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ST NOTICE OF
AMMENDMENTS TO 35 ILL. ADM CODE 732 AND 35 ILL. ADM. CODE 734

SUBPART H: MAXIMUM PAYMENTS AMOUNTS

A.) The Board acknowledgedthat the researchand collection of datausedto determine
maximumlump paymentamountswhich wereproposedby theAgencyarenot basedon
anyscientificorstatisticallyrecognizedmethod.

1. Is it possibleto evaluatethe datathe Agency currentlyhas.in its possessionto
determinestatisticallyvalid maximumpaymentamounts?

2. Is it possiblethe Agency may have underestimatedthe tasks neededor the
numberof hoursit takesto completethe taskswhenestablishingthe maximum
paymentamountsin proposedSubpartH?

a. If not,why?

3. What recoursewill the owner/operatorhave if there are deficiencies in the
proposedmaximumpaymentamounts?

a.. If none,why?



4. Will specific proceduresbe developedby the Agency to performthe triennial
review to determinewhetheror not current maximum payment amountsare
consistentwith prevailingmarket ratesandsuggestchangesneededto makethe
maximumpaymentamountsconsistentwith prevailingmarketrates,pursuantto
proposed732.875and734.875?

a. If not, why?

b. If so,will thoseproceduresbemadepublic information?

1. If not, why?

5. If any,proceduresdevelopedby the Agencyto perform the triennialreview and
identif~’anychangesneededto makemaximumpaymentamountsconsistentwith
prevailingmarketratesinvolve a long delaybeforeimplementation,how will the
Agencycompensatetheowneroroperatorduringthedelay?

6. WhatadditionalmeasureshastheAgencyconsideredusing to identify andcorrect
any deficienciesin maximumpaymentamounts,in a timely fashion,other than
thetriennialreviewconducted.pursuantto proposed732.875and734.875?

a.. If none,why?

7. If theAgencyfails to find or fix anydeficienciesin atimelymanner,arethereany
repercussionsto theAgencyortheStateofIllinois?

8. What procedurewill the Agency useto .notify the owners/operatorswhen the

maximumpaymentamountshavebeenadjusted?.
9. How did the Agency determinethe annualinflation factorwas the appropriate

factorto useto adjustthemaximumlump sumrates?

a. Did theAgencyconsideranyotherfactors?

1. If no, why?

B.) The Agency statedin testimony at hearingon May 26, 2004 that drillers and tank
removal contractors(amongothers).werecontactedto verify thatthemaximumpayment
amountsderivedby theAgencywereconsistentwith prevailingmarketrates.

1. Whichspecificdrillersandtankremovalcontractorswere contactedto. verify that
the maximumpaymentamountsderivedby the Agency were in fact consistent
withprevailingmarketrates?

732.855& 734.855 BIDDING



C.) TheAgencyis proposingthat abiddingprocessbeusedasan alternativeto themaximum
paymentamountsetforth in SubpartH.

1. What reasoningdid the Agency employ to proposethat “bids must not be
obtained from personsin which the owner or operator, or the owner’s or
operator’sprimary contractor,hasa financial interest” in 732.855 (a) if “the
maximumpaymentamount for the work bid must be the amount of the lowest
bid, unlessthelowestbid is lessthanthemaximumpaymentamountssetforth in
SubpartH”, and“theowneror operatoris not requiredto usethelowestbidderto
perform.the work, but insteadmay use anotherpersonqualified and able to
performthe work, including,but not limited to, apersonin which the owneror
operator,ortheowner’sor operator’sprimaryconsultant,hasa director indirect
financialinterest”asproposedby theAgencyin 734.855(c)?

2. DoestheAgencyrealizethat if a consultantownstheirown contractingfirm it
will bedifficult, if not impossible,to obtainquotesfrom multiplecompetitors?

3. If a consultantcannotfind a competitorto give aquoteandtheirown contracting
firm cannot perform the service for the maximum payment, what other
informationcanbeprovidedto the Agencyto provetheprice beingrequestedis
reasonable?

4. Would documentationfrom RS Meansor someothernationallyrecognizedcost
datasourcesuffice assupportingdocumentationfor theunusualor extraordinary
provisionin lieu ofthebiddingprocess?

a.) If no, why?

