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Preface
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In 1997, the Ford Foundation began an effort, called the Collaborating for Education Reform Initiative (CERI), to promote school improvement in communities. It funded eight sites to establish collaboratives of community-based organizations and local school districts that were to create and sustain education reforms in their local areas. As part of this effort, the foundation sponsored a formative assessment of the grantees’ progress, to be carried out by the RAND Corporation from 1999 to 2003. The assessment was documented in Challenges and Potential of a Collaborative Approach to Education Reform (Bodilly, Chun, et al., 2004).

In 2004, the foundation dropped five sites and added two new sites to the initiative. RAND continued to track the progress made toward the grantees’ goals from 2004 to 2009. This monograph documents the progress made by the grantees during that time period.

The audiences for this monograph are policymakers involved in trying to build sustained support for educational improvement and practitioners interested in using collaborative efforts among community organizations to improve public educational services.

This research was conducted by RAND Education, a unit of the RAND Corporation.
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Introduction

After years of grant making, Ford Foundation staff strongly believed that a school district central office could not reform itself; rather, they believed that reform could be promoted by relying on collaborations among organizations outside the district central office to sustain reform. This belief grew out of other foundations’ experiences with collaborative efforts and the Ford Foundation’s own previous efforts at collaborative formation from 1991 to 2000 in the Urban Partnership Program (UPP). Thus, the foundation wanted to promote an education reform strategy based on local collaboration among community organizations.

Based on these premises, the foundation began a new initiative in 1997–1998—the Collaborating for Education Reform Initiative (CERI)—by issuing grants to organizations in eight communities and providing the sites with funds, guidance, and technical assistance to develop collaboratives and carry out activities to improve teaching and learning. CERI’s collaborative activities were directed at three possible community groups: the district, a feeder pattern or cluster of schools in a district, and the larger community, such as parents and voters.

In 1999, the foundation asked the RAND Corporation to formatively assess CERI to provide sites with feedback to improve their efforts, provide information to inform the foundation’s decisions about support and funding to grantees, and document the challenges and possible successes of this approach to school improvement. During this period, RAND tracked the sites’ progress toward CERI’s goals and reported on the first five years of the effort in 2004 (Bodilly, Chun, et al., 2004).

In 2004, the foundation reorganized CERI by dropping five of the original eight grantees and adding two new ones (for a total of five):


	the Alianza Metropolitana de San Juan Para La Educación in San Juan, Puerto Rico. This collaborative of several community-based organizations (CBOs) and a major university sought to promote student achievement by scaling up a school improvement model developed under CERI 1 and demonstrated in Catano, Puerto Rico, and by creating the first education policy institute on the island.

	Ask for More (AFM) in Jackson, Mississippi. This new collaborative was created in response to CERI 1 and led by a CBO called Parents for Public Schools (PPS) that chose to promote student achievement by developing and demonstrating best practices in a specific feeder pattern and then scaling these up to the district.

	Austin Interfaith (AI) in Austin, Texas. This CBO with ties to church congregations is dedicated to improving the lives of underserved minorities and proposed work with other CBOs to build a teacher pipeline to provide high-quality teachers to hard-to-staff schools.

	DC VOICE in Washington, D.C. This private, nonprofit organization was created during CERI 1 with the goal of providing research-based advocacy for improving the supports offered in the district for improved teacher quality.

	Grow Your Own (GYO) in Chicago, Illinois. This combination of CBOs led by the Association of Community Organizations for Reform Now (ACORN) proposed to develop a pipeline of high-quality teachers for hard-to-staff schools.



This new incarnation of CERI went forward with these five grantees until 2009. With the restructuring, the foundation emphasized collaborative activities designed to affect district and state education policies but, unlike in CERI 1, offered very little technical assistance to the sites. The foundation expected the collaborative activities to result in changes in teaching and learning in the schools in the local school districts. Specifically, the foundation had laid down a new set of goals for the five sites:


	Develop interorganizational linkages to the point of becoming a well-functioning collaborative and achieve financial independence.

	Develop and implement plans for improving the quality of teaching and learning.

	Develop and implement plans for systemic changes in policy to support improved teaching and learning.

	Develop a unique voice for underserved communities outside of the central office to air concerns about educational services.



