QOur Ref: 0877/04

15" September 2004

Ms Margaret Arblaster
General Manager Transport and Prices Oversight
Australian Competition and Consumer Commission

Box 5204 MACKAY PORT
MELBOURNE VIC 3001 AUTHORITY

Dear Margaret,

Re- Issues Paper Draft Price Notification — Airservices Charges — August 2004

Firstly, thank you for the opportunity to make comment on the proposed price increases by
Airservices Australia, which will have a very large impact on our business and the economic
development of our regional community with inequitable prices in comparison to larger airports. In
2007/08 the charges in Mackay for Airservices Tower and ARFFS services will be $298.76 a tonne
of MTOW compared with Sydney $6.61. This equates to a landing charge of $2,053 or $19.01 per
passenger compared to Sydney landing charge of $456 or $4.26 a passenger on a Boeing 737-
700 aircraft with 108 passengers. The low everyday airfare Sydney to Mackay is $99 so a price
differential of $14.75 represents 15% of the fare.

Whilst we accept that the present Subsidy for Regional Tower services is not a long term solution
and have always encouraged a network approach for domestic services, we feel a network charge
or a reasonable capped charge, CPI adjusted on Tower and ARFFS services would be acceptable
and not severely disadvantage growth of airline services to regional Australia, and therefore
encourage tourism to these destinations.

For background we also enclose a copy of our submission to Paul Logan, Price Review
Airservices Australia in order to provide more background on this issue.

We will answer each issue outlined in your paper--

The ACCC seeks comment on the effectiveness of Airservices' consultation processes in its
development of the draft price notification and the extent to which the proposal is supported by you
or your organization.

At Mackay airport just prior o the consultative meeting we were advised that the meeting was open
to all stakeholders. Unfortunately not many GA charter operators were contacted by Airservices or
able, at late notice to aftend and express their views.

The application of location specific pricing to domestic ARFFS and Tower services will always
create a detrimental competitive effect on regional airports with low volume such as Mackay
compared to capital city airports. In particular the nearby airport of Proserpine with anticipated
passenger throughput of over 200,000 has no Tower or ARFFS service and no charges and

therefore saves an airline the charge that applies at Mackay of $2,053 in operating costs of a
Boeing 737. The charge for the same service at Sydney will be $456

When airlines are considering where to operate additional capacity the costs of operating a
particular route plays a big part in their decision making.
For these reasons Mackay airport cannot support the proposed charging system as it discriminates

against communities that have these services and are doubly impacted by having to pay a
premium due to lower volumes.
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The recommendations of the House of Representatives Standing Committee on Regional Air
Services in November 2003 proposed a network universal per passenger charge for ARFFS
services to overcome this inequity. Such a standard ‘fee for service® approach is strongly
encouraged as a more equitable model for domestic services.

The ACCC seeks comment on the appropriateness of the risk sharing arrangements embodied in
the proposal, in particular relating to the activity trigger mechanism, the approach taken to changes
in Airservices' capital expenditure program and changes in regulation.

Firstly let us say that once again Airservices have underestimated MTOW wvolume at Mackay
airport by using old throughput data and have extrapolated that erroneous data to arrive at an
unfair estimate. They have taken a very conservative view to hedge their pricing very effectively,
and so have very minimal risk at Mackay airport of a loss due to fluctuations in tonnage, whilst
benefiting from the gain in volume to which they have made no contribution in achieving.

Last year during the pricing review Airservices estimated a MTOW throughput of around 130,000
tonnes for ARFFS as against our estimate of 160,000 to 166,000. The final figure for 2003/04 was
161,000.

The tonnage estimate used in this proposal is 167,000 for ARFFS and our estimate based on
present throughput by extrapolating June figures and allowing for additional services that began in
July, (and are proving to be sustainable) is 206,000. This is 23% higher than Airservices estimates
and would mean a charge of $9.45 in 2004/05 rather than the $11.66 proposed. Using the present
new base of 206,000 and using Airservices projected increases will mean 222,000 tonnes in
2008/08 as against the Airservices estimate of 180,000. So the proposed charge of $17.07 in
2008/09 should in fact be $13.84, quite a difference.

So with those experiences we are concerned that the starting point and the model projections are
going to be incorrect and therefore Mackay airport is effectively penalised threefold.

The network allocation of Capital Expenditure costs also requires further explanation as to the
benefits that will be provided to Mackay airport.

