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OPINION BY MR. MALONE
Appellant® timely appeals.? a final decision of the Maryland

Port Administration (MPA) Procurement Officer denying its claim
for equitable adjustment. Appellant had sought an equitable
adjustment under the Changes Clause claiming that installation of
5 KV cable constituted additional work not provided for in the
bid documents, Addendum No. 1.

Findi F P

A. Entitlement
1. On April 26, 1989 Appellant was awarded MPA Contract No.
289909 Grading and Storm Drains Berth III Seagirt Marine Terminal

;Appellant is nominally C.J. Lagenfelder & Sons, Inc., the general
contractor who has brought this claim on behalf of its subcontractor A & D
Electrical Construction Services and Supplies.

“Respondent originally raised the timeliness of the Appellants filing with
the Appeals Board but that issue was withdrawn at the hearing. Further, the
parties settled all other issues except entitlement and quantum of the 5 KV wire
installation. MSBCA 1631 a previous appeal involving the captioned parties and
contract hereto was merged intc the instant appeal MSBCA 1636.
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for $4,581,440.00. Notice to Proceed (NTP) was issued May 8,
1989.

2. The contract originally envisioned grading and storm drain
work which was then to be followed by utility work including the
Primary Distribution System for electrical power. The Plans
prepared by Respondent's consulting engineers, STV/Lyons
Associates, Inc. (STV/Lyons) shows this grading and storm drain
work on drawings #1-26. The direct supervision and preparation
of these drawings was over seen by the Baltimore Office of
STV/Lyons.

3. Prior to bid award the concept and scope of work changed due
to a need to provide electrical power to the terminal on an
accelerated basis. To fulfill this need the Virginia Office of
STV/Lyons was directed to prepare specifications and drawings for
what became Section 16126 Primary Distribution System Addendum #1
{Add. #1). The Baltimore Office of STV/Lyons over saw the
integration and compiling of Add. #1 which added electrical
specifications of Section 16126 and drawings #27-30 for the
electrical work®. The Baltimore Office of STV/Lyons approved the
compilation of specifications and drawings of Add. #1 prepared by
their Virginia Office.

4. Subsequent to the Notice to Proceed STV/Lyons decided to
clarify the Specifications and drawings to bring them "up to
date." 8TV/Lyons prepared and issued Revision No. 1 (Rev. #1) in

May of 1989, only days after the NTP. The scope of the language
contained in the Rev. #1 under Section 16126 Primary Distribution
System 1 is different to what was offered in the bid documents
Add. #1.

This difference in language is the genesis of the contract
dispute of the parties and the relevant sections are provided for

a comparison.

Add. #1
SECTION 16126

3The full details of Add. #1 are given in the opening of the March 31, 1989
Addendum No. 1.
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ERIMARY DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM
1. SCOPE

(a) The work covered by this Section includes the
furnishing of all materials and equipment and the performing of
all necessary labor to complete all Primary Distribution as shown
on the drawings and/or herein specified or directed by the
Engineer.

(b) The work under this Section includes, but is not
limited to the following:

(1} Furnish and install 15 KV primary cables and
associated ground conductor, including all materials and
connections. Cables shall be installed in concrete encased
underground duct systems.

(2) Install 13.2 KV-480/277 volt Pad-Mounted
Transformers where indicated on the drawings.

{(3) 1Install 4160 V double-ended sub-station as shown
on the drawings and specified herein.

{c) The 13.2 KV-48B0/277 transformers and the 4160 V double-
ended sub-station shall be furnished by others under a separate
contract.

(d) Work associated with this Section but performed under
other sections includes:

(1) Underground Duct System

(2) Electrical Work

{(3) Cable, Wire, and Conductors

SECTION 16126 - PRIMARY DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM
PART I - GENERAL
1.01 RELATED DOCUMENTS:
A. The General Provisions, General Conditions and
Special Conditions apply to the work specified in
this section.
B. The requirements of Section 16010 govern work
specified in this section, where applicable.
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02 DESCRIPTION OF WORX:

A. The work covered by this Section includes the
furnishing of', materials and equipment and the
performing of all necessary labor to complete all
Primary Distribution as shown on the drawings
and/or as herein specified or directeé by the

Enginesr.
B. The work unde- this Section includes, but is not
limited %z the Zollowing:

15 wees

ish and install 153 XV primary cables and
tec ground conducter, inciuding ail
s ané connections. Cables shall »e
d in concrete encaseé underground cuct

sysitems.

z. Furnish and iastall 5 KV crane cables inclucg-
ing al!l meterizls and ccnnrectors. Cables
shall be instzlled in cocncrete encased under
ground systems.