Our Research Purpose and Approach

In 2004, the foundation asked RAND to track the sites’ progress toward CERI’s new goals and provide feedback to the foundation and the five grantees, documenting any lessons that others might learn from this effort. The research questions addressed from 2004 to 2009 were as follows:


	Did grantees show progress toward desired outcomes?

a. Did they develop collaborative interorganizational linkages and find sustainable funding?

b. Did they choose reasonable interventions that might be expected to have impact?

c. Did they make progress in promoting teaching and learning, in promoting policy initiatives, and in acting as a “voice in the community”?



	What lessons or promising practices resulted from the experiences of individual collaboratives or the group as a whole?

	Did the foundation create financially sustainable collaboratives that can promote education improvement?



To help answer these research questions, we chose a replicated case-study approach, viewing each collaborative and its surrounding community as a single embedded case. We collected and analyzed data from multiple sources—including extensive field interviews; documents, such as newspaper articles and printed materials provided by collaborative members; and limited administrative data supplied by districts and schools. These data were organized thematically in relation to the research questions and synthesized to identify common and contrasting themes across the sites.

Findings

Here, we present the key findings in relation to the three research questions.

Research Question 1: Did Grantees Show Progress Toward Desired Outcomes?

Overall, we found that the second CERI effort (CERI 2) resulted in several functioning collaboratives but that those collaboratives’ ability to meet their goals varied widely, something that emerges when we look more specifically at the three suboutcomes.

Did They Develop Collaborative Interorganizational Linkages and Find Sustainable Funding? At the end of the study in 2009, AI appeared to be largely self-sustaining and growing in terms of linking up to new groups to positively influence policy at the state and local levels in Texas and in terms of taking on new initiatives. Because of a very difficult state environment for nonprofits and an inability to gain traction in a very rapidly changing environment, the Alianza was functioning as a “network of CBOs” interested in reform rather than as a collaborative. The other three sites appeared to be in a state of “reflection and planning,” having accomplished some goals but being in the process of deciding “where to go from here.” Chicago’s GYO and Washington’s DC VOICE had some ability to sustain themselves, and each was actively pursuing an agenda with partners. The Jackson AFM collaborative could not be sustained without external funding and had not identified such sources successfully.

Did They Choose Reasonable Interventions That Might Be Expected to Have Impact? The sites had difficulty choosing appropriate interventions that showed promise in having an impact on student performance and in being able to be scaled up. Although all five sites appropriately identified the needs of the schools in their communities, the interventions they selected to address the problems were often not clearly connected to a research literature showing proven results. Furthermore, many of the interventions, such as the development and implementation of a teacher pipeline targeting school and community members in poor inner-city areas, required resources and time beyond the period of the foundation grant to fully implement and show empirical results, which posed significant challenges, especially when they were asked to become self-sustaining in the recessionary market of 2008–2009.

Did They Make Progress in Promoting Teaching and Learning, in Promoting Policy Initiatives, and in Acting as a “Voice in the Community”? In terms of making progress toward promoting teaching and learning, only three of the sites—AI, the Alianza, and AFM—chose interventions that were somewhat designed to have a direct impact on teaching and learning. Usually, these interventions included professional development for leaders, teachers, counselors, and parents. One exception was AI’s effort to create a cluster of district schools, with greater flexibility and autonomy than other schools in the district. The sites also varied in their ability to implement their chosen interventions, and those interventions’ impact on teaching and learning also varied by site. By 2007, the Alianza stopped providing professional development to its districts, and respondents there noted that the Alianza’s long-term impact was insignificant. AI’s efforts to create an independent cluster of schools failed to be approved, but AFM was able to promote principal collaboration and articulate greater vertical alignment of district curriculum.

All the sites attempted to affect state or local policies to support quality teaching and learning. Two of the grantees—AI and AFM—showed significant progress in this area, especially in terms of changing school behaviors. Working with others (e.g., sister organizations, teacher unions, churches), AI influenced the state legislature to pass a bill that limited the percentage of time that schools were allowed to spend on testing students, thus directly affecting teacher behavior. Interventions implemented by AFM in a high school feeder pattern known as the Lanier cluster were adopted by the school district. Another intervention in AFM involved principal-to-principal collaboration within a feed pattern, which produced changes in how school leaders collaborated and shared information.

GYO ran a grassroots organizing campaign, successfully ensuring the passage of an Illinois initiative to develop and implement a teacher pipeline. However, this policy’s effectiveness at improving student outcomes depended on many factors, including the retention rate of teacher candidates and the length of time to their graduation and placement in Chicago schools. At the time of our last visit, in 2009, the teacher pipeline’s impact on teaching and learning was not promising. None of the GYO candidates had graduated and started teaching in Chicago public schools. In fact, many were still taking classes at the community college level.