The fact that Nav Aid costs for VOR / DME / NDB at Mackay airport are split between Enroute and
Tower services whilst at non tower airports these costs are solely allocated to Enroute charges is
not consistent, nor is it fair and equitable.

The A;:Q_(:.seeks comment on the efficiency with which Airservices provides its services, including:
¢ The level of estimated operating costs reflected in Airservices' proposal
* Airservices' incentives fo, and effectiveness in, containing and reducing costs

Whilst Airse rvices advise they have reduced costs over recent years, the costs of providing ARFFS
and Tower services have continually increased. It is a proven fact that Government owned entities
operate a higher cost level than private enterprise.

I have not seen first hand any cost reduction measures implemented at Mackay airport for ARFFS

and Tower seruic;es. The only way to really test the cost structure is to invite tenders for contracting
out of these services on the open market.

:LI:;‘;ECC seeks comment on the efficiency of Airservices’ proposed capital expenditure program,

i g

» The appropriateness of the capital projects included within the proposal

= The level of the estimated costs of the capital expenditure proposed

» The approach taken to determining the capital expenditure program over the period covered by
the pricing proposal :
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With regards to Mackay airport it is not apparent what the capital expenditure for the ARFFS
services is over the five year period as this was not included in the location specific summary. The
Tower provided a split up of the estimated $1.05m spend, but not ARFFS whose Asset Write Down
Value increased from $1.32m to $3.08m without any supporting details.

The ACCC seeks comment on:

* The efficiency of Airservices' asset base

* The appropriateness of Airservices' new values for its asset base

+ The appropriateness of revaluing assets which previously had a zero written down bock value

We do not have enough information to make a determination on the validity or appropriateness of
the revaluation model, however revaluing previously written down assets further exacerbates the
large increases in charges at regional airports.

The ACCC seeks comment on:

« The appropriateness of Airservices’ proposed rate of return on capital

* The proposal to apply a transition to a higher WACC by different rates of return in each year

* The extent to which the proposal will act as an incentive on Airservices to achieve increases in
productivity

As long as cost savings through efficiency gains or sub contracting of services takes place then we
accept that an industry comparable rate of return should be realised on capital.

The ACCC seeks comment on whether the proposed method of cost aliocation is appropriate.

Without knowing precisely what is allocated from what divisions it is not possible to ascertain
appropriateness.

The comment | would make is that if the regional towers and ARFFS facilities did not exist then the
overheads would probably be not much less than at present and therefore it could be argued that it
may not be appropriate to just pro rata the costs on a revenue or expenses basis, especially if little
or no capex is expended at the regional facilities which appears to be the case compared with
capex spent at the larger airports which have more technology such as approach radar, ILS etc.

The ACCC seeks comment on the appropriateness and efficiency of the application of a capital city
‘basin’ approach to charging for terminal navigation services

Why limit the “network approach” to the capital city basins? RPT operators at regional airports
suffer similar delays when a Jet aircraft has to hold and wait for a light aircraft approaching for a
touch and go as landing aircraft have precedence over departing aircraft. Why not have the basin
extended to cover all domestic services to each airport with these services in every state. The
Internationals would complain of a reversion to network pricing if applied universally so why not
have a two tier charge Domestic Basin and International.

The ACCC seeks comment on the appropriateness of the phasing in of proposed price increases
stemming from both changes in the structure of charging and from projected cost (operating and
capital) increases. ;

The phasing in of the increases is a realistic approach and softens the big hit on the regional
airports to some extent. However at the end of the day the attractiveness of airlines increasing their
capacity to regional airports is diminished due to the much higher charges than capital city pairs or
capital city to non Tower and ARFFS airports.

The ACCC seeks comment on the appropriate method of achieving Airservices' stated aim of
avoiding cross-subsidies and on the appropriaténess of the levels of cross-subsidies between
services and between user groups contained in the pricing proposal.
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A two-tier International and Domestic charging system would be more appmgriate with a cap
remaining on Tower and ARFFS services. This would result in an effective reversion to a domestic
network system on a fair and consistent “fee for service' basis.

In order to encourage more airline services to regional airports and thereby incrgase tourism and
economic development in those regions the Government needs to find an equitable balance to
ensure affordable airfares to regional Australia.

More generally, the ACCC seeks comment on;

« Whether the proposed prices provide appropriate incentives for Airservices to provide services
at particular locations

*+ Whether the proposed prices provide appropriate incentives for users of Airservices services to
provide services at particular locations

| see no incentive from the proposed pricing as it merely extends current “cost plus” pricing and
defers the increases by stealth to minimize the initial impact.