3, Tnstall 3.2 KV-480/277 wvolt Fad-Mounted
Transformers uwh ere indiczted on the drawings
(furnishes =y the Administrater).

4, Instzll 4160 V double-ended sulstation &=
indicateéd ancé specified herein (furnisihed by
the Administrator).

5. WorZ ass c*a ed with +this Szcticn but zer-
formeé unier cther sections incluces:

a. Under electrical ducis and manhales

b. Slectricel worx
5. The Specificaticns of Rev. #.1 clearly adds under Sec. 1.02
B.2. "Furnish and install 5 XV crane cables™. In contrast the

Add. %2 under 1. Scope (b){3) provides for 4160 V cakle in the sub-
station of the Primary Distribution System which is a relatively

4

short length of cable of approximately 30 linear feet (L.F.)}. T
length of 5 KV cakle installed in this dispute regarding the cablie
“orns is a greater amcunt of approximately 16,000 linear Zeet

Z.7.) of 5 RV cab.e.

r
E he receord describes 5 KV cable also as 2260 V or 416 XV
cable. KV or V is the vol.tage rate of the cabie.

.
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The primary electrical power for this project is 15.2 V.

n

This voltage was routed into ghe sub-station and then reduced tc
XV power Zor use in the secon&éry power system at the voltage which
the terminz! cranes cculd accommodate.

6. Adé. #1 provideé fer 3 XV sub-station work and listed at
16126-4 the type of wire reguired with the sub-station for 3 RV
s=ctipn cabls, as cescribed at 16126-7, 4160 wvelt (&/X/R 3 KV)
rane) Sub-statiorn. The reference to 5 KV irn Add. #1 is specifi-
1ly to the sub-station installation.

7. Rev. #1 however, goes intc much greater detail of 2 KV

tae

L]

installation in & secorndary’ eleciriczl system tc the cable horns
and cranes. The furnishing and installing of approximately 16,000

concrete encased un-

m

linear feet (L.F.) ¢f 3 XV crane cables In
derground system is specifically zequired. In addition the payment
section of Rev. £1 16.26--3 also refers to payment for Zurnishing
and installing 5 KV crane cakbles where 2dd. #1 dces not specifical-

does however, provicde

r z s
the meaning cf ths scope ¢ work when reading the 2add. ¥l ané Rev.

Normally., the

by
I
1
1y
]
z
b
14}
0
n

M- "o

#71 gpecifications ia harmcay with &
Sta cifications a/k/a The Reé Book") zre incorpcrated
‘nto the contract by reference and would resolve discrepancies
etween +the plans anéd specifications where the plans weuld

b
prevail’, However, the contract documents dicd not incorperate the

[¥T}

In electrical specificaticns the highest rated voliage is
Primzry and lower rated voltages are Secondary.

-
a
v

Standard Specificaticns provides:

103.02.02 Specifications. These BSpecifications, the
Supplemental Specifications, the Plans, Special Provisions
and all supplementary documents are essential partis of th
Contract, and & reguirement occurring in one is as binding
as though cccocurrinag iz all, They are intended to be
complementary and to describe and provide fcr a complete

-
=4
-
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entire Red Ecok, only portions of it. The contract documents

provided in part the following:
GEF-4.01 Intent of Contract .

-
-

&. The Centractor shall - (within specified tolerances) perform
all work in accordance with the lines, grades, typical crcss
sections, dimensicns, and other data shown ca the plans or as
mocified by writiten orders Zacluding the furnishing of all
materials, implements, machinery, equipment, tczls, supplies,
transportation, labor, anéd all cther things necessary to the
satislactory prosecution andéd compietion c¢f the project in £ull
compliance with the contract reguirements.

=. The documents compesiag ke contract documenis are
intended to be ccmpliimentary anéd to cdescribe the constructicrn and
completion of the wecrk. Anything mentioned in the specifications
and not shown on the contract drawings, or shown on the coatract
drawing and nct menticned in the specifications shall be c¢f like
effect as If it is shown cr meniticned iz both,

C. ©Omissions from the érawings or specifications or misde-
scription of detazils of work which are manifestly necessary to
carry out the intend of the drawings and specifications or which

are customarily performed shall not relieve the Conirazctor from
pericrming such omitted cr misdescribed details c¢f work, but they
shall be performed as if fully and correctly set fcri:r aad

described In the drawings and specifications.