DC VOICE’s efforts to affect policy diminished over time because of the mayoral takeover of the District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS) in 2007. Finally, the Alianza had not established a viable, well-functioning policy institute, which was a major goal of its grant.

When we look at the collaboratives becoming a voice for the underserved and underrepresented, only AI became a strong voice in education reform at both the local and state levels through its partnership with other strong organizations and community mobilizing efforts. Two other sites made progress, but on a lesser scale. DC VOICE developed and engaged leaders from underserved populations in educational issues through mobilizing activities within the District of Columbia. AFM became the voice of the community on specific issues pertaining to collaborative approaches.

Research Question 2: What Lessons or Promising Practices Resulted from the Experiences of Individual Collaboratives or the Group as a Whole?

Looking across the sites, we identified several themes pertaining to building and sustaining collaboratives; promoting quality teaching, learning, and policy initiatives; and developing the voice of reform.

The study found that the sites’ abilities to develop and sustain strong collaboratives were facilitated by several factors, including strong leadership that could promote shared goals among the members, a positive funding environment, and the ability to produce information, funding, and progress that were valuable to members and stakeholders. Several factors hindered collaborative development and sustainment, the most crucial of which was a severe change in the financial environment.

Furthermore, collaboratives that were able to influence teaching and learning or educational policies were those that had amiable relationships with the central office or strong stakeholder support (or both). Other factors identified as critical for promoting teaching and learning include the adoption of “reasonable” interventions that were proven to be effective and aligned with identified educational goals and contextual needs, selection of interventions aligned with collaborative expertise, continuous monitoring of the performance of interventions, and the use of collaborative approaches for implementing interventions.

Regarding the development of constituency voice, factors the study identified as important include collaboratives’ consistency of and adherence to their mission over time to increase public confidence in their work, and collaboratives’ involvement of a broad segment of the community that has legitimacy and power in the education policy arena.

Research Question 3: Did the Foundation Create Financially Sustainable Collaboratives That Can Promote Education Improvement?

In answer to the last research question, we conclude that collaboratives can be deliberately formed with support by outside funders, such as the Ford Foundation. However, it is not a straightforward process, and the financial sustainability of the grantees’ initiatives remained highly uncertain in the recessionary environment.

Lessons from this effort point to actions that foundations and collaboratives might take to ensure a more-successful effort, especially in uncertain environments. Specifically, we suggest that future efforts at collaborative formation promote the following actions:


	More-clearly communicate expectations at the start of the initiative and more-carefully consider the alignment between goals, interventions, available resources, and the time frame of the initiative.

	Make use of data to diagnose problems, conduct strategic planning, develop activities, and provide feedback, especially during the planning stages.

	Conduct more-routine and regular meetings and promote data sharing across sites aimed at providing opportunities to learn about progress in general and comparative progress.

	Pay attention early on to future fundraising by the collaboratives, and provide foundation supports for these efforts.

	Foster the development of a foundation collaborative process and the adoption of such processes by collaborative leaders.



Adopting these suggestions cannot guarantee strong progress, but doing so might enable stronger collaborative formation.


Acknowledgments

[image: ]

We wish to thank the many people who contributed to this work.

The Ford Foundation program officers were a major source of inspiration and insight during this project. Janice Petrovich and Cyrus Driver from the foundation, in particular, provided guidance and support.

The project could not have been completed without the significant help of the members of each of the collaboratives studied, especially their leaders. In addition, schools involved with the collaboratives opened their doors to us to help study the impact of implemented activities. Districts provided us with significant support in terms of data and time. We thank all of them for their support and contributions.

The monograph continues the work summarized in a previous report (Bodilly, Chun, et al., 2004). Some basic methodological material and synopsis of the initial years of the initiative are taken from that document, and we wish to thank the authors for their contributions to the groundwork of this second study.

Several members of the RAND staff contributed greatly to the work contained within this monograph, including Dahlia Lichter and Alice Taylor. Much of this monograph’s value rests on their contributions.

Reviewers played an important role throughout this project. These included Amanda Datnow of the University of California, San Diego; Julie Marsh of the University of Southern California; and Cathy Stasz of RAND. We thank them for their insights and efforts to make our work better. Although they helped improve the monograph, the final contents are the responsibility solely of the authors.




End of sample




    To search for additional titles please go to 

    
    http://search.overdrive.com.   