The ACCC seeks comments on the likely impact of the proposed prices on the users of airports
and air traffic control services. In parficular, the ACCC seeks comment on the likely impact on:

* Demand for air travel

Airline scheduling decisions

Providers of other aviations services

Airfares

The new pricing model still does not address the gross inequity between high volume capital city
airports and low volume regional airports that are required to provide Tower and ARFFS services.
The price will exacerbate over time the already unfair cost differential in landing at these types of
airports. Mackay would be impeded in year five with a cost of $2,053 of landing a Boeing 737
aircraft as against Sydney $456. A difference of $1 297. When airlines decide where to place
additional fleet capacity they take into account the fare yield they will get on a route as well as the
operating cost to a destination. So why would they fly extra daily services to Mackay airport when
it is going to cost them $582 805 more a year than operating a comparable Brisbane or Melbourne
to Sydney service.

If they decide to do it and add the extra price to the airfare they will suffer buyer resistance due to
price elasticity. Mackay price elasticity is probably around 2 given the mix of business and leisure
travel. This means if the price differential between a Sydney and Mackay service is $1,597 a
landing or $14.75 a passenger on an airfare of $79 then an increase of 15% in airfare will result in
a decrease in demand of 30%. Jetstar have already advised us that instead of increasing our four
times weekly direct Sydney service to daily they will place the extra three services into Praserpine
airport, 120km away as they don't have to pay Tower or ARFFS charges at that airport as the
services are not established here. They will be $20 a passenger better off.

Once again thank you for the opportunity to make comment and we trust the ACCC will take into
account the effect of these disproportional charges at regional airports into account to ensure
growth of Tourism and Regional Economic Develo pment.

Yours faithfully

JOBN TAYLO
Chairman
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29" June 2004

Mr Paul Logan
Price Review MACKAY PORT
GPO Box 367 AUTHORITY
CANBERRA ACT 2601

Dear Paul
Re: Airservices Australia — New Price Consultation

| refer to your letter of 31% May 2004 outlining this process and inviting the Mackay Port Authority
{MPA) to respond. You have requested that our response address specified headings as follows:

* The efficiency of our {Ed - AsA’s} operation
o The efficiency with which we provide our services
o The level of facilities and resources supporting our services
o The level of operating costs for our services

It was very disappainting that there was poor communication to airport owners as to wha was
invited to attend the consultation briefing in Mackay by Airservices Australia on Wednesday 16"
June 2004. Many GA and charter operators as well as stakeholders like Mackay City Council,
Mackay Chamber of Commerce and Mackay Tourism Ltd representatives were not advised nor
had short natice of the meeting. | don't know whose job it was to coordinate this meeting but the
result was not good and as such the consultation process was not as effective as it should have
been with many stakeholders not given the opportunity to comment.

It is difficult to answer your questions with authority without having worked on the job inside your
organisation at all levels, and it depends on which business unit we are discussing. | must say my
confidence in Airservices has been severely tested with incorrect forecasting figures proposed
once again together with a constantly changing (but consistently upward) advice on operating
costs for ARFFS at Mackay Airport. Last year the figure was $1.8m, then $2.6m earlier this year
and now $2.9m - cost control does not seem to be a focus or driving force

If you consider ATC then my observation is that the persons employed in the Mackay tower on
roster are fully productive. The same cannot be said for the ARFFS service with twenty employees
waiting for something to happen and little opportunity fo utilise the surplus staff during the
extensive periods when level 6 only is required.

It has been demonstrated time and time again in this industry and others, that government
operated entities have a far greater cost base than leaner private enterprise or fully corporatised
organisations with flat management structures and lower corporate service overheads.

For example, the Authority's Airport General Manager Trevor Heard requested a price per hour to
utilise the ARFFS mechanic, whilst our mechanic was on leave for three months, for at least eight
hours per week. The original price quoted to the Fire Station Manager was around $70 an hour
we can source local contractors with their own equipment at $50 an hour or a mechanic through
Ready Workforce for $35 an hour using the MPA workshop and equipment.

Mackay Airport has aeronautical revenue of $3.8m for 2002/03 on assets with a WDV of 553m for
a rate of return of 2.45%. The airport charges relate to around $10 per passenger for the provision

Administering the Port of Mackay and Mackay Airport
Harbour Road or PO Box 3340, North Mackay, Queensland, 4740, Australia
Seaport Ph: 61-7-4955 8155 Fax: 61-7-4955 2868
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of operation and maintenance of runways, taxiways, aprons, terminal facilities. car parking, security
and safety of passengers and aircraft.

