENF T
stec TluRGNgaup T nEhRllabFNF T bNEEaoEJII RbR.iRabgl. FNTRoFTE R NgLFNTE RoFRuFLWNFT NE EJ’]
EhBNGRJThabbRPauR LiNTE OFNo TFLEhOEEIRBEdAMPN gNNo T PbRhp T au T LEDRoLh T RoF T gBL N
E OFNo ET RoF T PN gNNo T Daau T RoF TloaoQDaau
E OFNo ETLoTaooNh LhO TRuNT BNTgLINE TLoT B}
Itdtvpvte:n oR LaoTnfNiLoTNhpNuJTHJTTAJTRETuNITau NFTPC
BN T aboNh LhO TNDRu GNo T al T :FOhR [DaoM T eOu
sNiNuRbTbLGL R LaoE T GRC T BRiN TEGDRdxt NE'DBCK LoiabiNF TRoT OuPRo TFNGa'IRDBLh T RoF
EOFCM T au T NSRGDbNJ T BN T DbRoolkNGadEokR NFT BR T BNTOENT alTstecJ TLolOENFT gL
LGDbNGNo R Lao T al T R T stec T bNEEaoIT IH'NUREX T LoE uOh LaoJ T uNEObNF T L6 T haoNo T
haoEOGLo' T'LiNo T BN T GOb LDbN T haGITaoNRHRFNRLh T 'RLoE T Lo T R T DaauJ T OuPRo T FLE uLh
GRpNTOD T BN T luRGNgaupJ T 'NoNuRbbC DuN¥aEkhélRd bC T LEDRoLh T E OFNo EM TABN T OEN
bao'NuT BRoT BNTILINTgNNpEJT BNTFuR {teo T T BNRhBLo' T hao No T RuNR TbL NuRhCJ T BNg
E OFCMTyoa BNuTDa No LRbTbLGL R LadIT LIGL. BNIIBNDNRF Bl hbaENT BNThOuuNo TEL'BLILhRo TbL
alT BN T stec T luRGNgaup T L ENbIM T LiN$ T SRieBLNiNGNo T 'RDE T PN gNNo T BN T DdhuNuJ T OuP}
LohauDauR LaoTalTGOb LDbNT NRhBLo'ThaGRh&NeFIFIIE ulLh ETRoFT BNTgNRb BLNUTEhBaabTFLE
LE TFLILhOb T a T FN NuGLoN T NSRh b@' T gBLhed BRE¥uNEENE T LEEONE T BL'BbLIBNFTR T |
DRu LhObRubCTNINh LINJTauTLITL TSREJTINRIRD'TEMBNGL M TstecThaGPLoNET HNTPNE
haGPLoR Lao T alT BN TuNENRuhBQPRENF T hii¥ENRuhBNHQPRENF T bL NuRhC T DuRh LhNE T Lo
haGDaoNo ET BR TbNFT aTE OFNo ETRhRFNGIHFINGREWNF T E uOh OuNJ T GRpLo' TIL. T OERPbN
eoT BNTa BNuTBRoFJT BLETgRETRTE OFCTNREBDNUNHRIERoCTbNiNbTLoTRbbTEOPRh TRuNRET
BN T NIINh LiNoNEE T al T BN T haGPLoRLao Ifal'IRBN T o0aoQ:ff T EOFNo EM T eOu T E OFC
LoE uOh LaoRb T haGDaoNo EM T LoRbbCIT BNGRIE@ROINE T BR T stec T haObF T PNT OENF T a
LoiabiNF T aobC TIvT E OFNo EJ T R T uNbR LiNHNHITGESROGBI hBRo'NJ T au T NoBRohNJ TTBN T uabN T
ERGDbLo'M ENhaoFRuCJThao No TRuUNRT NRhBNuETPLT uRLoLo'T
RET NRhBNuETalThao No TRoFTbL NuRhCMT

fdIstSpvte:n

:hBNiRuuLR T RoF T sBau TndTDuaDaENFT BR
EBNb NulNF T LoE uOh Lao T NGDbaCE T HuR N'LNE T BR
PNoNIL TPaBT :f T RoF T 0aoQ:ff T E OFNAEM T eOu
E OFCTEODDau ET BNLu T DuaDaEL LaoJIT FNGaoE uR Lo'
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