OEBPS/images/logo.jpg





OEBPS/images/hr.jpg





OEBPS/images/066-1.jpg
1808 83 Yo suau w19 paysIiduwOe AeLied sem £0D ) ey suesws

300 Ai2Bi] S 1805 213 33 sUEaL 2y “esodoud [EUIBLIO aU 40 e 10U SEM JOIEIIPU 21 B

foA 53035 Bupueidauy ur 1155

3 e B A BRI,
10 paysyduoe
de You = v/

105 Hoddnseu
sabuew sououl
pawsiepun Ag
uonedpied

i susogel
peseqaiessa)

N o) eoion suwig|

soueoidde
eneioqacn Jo)

AQunuwosaty
on e w08

spiepues|
iy 2.0u syea1)

N i

wiojes pauressns
pue wonendod
paiesiopn 10y
ojon e awosen

sy
\preasare syeen

pusBuKpe U
o) peer e
seplod eowosg

A

Buuie
pue burpesy u
Aenb spowoiq

spusp
03 voddns sauwes
-lop 20} 2poid

o 108 [

wav

ez sioepul






OEBPS/images/062-1.jpg
IUIHASIY FRiE SRR IS, I GHISIR S D) "SRR S 0. N0HL ML SR B JEM YR U] L i
U 10 81105 51350 B3 34 1eU) SUSBUI MOI[oA 'SRUSIGEUSES 10} B 3L} 1991100 PIp AISBIE| E3DI 3} 12Ul SuEsu pay FLON

powawsdu
a1 Ay moupue
‘paydopesatiewp
Weibpios  josedly piessas
U1 puokeq Guipun; K pesseppe senssy

$25 UB omueiB U spusdep 1208

Uy paUETS 2 51410 Wpiessas
2 pIno> sy SWpedsou eyl

(@101
0 Bueey 1o
e oddns ey
sonst uo snsay
aauunsEp pue
sl pupuo)

siouvieq soumosey  uopeusuwoldw) 0i1g  1Edu] IEsk-h4  PopIAoIq SsAMIARO Ay solen
Aq oigeUC O] EULION M OIEIEDS 10 B5EQ UaIESSDY | 10} 05ED OoES EUlIIG 0N PUE AUunUIC)
uipapooN






OEBPS/images/cover.jpg
Continuing Challenges
and Potential for
Collaborative
Approaches to
Education Reform

Susan J. Bodilly, Rita Karam, Nate Orr

on









OEBPS/images/028-1.jpg
paubie sissieun
1810 58 pjeuipioc>
PLE papianzu
onewewepdu
weiboud suyodid
uo pareupioc
suonezenio
‘voneuIpI00ners

oxo
103 uonesole S1E
fenue o wepuadag

oro wawapu
oy pepeuipioc
Apugnoy

2290
o uonewio)

wsermu jo senssy
wieroysyReds
o suorezmeBI0
Sypads i
pereupico>

o anneiogeos
wou penoyy

seid sy

supdues
eae-anssi2ypads
0 peLLe> ARulor

s521d pue Auoupsey

12y wnor ‘B2
“ysnoupiand oy
uopEwIoI 126 0y

forjod 1o spiona
ennescaeie> pue

et pue sisquaw
pang> uBnoip sex

ED%E
uoneis 6ol s3uznijuy
oy sisued

i periom

sispoyeyes
pue sicted e

ypads paelps semsiseudie ofeW I Ipe0ig peiets

wioges
oty sigeus o1
uopesoge(o) jo
sseooud 1oy Eulpuny
104 Bu)