Airservices proposes an income of $5.2m for assets of $2.2m, generating a 9.75% rate of return
and equating to a charge of $14 a passenger.

In terms of value for money in services provided, the comparison does not seem fair, equitable or
reasonable in the current economic environment,

» The level of future investment

With ARFFS | note written down asset values increased by $420k in year 2, $490k in year 4 and
5920k in year 5. These seem fo indicate rather large increases in assets, especially when taking
into account those figures are net after depreciation.

Tower capital expenditure is more transparent, whilst still not detailing what the National Tower
upgrade will mean in terms of additional assets at Mackay tower.

These forecasts do not drill down to the detail of what is going to be delivered on the ground at
Mackay. Can this be provided for the sake of transparency?

* The activity volumes forecast for our services

The forecasts used in both Tower and ARFFS appear to have been arrived at by extending the

st trend line to arrive at forecast tonnes. This could explain the discrepancy between qur
orecast for 2004/05 and AA in both Tower and ARFFS cases. Whilst the Tower caplures and
charges for all aircraft during duty hours, ARFFS only capture and charge aircraft above 2.5
tonnes.

Our estimations based on the present and advised schedules of our main operators Virgin Blue,
Qantas, Jetstar, Sunstate, Singapore Flying School, Macair, freighter operators and smaller
commuter feeder airlines are as follows:- - : -

Airservices Mackay Port Authority
2003/04
Tower 168,000
ARFFS 162,000 180,000 to 166,000 email to Craig Roberts 28/4/2003
2004/05
Tower 174,000 200,000
ARFFS 167,000 193,000

The accuracy of forecasts on which pricing is based is critical for a smaller airport like Mackay
because as you can see incorrect forecasting can mean a 15% variance in pricing. In April 2003
Airservices forecast for 2003/04 ARFFS tonnage was in the low 130,000 tonnes range and we
questioned that figure and advised a revised figure of between 160,000 and 166,000. | note the
latest estimate for ARFFS for 2003/04 is 162,000 which falls within the range we forecast in April
2003,

* The structure of prices, including recovery alternatives

There are a number of users of these services:
* RPT passenger airlines — International and Domestic
* Freighter aircraft operators
« General Aviation

For ARFFS recovery the main recovery should be based on the driver for providing the service -
passengers. To overcome the argument that international passenger airlines should not be
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subsidising domestic operations, a two tiered approach is proposed as suggested by Virgin Blue in
its submission to the ACCC. A charge based on a universal per passenger per sector charge
should be used for airports that provide those services (Tower and ARFFS). See attached for
recent changes in airline and airport charges methodology

ARFFS charges for larger freighter aircraft could be based on the existing MTOW charge, with a
lower charge for all aircraft below 5 700kg including GA, similar to the existing charges with yearly
CPI adjustments.

A similar approach should be used for recovery of Tower costs: a universal per passenger per
sector charge for passengers on RPT airlines and a MTOW charge similar to present, for freighters
and GA operators with yearly CPI adjustments.

Part of the above were recommendations from the "House of Representatives Standing Committee
on Transport and Regional Services™ dated November 2003, where the committee proposed a
“Universal Service Charge for aviation and firefighting services at regional airporis to reduce lhe
wide disparity in the charges for those services and to reduce the overall impact of the charges on
regional aviation costs”,

Should this approach not be acceptable then the anly fair alternative would be to cap the existing
charges for ARFFS and Tower at regional airports and meet the shortfail through a Community
Service Obligation expense item in Airservices Australia's group profit and Ioss accou nting.

« The rate of return to be included in the prices

The target 9.75% rate of return seems unrealistically high given the current economic environment,
particularly when viewed against the current low rates of return for Airlines, Airports and GA
operators. | would question the need to obtain a return on locations that are already labouring
under a large financial impost, most particularly impacting adversely on regional communities with
reduced services due to the much higher charges per passenger than in capital cities.

* The impact on users if prices were lifted to recover the full cost per unit:
The demand for services

Flight schedules

The prices of aviation services

The impact on airports and other related services

o Qo a9

Itis proven economics of supply and demand and price elasticity that a 1% increase in airfares will
produce between 1.5% and 3% reduction in demand. So if an airfare increases from $79 to 89
(12% %) with higher Airservices charges then that will mean a decrease in passenger numbers of
25% for Mackay with an estimated elasticity factor of 2%. This has been proven again and again
as we see reduced airfares producing passenger growth of over 20% year on year as the price of
airfares to Brisbane has dropped from $138 one way 10 378 in the |ast three years.