732.8~5& 734.825 SOIL REMOVAL AND DISPOSAL

D.) The Agency is proposing that payment.for costs associatedwith the removal,
transportation,and disposalof contaminatedsoil exceedingthe applicableremediation
objectives,visibly, contaminatedfill, and concrete,asphalt,or paving ov~rlyingsuch
contaminatedsoil or fill mustnotexceedatotal of$57.00percubicyard.

1. Sincethe only unit priceproposedis for the sum of the removal,transportation
and disposalcosts, doestheAgency intendto approveasreasonableanyandall
costs submitted for the individual componentsof removal, transportationand
disposalaslong asthesum ofthesecost areless thantheproposedunit priceof
$57.00percubicyard?

2. What type of supportingdocumentationwill the Agency require in order to
reviewrequestsforpaymentfor soilremoval anddisposal?

3. Since the proposedmaximum payment amount is basedwholly on the total
volume in cubic yardsof soil removed,transportedand disposedof, and “the



volume of soil removedand disposedmust be determinedby. the following
equationusingthedimensionsof theresultingexcavation:(ExcavationLengthx
ExcavationWidth x ExcavationDepth) x 1.05?’, pursuantto proposed732.825
(a)(l) and 734.825(a)(l), is any supportingdocumentationother thantheabove
calculationrequiredto reviewrequestsforpaymentfor soil removalanddisposal?

a.) If so, why?

4. If yardticketsindicatingthetotal weightofsoil receivedby thelandfill, converted
to cubic yardsusing a conversionfactor of 1.5 tons per cubic yard, pursuantto
proposed732.825 (a)(l.) and 734.825 (a)(l), would that suffice as supporting
documentationfor the unusual or extraordinary provision if the resulting
conversionresults in a different volume of soil removedand disposedwhen
comparedto the volume of soil removed and disposed determinedby the
following equationusingthe dimensionsofthe resultingexcavation:(Excavation
Lengthx ExcavationWidth x ExcavationDepth)x 1.05”, pursuantto proposed
732.825(a)(1) and734.825(a)(1)?

a.) If no, why?

732.845& 734.845.PROFESSIONALCONSULTINGSERVICES

E.) In the testimonyof Brian Baur in support of the Illinois EnvironmentalProtection
Agency’sproposalto adopt35 Ill. Adm. Code734 & 732, Mr. Bauerstatedthat theper
foot unit costsfor drilling werebasedon “assumingan average100 feet of drilling per
everit, eight soil borings advancedto a depthof 10 to 15 feet” andtheaverageper foot
unit costfor well installationwere“basedon amonitorwell installedto a depthof20 feet
below the ground surface.” The current proposalsfor 732 & 734 indicate that
professionalconsultingservicesassociatedwith site investigationconductedpursuantto
SubpartC andpaymentfor costsassociatedwith field work andfield oversightto define
the extentofcontaminationresultingfrom therelease,mustnot exceedatotal of$390.00
perhalf-day,andthe numberof half days...mustnot exceed“one half-day for every four
soil borings, or fraction thereof,drilled”, and “one half-day for eachmonitoring, well
installed”. .

1. What averagesoil boring and monitoring, well depths were assumedin the
proposed$390.00perhalf-day?

2. At what soil boring and monitoring depths would payment of costs for
professionalconsulting services associatedwith site investigation conducted
pursuantto SubpartC or paymentfor costsassociatedwith field work and field
oversight to define the extent of contaminationresulting from the releasebe
consideredanunusualorextraordinarycircumstance?

3. . If no specificsoil boringor monitoringwell depthswould beconsideredunusual
or extraordinarycircumstances,for payment of costs associatedwith site
investigation conductedpursuant to. Subpart C or with field work and field



oversightto definethe extent of contaminationresulting from the release,why,
not?

F.) In the Agency’s proposed732.845 (d)(1.), payment for costs associatedwith the
preparationandsubmissionof investigationplansfor sitesclassifiedpursuantto Section
732.307 must not exceedA.) a total of $3,200.00 for plans to investigateon-site
contaminationandB.) atotalof $3,200.00forplansto investigateoff-site contamination.