1sedaup jospous
1epeoiq 1o} auon

spe
o snpoe paueusy

sup
o1 unbeq pey
‘pusied pues ooups
Buowe Guels
weus
uopouny Tofeu se

sonme
BuicBuo 10 sl
paieusausedscu
109 ‘woneuso
sieus

auoy

suonoe
iof paddors
“saeak iUl By

spuny 3o
el pessiusig

weussesse
—uopeiogel>
1o fuopslen

seunosai 1o Bujood
P 52210 BUIPN)
s19e1s padopasq

sonpoud

w0l padopasp
pue suonoe 1u

parupios

[ g

Apeoig
uonewsoju paieus

or

DIoA>a

w

v

ezuey sl

0100pul o601






OEBPS/images/027-1.jpg
serer uassuo

‘weudoprap
wesBoud feuiuo uy
pesn pue padojensg

oro
o1pe1eapap slam
siaupied uBLO

siaquew

wnpiosuos weiGoud
Buowe steme j0u

g sisuned

Bubue e

papusdi

se sioted wou
pappe pue schoss
asinp peyuesaides
Suonezuetio
sequany

\pressas
Apunwwo> ybnoigy
e1ep padojnaq

sanss ooads
o sisuied Sypads
i 1605 paseus

pappeanjer
o paseq senssy
aupeds uo muyed
WBnos pue fyue
aibus e swessg

sanss aypads uo
suonezueio e
uyn Bueuyed se
Sioonpue susied
pawessicey

ssaod
Jo31ed se ppaul

sunsoj yenoiy
Sje0Boyeds
uo sdusiaursed

sepoyEEY
esn ‘Cuziuetio
Kunuiion pasn
sun.o} yonony
PING 03 penupuc)

sisaiom
o513 uesades
1o sonnenu meu
10y sisunied jo

125 Bupwol peH

AR SEMO)
ousem ngsjooups
01 Bupewuosop
usnp-Eiep U
waudorep
Ievoissasoid
pepinclg

sease waiayp
o pasnaoy i
Sl sy w0 stoy
o uebq 544 10
‘s noyINa PR

Bupeuospap

o uwoI6 o

siouysed wau
U uopeiBol
sueteyoys
Buppes| usboq
Sdd ‘eme poyip
Siaued eubLO

Buusuen
P o puns o

51206 paseys ensind

sunsoy
Konod poprosg

Kexe pensp
suped jeuio
‘IeploUREss
mau oy

Bupeuorspep
104 E1Ep pesn pue
E1ep peieys peieeD

sioupied 1o dnod
© Buolue sieob
paseus paies

Buppuospep
anpyo pue
dsiopea)

1 e

siepoyoes
1o dnoi peoiq
pauesaiday

o

108

wav

ezueqy suL

Jorea1pul ssaiboig






OEBPS/images/013-1.jpg
Location 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 Total

Austin x4 w15 a4 m @
chicago 2 4w w3 ow om
jackson a7 o w2 ow om
Puerto Rico B s s s W NA %0
Washingon,0C. 2 1 2 12 2w &
Totalintervews 19 21 79 8 28 & 35

NOTE: We count only two people in each focus group even though thers tandd to
b more. W found that, somatimes,interviewses cama and left at different times
for these groups, so we simply estimated the lowest number. Alo, in 2005, we met
only with the lead collaborative members.





OEBPS/images/008-1.jpg
The Allanza  AFM DCVOICE  GYO
(Catanio, PR., (Jackson, Al (Austin, (Washington, (Chicago, Il
Characteristic  1998) _ Miss., 1999) Texas,2003) D.C.1999) 2004

Area Stagnant  Stagnant  Growth  Growth  Mixed

aconomy

Cluster Stagnant  Stagnant  Nocluster  Nocluster  Nocluster

aconomy

Encollment 5,100 N5 IS @S2 425040
=56

FRL (%) % 8 5 & &
-9

LeP () A None 2 s 15

Majority Spansh  ngish  Mutple  Multiple  Multiple

student

language

spoken In the

home

NOTE: C = clustar. FRL ~ ree and reduced-price lunch. LEP
oroficiency. N/A = not applicable.

imited English





OEBPS/images/007-1.jpg
VETURERIUY PREMHRIETS) SURB SESIY = VAL SN FEALE STNAL A4 LSt
/1> S50 =33 MON 1042y 10} SUOREZEDI0 AUNWILOY Jo UORER0SY = NHODY SI0GHS JIlANd 10} Wy = 544 ALON

o

sonouiny
seupeay npai pue
sioows yersor-piey

WNS192)

oY
obean)

son

jenb

seupeay oy sucddns -oypre o1 ioueay

U Bupoidu) 1oy
Koezonpe peseq
it en

siesndde o

dioAda

3 woiusem

o
sio0us ers
fyenbyony

opmoud o1 sudd

Ssypesr e ping
eap)

10 ‘s
spiep3 s aBol0)

e ugsmy

w
sevay unsny

ENN

sesnp soey
ap ssoie soonoeid
1529 bundope

g wowsnspe
wiepms sjowolg

sosnp
soiuen o siedpung

sdd

ssin ‘vosper

adn PuBuo pioy o
Totuse pue 3x

s utnomn
Jusleaie
wepms s1owolg

uonepunos
Aoy ¥y
“uoneanp3 jo
wouyedag
w4 pieog
aBaip3 "exdsy

(g ‘uenr
ueg fysienun
e penes

oonyopieng

o | 3>

woye jo oo

siauped
Jofeu R0

weisyp j webe
|esiikouse peay

uoneor

049

DIOAd

v

czuennyouL

oweN snnEI0GE(0)