GCP-£.02 Generzl Zropvisicns Contrsllin

In the eveant of & conflicet between these Generzl Provicsions
and any other provision of the contract documents, “hese General
Frovisicons shall preveil unless such other provision expressly

provides to txhe conirary.
GFf-4.03 Entire Contract

The contract document:s regresent ‘he entire and intagrated

-

workx. In the event of any éiscrepancy between érawing and
figures written thereon, the figures, unless obvicusly
incecrrect, will govern over scaled dimensions. In the
case of any discrepancy between the Flans and the Specifi-
cations, the Plans will govera. If there is a discrepancy
between these standaréd Specifications and Supplemental
Specifications, the Supplemental Specifications will
govern. Specia! Provisions will govern over 3Specifica-
tions, Supplemental Specifications and Flans. General
Provisions will govern over all Ceontract Documents unless

express.y provided for in the Contract.

)



agreement between the parties hereto and supersedes all prior
negotiations, representations or agreements either written or cral.

S. The difference between the Add. #1 and Rev. #1 laaguage are

ntive in nature and chance the scope cf work to adéd installa-

Ly
2

rane cadle in Rev. #1 which was not contemplated

]

iééer reacding of Rdd. #1 andé constitutes z change

{
Uoa
}.I

4]

of werk. Ecwever, Respendent argues that reading the plan
ther with the specificaztions would lead a reasonable bidder to
n

cluded 5 XV crane cable installation in its bid from the

tan
Acé. #1, however, cnne was accec¢ to Rev. w1, Bidcers hLad tc use
commenly uade:s cd standarsds zlcng with indicato

since no legend was given In AJE. 1. Drawing 27, for imstance,
providez nc relfersznc ' e
4/23/8%, a designation "Gznerzl Revisicen"” andé z symbe. A réicating
A to ke changes tc the drawings. A with 2 number iz the center of

the A generally indicates an addendum change tc original drawiags.
e

The number within the A :iadicates which dendum change and the
date when the changs was made. In this way an orderly reccrd of
thke addenda changes can be triced Zrom the original drawings. The
expectation ian the iIndustry is that original drawiags weculd not

centain A cr adéendum neotati:z:ns since the criginal drawings would
reflect the correct scope oI work contemplated by the drafter.
Here, there were no original drewings. Respondent took original
eiectrical drawings £zom Zerth II work, erass=d Berth II, and listed
them as the addenda cdrawings Zor this contract, with various nota-

An actual comparison cf the plans is necessary since a
tive description of the differences without the plans is
cul% to understand.

<
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tions.’ As a resul: the Add. #1 drawings contain many structures
never contempiated within the scope of work by either party. Many
structures shown on Add. #1 dyawings were remcved by Rev. #1 draw-
ings. The guestion remaineé for zidders on the 2AdSE. #1 drawings;
what was included in the scope of work? The Appellant reascnably
relied on the A indicaters as to which work was actually reguired
by Addendum 71, since A was the symbel fer Add. #1 changes.

12. Drawings 729 of the Add. ¥l shows 4160 V Sck-staticn (Crane
Power) Schematic A, with & narrative reference o the 4160 V tie in

h)

gt the sub-stztiocno. Abcve this schematic is the single line
showinc secondary power t¢ the cable Lorns.,
1lcC

ciagram for 41€ (B5KV)ERV
There is no A rexat to this schematic. This single line diagram

is the

O

describes the installati £ the 3 RV crane cable whi
e

C
is clearly

[~

o
subject matter cf thls claim. Zowever, on Rev. %2

W
shown next tc the single line diagrax Zor 3 RV calkle rhoern work.

3

This diagram was provided afiesr »iddiag and NTE, reascnzble

'

(2

bidder looking at the Adé. &I Zrzwings weculd not have included the
5 KV cakle horn work and more especially would act have includad it
when read in harmony with the specifications of Add. #1 which macde
no speciiic reference to this 16,000 L.F. ¢f work fcr seccndary 5
XV cakle.
1Z. FRespondent's interpretation of the Add. #1 drawiags would have
reguired the installaticn of werk already exisiing or clearly de-
noted as futurse’, :t was Respondent's unusua: use o0f the A
designations on original drawings of Add. #1 which caused cocnfu-
sion. Respondent offered no reasonable explanation of the in-
ciusion or exclusicn of certain work on the drawiags in o
the A symbol. The bidder reascanably read the Add. #1 as not re-
guiring the 5 £V cable installation, since there was nc A next t

the structure ¢n the drawing.

gs had been taken from the
ously used these drawings

: Appelliant was aware the dra
rrev1ous Berth I7 work since it had 2
in performance of Berth I1I werk.