Jetstar has already advised us that it had planned to increase the four times weekly service direct
to Sydney to daily in October, however due to the proposed Airservices increases at Mackay, they
will now send the extra three services to Proserpine Airport 120 km to the north to save $20 a
passenger, as Proserpine does not have Tower or ARFFS services.

This will also no doubt affect Virgin Blue's decision making on expanding services as they already
operate nine services a week to Proserpine Airport.

So Mackay Airport will suffer a double hit — reduced passengers due to lower demand at higher
fare prices and loss of natural growth due to no charges at a nearby airport without Tower or
ARFFS - which makes a mockery of Airservices focus on safety.

Mackay is emerging as a major tourist destination with major developments under construction,
approved and planned for the near future: all these developments will rely on affordable airfares to
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bring visitors to the Mackay region. Obviously demand and therefore development will be stifled
with the proposed Airservices charges at Mackay Airport, which will translate to a cost of $22 for
each person travelling into and out of Mackay Airport.

This figure is arrived at using the proposed average charges over the five years of $34.65 a tonne
on a Boeing 737-700 aircraft of 69 tonnes or $2.390 against the present charge of $1,200.
Assuming the standard load factor of 75% on the 144 seat aircraft, this will mean 108 passangers
or $11 extra a passenger. The lowest fare available to Mackay at present is $85 and this will
increase to $96 or by 13% which at elasticity of 2% will mean a downturn in demand and
passengers of 26%.

. Alternative ways to deliver the services

As direct competition for the provision of services has been defeated in the Senate is it possible for
Airservices to consider the tendering for provision of these services on a subcontract basis to
Airservices? This would be a robust check on Airservices pricing and could save the industry
costs.

Non-FAC airports do not have the opportunity to provide these services under present regulations.

| am sure co-locating of State and Airport firefighting services would provide cost savings synergies
in terms of provision of buildings, distributed and supplier services as well as a smaller pool of staff
due to cross training of staff.

. Other issues

Allocation of costs

In relation to depreciation, ROl for Navigation Aids such as the VOR/DME and NDB located at
Mackay Airport, | am advised that these costs are allocated to Mackay Tower operation. So why is
this so when with the same equipment at Proserpine airport, that has no tower, the costs are
allocated to enroute charges? There is a lack of consistency.

Pricing reviews

Forecasts can vary considerably from actual outcomes in tonnages, and labor costs vary markedly
due to changes in airline schedules and the CASA application of ICAO standards on remission of
level of services (17 staff instead of 20 at Mackay).

Will there be a review each year and an adjustment to actual tonnage and actual capital
expenditure with a credit for excess profits above required ROl being used against next year's
costs, or are we locked into Airservices 5 year forecasts?

If the proposed charges are introduced it will have a severe impact on General Aviation and
Regional Airports, that are struggling to make ends meet now and suppress regional development
and job opportunities.

| would urge Airservices Australia to look at the big picture, consider their community service
obligations, and look at a long term sustainable charging system that does not disadvantage
regional Australia,

Yours sincerely

i
e et

SO it

B

e
JOHN TAYLOR
CHAIRMAN
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Recent Changes in Airline and Airport Charges Methodology

Since the introduction of a location specific weight based charge on airlines for Tower and Airpor
Firefighting Services in 1998 the aviation industry dynamics have changed drastically

[ ]

The effects of Sept 11 has demanded increased security at airports and on aircraft as well
as increased insurance costs which is being reflected in passenger charges per sectar. The
Global Security Insurance Charge is presently $6.00 per sector per passenger and Qantas
has a §1.69 charge for passenger screening per passenger per sector, regardless of the
length of the sector or the fare paid..

The collapse of Ansett resulted in an Ansett tax of $5.00 per passenger per sectar with
Virgin and $10.00 per ticket with Qantas for a coupie of years.

Shortly Qantas and Virgin Blue and other airlines will introduce a $6.00 per passenger per
sector surcharge to cover increased fuel costs.

Many Airports have moved from a weight based landing charge to a per passenger charge
such as Gold Coast, Townsville, Proserpine, Hobart, Launcaston, Proserpine, Mt isa, Alice
Springs, Darwin, Tennant Creek, Tamworth, Coffs Harbour, Mt Hotham and the capitai cify
airports such as Brisbane and Sydney have passenger based charges for Passenger
screening, Common user Terminals and international Terminals.