OEBPS/page-template.xpgt
 

   
    
		 
    
  
     
		 
		 
    

     
		 
    

     
		 
		 
    

     
		 
    

     
		 
		 
    

     
         
             
             
             
             
             
             
        
    

  

   
     
  





OEBPS/images/061-1.jpg
siouveq sevnosey _ uopeyusuwerdu oig_ 1edu seok-an g
q aiqRUBLIOIWI  euION WM AIGEIES 40 8568 UaMETRY 10} ase:

uipapooN





OEBPS/images/060-1.jpg
sisuvieq sexnosey _uopeyusuwerdu oig _ 1edu seok-an g
£q SIqEUBLIOIWI LN (M GIGEIEDS 40 5568 UNETEDH | 10} 2583 013 Pllld

uipapooN





OEBPS/images/059-1.jpg
usweiduy
o1 vondute ey
e oy shey o 3y
Punsipe bunun
i ustizde soud
ou pel suoneziietio
1210 pue iy

suweiboxd oy
B dui 03 580311
ewndo pua o sed
shemi= 100 pIp 52y,

uaping
unosa sy o1
PP e pinom

safe|sanensiupe
IeuoRIpPE 211 g
503 peppe iy
paypads yiom on

dn sy503
seyaeatied anup
BRowuonedwo>
Josereimor
sj00ups
seaf-moj enasedie
“sase2 Uy Uy
“pue s
deim e
be. sppou
o sous og

Pusp
i e Bubmew
08> e j0s85e> 101
U sjan asayt
‘aseq tpieosai

ou st Ul

wopeiduc: 1o el
fien pawas
sigerene semieum
oo
Joadasiuy 10}
1ioddns ieasel ou
Aenyn sen asouy

‘sow|Ba) Bupsal pue
spiepues rers 1o

uoneawedul sy

i onsesnEsp

sdnoboypads

e 1oz poau

pausigeisa

‘spew sem ase3 0N ousem aleul

nss s
ssappe o) pepusw
SuesBoid esanas

pey spUSIP Y8

1 et 2 sows sew
Pa1enpei6 Louos)
351} o3 lojeg
uin 10 s
anstupdoaul,

1) putsp
i e e

(0A" 1) seurpdd
Jeyoee) spemy

sioued

Kq oIELUBIDIGY  ULION (RIM SIGEIES

uopeyusws Kl sopg

10 g presoy

el seaxons  popIAOIG SISO
10y ose3 apes vuiig 10N PUE yunwIO)

i pspooN

Rmpy olei






OEBPS/images/057-1.jpg
USHELISPUN ISIE| SI3M SIRINAIE OU PUE T|ES0C0IC [EUIDLIO BL3 JO3JEC 10U SEM JOJEIIPUL BU3 21 QI ACE 10U =¥/N 3LON

N

wesboud supadd
Seupeats s o)
\peoidde wni osuc>
Sustidu) ME| 0A5
0 waws oidu pue
Buipuny sjowoud

108 voddnsey
saBueun soiow
sonunuL>
pensiepun g
wonedprued
i swsojes
peseq-yaiessas
1o} 210 swmag

\pieasai oy

sodai
12410 pue sj00ps
fpeay snpoid 105

sioous
Buuoysad-wo
“Kuencd-y5H
Yiom oy siequeu
panp sziaon

swiop s
10} mionsueg

spepuess
aimngeiow ayesn
‘owibas Bunser pue

oup Bupser uo
Koed o3e3s sbuew

sucnEimne pue

soueoidde
angeioqeyoy
Jofunuo>

ue2ion awoseg

spizpueys mau

@1 pue pusip

w

synusun
wpiessase syean

wiojes pauresns
pu uopepdod
penesiopun oy
10} mione sworeg

Busea)
pue bues)

“mej OADSessed Loddnsiewsaniod  skempiedupdid oy Suonenouul  AISIUNIUI @O Aujenb o) peal ey
e o egais loyswopy  ewpes dopreq Jouetaims  weiede ysigerss  sepiiod o
spusp Buusea)

pusp oy poddns s pue Buoee) u

N VN AuweusiQes3 uossjoidepiol  aopoeispror  Aujenbowuwoig

0% 108 [ wav ezueqy ouL Soepu