) l-.

o

: See transcript Fages 336-340, 345-347, 352, and 360-362.
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X3 Upeon receipt of the Rev. 7l Appellant Iiled its claim axd
provided estimated costs for the additional work under the changes
clazuse The claim was denied by letter of 2/27/52 upen which

ant timely appealed tc this 3cs

[

Bppel

—~5 s

14, 2ppellani's subcontractor 2 & D Is a2 small electrical firm
with primitive accosunting preocadurss., BRppellant was reguesta2d and
£ lazbor an

provided to Respondent in May cZ 1982 =z estimate of
a

materials resulting Zrom the 2 XV cor

in
4
[
.
5
[»]
b
[1]
L
1]
"t
™M
in
et
1y
1]
k¥

the weork was net Iind
ccmpleted Appellant rellied upon 1is estimate and xzpt o a
separatz costsz records

3
hearing discovery the Soard coréersd 2 Fr

)
Rppellant. However, Appellant &id not comply in £furll wiih the
Proof of Costs, but provided Respcndent's auditors with Iis revisad
es*imzte and 2 bex 2ull =f uncrgenizzd vecerdz fzr the auviiters s
_:e:use::. The auditors Ia an atitempt to understaad the :clainm
pulled severa. involces and aszed Zppellant II they were relevant.
TS, 3Appellant had aslalimed 242.232.00 Sor wmaterial cesitz and
£2,223,C0 Sor tzstiag costs. Respendent's auditors alter review cof
t2e hooks z2nd rzzerds cf 2zpellznt soncluded 332,59%.00 was

4 0

supperted for materizl costs Iy Inveoice and §
5 re e

cos selated specificalily tec I XV crane ca inztzllation., Fcr
verious other reascns, however, Respondent cdenied that the records
suppcried the actual costs ci the claim.

€. The reccrd reflects thst meislials, eguipment and labcer were
provided to insiall the 5 XV crane cable. he zecnt t provides
trat tre zctuzl! costs of the nppe--a:t are parmitted znd that mark-

tp can be allowed within coxtract zmounts.

k)

.l . - . . * *

- ?rlor o hearing, Respondent £iled a Motion tc Dismiss
Bppellant's claim fcr Zfzilure to comply with the order on Prool cZ
Costs. The Zpard denled this Motion *to Dismiss bu: admonished

[P )

DL—-;__..

Appellant that eviderntiary sancticnz would be made i
resuited on guantum at t.e earing. No surprise resulted at th
hearing.
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17. The Boaré finds the following guantities and actual costs of

material were incurred by Appellant in relation tc 5 RV crane cable

installation;--

1. 5 KV crane cable 4,00C L.7. @ § 0.55 L.F. = & 2,202.0C0

2. 3 XV crane poWer
cable 6,300 L.F. @ $ 1.37 L.TF $22,440.C0
3. Bare wire 2,100 _.F. @ $ C.4%5 L.T. = $ 1,025.00

4., 3 XV crane tie

feeder 4,400 L.F. @ § 2.65 _.7. = $.1,683.0C
5. 5 XV stress cones i @ $276.40 = 8§ 3,701.C2C
6. Tax € 5% = 1,852.9¢C
§32,E5987.CC
Mark-up 13% § 4,888.33
$37,286.553
12. The Soard further Zinds that testing was reguired by txe
contract. Appellant has cnly provided this Scard with cne Iavecics
of $477.00 for testing ci the 3 FV crane czkle. Tre Zcard cax not
speculate as to the amcunts ol other test perfcrmec- Appellant
also claims 80 hrs. a: zpproximately $35.32/ar. for its fcrces
reliated to testing —Wa Ssard notes tha* only 4.8 hours of larer

was reguired D

coatractor. The Eoard
Appellant’'s labor costs I re
awards the sum of £477.0C fcr testing plus 15% {$71.55) mark-up for

-

nstallation work

a total testing cost of $5343.00.
r ¢o

15. &Appellant claimed lab

o) i a
were estimated as fcllows; =Zlectrician $18.48 for 55 hours;

-- The record reflects -hat Appellant's estimate cof material
costs were exaggerated when compared to the actual materiel costs
~ecords. {See transcript pages Z19-221).