As from 1% May 2003 the new regulations for provision of Aviation Fire & Rescue services
was introduced on the basis of passenger movements. Any airport with over 350,000
passenger movements or with international services is required to have an ARFES facility.
This will mean such airporis as Ayers Rock and Maroochydore will need to provide these
services shortly and Hamilton Island in the near future.

The advent of low cost carriers in Australia such as Virgin Blue, Jetstar, Pacific Blue,
Tasman Express, Freedom air and to an extent Australia Aiflines and other Asian Low cost
carriers has and will further provide a dramatic increase in passenger movements.

Aircraft dynamics have also changed with new generation Boeing 737 with 144 and 180
seats and Airbus A320 with 177 seats. There are now larger aircraft operating to many
airports with a greater seat to MTOW ratio.

Qantas offshoot Jetstar and Qantas have increased the seats on aircraft with the removal
of business class. The Boeing 717 was a 102 seater with six business class and is now a
125 seater.

Conclusions

Passenger numbers are increasing dramatically but total MTOW of landings overall
is a small increase.

Airports and Airlines are more and more basing their charges on a user pays or set
charge per sector passenger basis, regardiess of the fare or distance of each sector.
The General aviation community, aircraft over 2.5tonnes and freighter carriers who
carry a very small number of passengers are subject to the present MTOW charges
for ARRF at airports.

International Carriers enjoy low costs of Tower and ARFFS services at the major
gateways, whilst Qantas is subject to higher costs at overseas airports.

Air Canada and Westjet in Canada recover Air Navigational system costs paid to
NAV Canada via a per passenger per sector charge.

A set per passenger per sector charge for ARFFS services seems to be a logical
move given the latest trends in the industry and the charge would probably be
around $2.40. Surely this is a neater, cleaner and very saleable model,

Airservices would still be able to retain their present profit & loss accounting at
individual locations to enable them to monitor and control costs.

New regulations, use of the building block methodology and upgrade of the level at
Mackay airport has location costs rising from around $1.8m to $2.9m to comply.



29" June 2004

006s LS
9165 ESLLS
H96S ESBLS
FEDLE PLGLE
8Z°LLE E5'LZS
2968 EFBLE
Jjuasalg M
Jabluessed 194 j505

Page 6 of 6

ZEOSL)

Airservices Australia — New
Price Consultation 0636/04

g g G 018 " Bue ZOp BusEaT)
BE 05 BrES 099% . ooz 00E-8 HEYQ
EEL LIl g8z L§ GOr'ES 2 @irs 002~ OZEY SnGuy
SEl ostL ZBE' LY 599'2% - @ w0s D0E-LE4 Busog
=[] Pri gLz g ZEE'ES - 0L Do¢-252 Busog
] 521 G068 ZELLS LE'EES Dizs 00Z - L1 Busog
1019E4 pRO 0G) ) suabuessed SIEES Jusseld Map efueyn mep edf ] yeasay
Buppuen jo 1503

BULO) B 0P L1 suUG) B LTCES (LT

BE6% BUUCIEGLELE  Sd4uv

Ivi% BUUD] B GLFLE JE=T L T

joesalg weN

Buipue Jed 51500 Jo AJEWWNg

WE'ZE JO [8poLU Jja] U] @nUasl) DaJRLUISE aU] YIiM SSUBA UDIUM WZEE = 9L 6L @. SALUGY DOG' £O1

o0 L9t fesodoud siey) u seopuasy Ag pajEWNST
LHZ CElL pEIBLINSD JEJ0 ]
0szZal shep gag x Aepid 105 15°Z oo jooyos Buky DS 1 seiybiey Buipnipu aiyes) we
BE80E SxEaM 26 X 161 X LE 151 Neam 2 D0E-BYsed X LE FOOZ/EDMLE  @lEjSuUng
0ZLBZ SHSEM 26 X 10B%L e Heom B QDE-LELE X L

08rse SHEaM 75 X 104xL L yeam B p0L-LELE X L FOOE/C0IG L wiBuip,
roZee SHaoM 26 X1L0xL 1Z5 Waesm B 00E-LEL8 X L FO0ZIS0ISE sEjUeD
aLg0L SHOIM ZOXIZEEY 4] ya2em e 00g-L LA ¥t vO0SLONLE Ieser
FELOS = Syeam ZOXIZEX [T 125 Heam B Q0Z-L1 19 X L2 #00Z/S06E Isiar

550Z 01 DESO @6esan0 Jo sinoy S444y Buung Seojaieg pejnpey