-- ther test were performed but Appellant's records did not

reveal tre actual costs paid by it to its subcontracting testing
company. Appellant's fallure to provide these actual bills can not
ne cverlooked by this Zoard. i+ is not unduly burdensome on
Appellant to introduce these records. 1I% appellan: could not Zind
them in its records its sub-contractor Met Testing, Inc. may have
had them. These bills are separate records directly related tc the
claim which should be avaiiable in even the mos:t primitive oI

construction acccunting metheds.
=



Rpprentice $14.40 for 35 hours; laborer $8.70 for 110 hours; and
£:11 time truck eoperator $§17.10 f£cr 56 hours. Appellant then
added a mark-up of 65% from the forced account section of the
contract. The Beard Zinds bthat the labcr rates are fairly re-

flected by certified payrolls of Appellant and that mark-up is

provided for in the contract. Ecwever, the Appellant has no re-
cexds ¢ actual labor exzpended on 3 XV Installation. The parties
agree that the werk was done by REppellant's forces. The Board
usiang & jury verdict approach Zinds quantum in the amount ol I35
hours Zfcr labcr related Lo 5 XKV crane czble installaticn fcr &

total lakor guantum of £1.287.080 calculated as follows;

2. Z=Zlectrician 13,42 x 2 = §5_ 462.00

2. Apprentice 14.4C 2 25 = 35_38C.G9

2. Lakcr E.7¢ x 25 = §__2.7.5C

4, Fuel Truck Cperster 17..C =z 23 = §_ 427.2Q

§1,467.CC

The Eczrd declines to award markx-up on this labor cost.
20. Bppellant also claimed eguipment costs for a pole line truck
L5 Zns*tall the cable. The record supports aApze..ant’'s conteation

that *his truck was used o i=astall the £ KV crane cable. The

Appellant charged z discounted truck rental rate cf £856I.CC per
week together with operaiting cosis of $2,003.0C. The 3oard Zinds
the 235 hours~ aecsessary "o install the 3 RV crane Zle would have

Y c
reguired the rental of the pcls truck over & 1 week perisd znd

-

(B ]

award $5%63.00 for an actual cost of the pole line uck. Zowever,
the operating cosi are not supgorted by the record and, Appellant
not having met its burden, those costs are denied. No marx-up on
equipment rentzl is awarded since the rental rate In many cases al-

*

ready provides for mark-up in the calculatiocn.”

-2 25 hours of zztuzl laber found by the Board i3 consistant
with 1 weex of pclie trucxk rental s-:Jic since the use of the truck
would be periodic over the one wesk the truck was needed.

e Appellant usecd the lcwest rental rate fcund in one of

several rental rate bcokxs but these rates and the book source were
not made part of the recerd. The bcoks describe the methodol cgy in
determining rates, so without the rental book the elements used In
finding the rates are not avalilable for the Board to review.

31
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c
MSBCA 1283, 2 MICPEL 14€ (1987). Contract provisions must e rea
-

Ir summary gquantum is Zound as Icllcws;

—abor >, 467.CC

g
Equipment $: 965.00

&

5

37,486.52

548.Z2

Material
Testin

Tptal Quaztum $40 ,4587.20

- b - & - - &5 -
+ have X=cwn the azmount due to Appellant pricers

Decision
The fundamenizl princigel that ¢

obiectively and given <thsir plzin

. - - m—— - - N N i as L

1042, I MICEFZIL €% {(lS&z; egp.-lez 3
- P T £ i - T ED oS - -

narraetive ¢f the =speciliczstiicns nor

édrawings contemg e
specificaticas aad drawings are 2ot ami
act lock cutzidis the contract decument

Lo ES e - b &
coterzounty Ceonstructicn CCorpere.c R

(1986). Since the meaning Iz clear there wWas

to inguire. See Jr. BAfoizth Za=s-, Z.

give reascaadls meaning to all paris ol
MSECA 1C36, 2 MICPE. 1€
=

harmoniously ¢t
ccntract,
(198?).

a
interpretaticn cf th

cdoes not of it

-, 1 2

8]
m
"
ir
(4
0
r
mr
1]
mn
'l
H
i o
o
i
[
ll
11
11}
L]
]
Lo}
L4
"
Ui
(9]
:
m
=
i 1]
-
)
[
4]
[11]
B
'l
v}
5
0
f.
in
yoa
Lo
0
W
m
o]
Ly}
i
|25
(o
jap



ui

lear and de

he language here is a ¢

m
£

scope of work.

£
.

c the scoze cf

oy

Yy

3]
e
A

1]
[$)
Yy

L
0
X

K

w-'l.

er

togetx

costis

ual

&4

u

- b
s

bred el

- Sass

¢ e

P e
Cecamaloan

C__-l

U]

i}

2
-

Justmen

"
Al
Fy

8]
ER

- dn o
s pesitl

gconemi

to an

D}
£
43

L]

lengenfe

-
AR

Ses=

- |

re

t

e contracitor has

-
-

T

MSZC2

Inc.kE

by

-—
-

SA0W

&3

LY
.-

(]

hose rec

&
-

owever,

.
-
an

§Y)
[}

(1]
i

Ea Y

q)
5

0t
HH

i

" s 2
aCcog.

toric

his

-~

1

sonag.e

'

zand a resa

L)
H
)]
ih
{h

m

"y Fa
aivc

Acre

laber

nadings of

2 22

LY.,
-

provided in the

imate was nct

st

<

al

owaver,

-
'S

h

3

n

3
4]
0

e f

O
nis

V2

*

act gro

need

I
ol & By

cantrac

L
- 2

tha

uy EY o0
e oy
1 O .
0 Oy [#]
U I N
o LTI LR |
By kg
U 0w
- rO-Dq.....
u.c.t W0 g
T T U@
g 0
Mo
.o :z_"-_.
0> pu?
43 i
n u
SC r....._.".t-
Thatab U
n..: :.._:..:m
- CQ::..
04w
49 e
ui oy M.“...E
o.._a ' p
HH -e LI ¢ 1
(11 " Iy
n qsrlet
u.h 5 Q-F—..-
N
o O P
! w .
ok o) n.....f-ﬁuac
e 44
U QA (]
WY oy D
ST | 3>
1) 4 [T |
IR BRI &
v a_.,
o @ r @
1y} .—m.\.._a:
:_E..u_.—.%.f\e
zmw s =z
A3 o
wn ¥ [T
-
U 0y
g ® o
S8
@
m ::G.r\m.“r
-~ >
[T I . =
oty @R
. [§] ] §
Fo 3 oy ©
+ A 0
TR
8] e o
TR A VR W
e rd aco
.o 5
EVT.h.:
L W Mo
v gy
Mol | RV A3
T Uiz

id

COSTs wWoul

ncludes

card co

oD U
£ 4707 ©
WAy a1
41
®ry 2 u-H
-0 g Y
Q) — 3
!-“-‘-._ﬁ.r“ T} v
FoLa
4 10
WA owm
£10
Ut O
IeIR. ) C:_.._:.
o L r.“..f.
RV =l
MO
FYRL R ey [ 84
I 1 4
e LT
vﬁ“u.-* H‘“a.:_
o
@ 9 @ n he)
-1.¢ a aq.

] =
E.u: o R (1}
£ nr.sc a) o
43 Pug v.mh

« ooy
(b] @ .C
tﬁft.%
...t:m (oM
R RTRC

iy u
M 42 0
LR
...-G @ )
r 1 dd 0
0,0y =
c u.lm o 1“
ny o R
A IR L

* g n

w i -W

"

e..”LJ- nn-\.“ [Sp] MU-
- =
e P o
[T Cw
PaU
Q . u aw a3
R IR/ v mu « M
4] en<- Ml
1] .rr.—... o P.-

i h ___m1. 0 fi
0w S w
O 0 i
3 49 vy et
Fodis b MU

A 33y
[ LY OO,
A1 atn L1 0 g

322



322

4=
' -

4]
(0}
in

Fh

urniskh =&
Qn.y &appr

1C0Zg, I MI

with ak

rea

oximats

CFZZ 86 (1¢

in speculatico,

verdict approach

Sased upen the reasoning above
in the total ameun®t cf $40,467.1C. Post Deci

and Zinds

- . d
Lieres. 15

- aa -

- - =
guaztum

'

to calcu

zwarded at

stetutery

the Zpards use ¢f a2 Jury

Sheldon E. Fress

Ecard Mem

.

Ser



I certify that
State Z2card cf Cecntir
C.J. Langenfelder & Sor,

Dat eﬁ'-zéﬂL417 /é 1993

‘or

=[es eg:_" iz =

Appeals decision i MSBSSCR 18636 =

Inc.

(B

a2 true copy cef

-—

wader MPA Contr-act

EZ”QLU \45 i;;lafaﬁﬂi

“=- Pris=illa
Rec “der

1322