1. Is the total reimbursementfor costs associatedwith the preparation arid
submission of ALL plans to investigate on-site contamination or off-site
contamination,for sites classifiedpursuantto Section732.307,to be limited to
$3,200.00or is the total reimbursementfor costsassociatedwith thepreparation
and submissionof EACH plan to investigateon-site contaminationor off-site
contamination,for sitesclassifiedpursuantto Section 732.307,’to be limited to
$3,200.00,assumingmore thanoneplan is requiredto completeinvestigationof
on-siteand/ oroff-sitecontamination?

2. Since investigationof off-site contaminationrequiresidentification, notification
and completion of “best efforts” to obtain off-site accessin accordancewith
732.411’ and 734.350 for one or more additional properties,were thesecosts
included in the maximum payment amount for costs associatedwith the
preparationand submissionofplansto investigateoff-site contamination,for sites
classifiedpursuantto Section732.307?

a. If so, how manyoff-site propertieswhere consideredwhendeveloping
maximumpaymentamountsfor costsassociatedwith thepreparationand
submission of plans to investigate off-site contamination, for sites
classifiedpursuantto Section732.307?

b; If not, why?

G.) In theAgency’sproposed734.32’S(c), “upon completionofthe Stage3 site investigation
the owner or operator must proceedwith the submission of a site investigation
completionreportthatmeetstherequirementsofSection734.330”.

1. If upon completionofthe Stage3 site investigation,therequirementsof Section
734.330(b)(3) and (b)(4) havenot yet beenmeet, would this be consideredan
unusualorextraordinarycircumstance,andwoulda Stage4 siteinvestigationplan
alsoberequiredonatime andmaterialsbasis?

a. If not, why?

H.)In the Boardsdiscussionof issuesin theirProposedRule: First Notice. Opinion and
Order of the Board, it is statedthat “paymentfor costs associatedwith Stage3 site
investigationswill be reimbursedpursuantto Section734.850” (Paymenton Time and’.
MaterialsBasis);however,734.845 (b)(S) statesthat “paymentfor costsassociatedwith .



thepreparationandsubmissionofStage3 site investigationplansmustnot exceeda total
of$3,200.00,while 734.845(a)(5) statesthat “paymentfor costsassociatedwith Stage3
siteinvestigationwill bereimbursedpursuantto Section734850.

1. Hasthis errorbeencorrected? .

I.) TheAgencystatedin testimonythat groundwaterremediationis consideredan alternative
technology,andtheAgency’sproposalfor 732 and 734 indicatesthat paymentfor costs
associatedwith preparationand submissionof correctiveaction plans for conventional
technologymustnot exceeda total of $5,120.00,and paymentfor cost associatedwith
alternativetechnologiesmustbedeterminedon atimeandmaterialsbasis.

1. If a site hasboth soil and groundwatercontamination, is the owner/operator
required to submit two plans, one for conventionaldig and haul for the soil
contamination and one for an alternative technology for the groundwater
contamination?

a. If so,aretheseplansto be submittedconcurrentlyor consecutively?

b. How is theowner/operatorreimbursedfor thepreparationoftheseplans?

2. If theowner/operatorsubmitsa conventionalplan for dig andhaul, conductsthe
remediation and the sidewall or floor samples still exceed the applicable
remediationobjectives,is the owner/operatorto submitan additional corrective
actionplan? .

a. If sohow is theowner/operatorreimbursedforpreparationofthis plan?

3. ‘ Doesthe Agencyintendto limit how manycorrectiveactionplansaresubmitted
for asite?

4. How does the Agency intend to control the costs of alternative technology
correctiveactionplans?

5. Has the Agency consideredrequiring alternativetechnologycorrective action
plansto besubmittedin phases,with the first phaseconsistingofa reviewof two
or moretechnologiesand aproposalfor designofthe chosentechnology,andthe
second phase consisting of the implementationof the selectedremediation
technology?

a. If not, will the Agency developing a framework in which the
owner/operatorssubmitthe alternativetechnologyplansin this mannerto
ensurethecorrectiveactiontechnologychosenis agreeableto the Agency
prior to incurringdesignfees?

1. If not,why?



2. If the Agencywill allow theplansto be submittedin two phases,
will the Agency continueto allow the owner/operatorto request
reimbursementoftheseplansevery90 daysindependentlyof each
other?

a. If not, why?

J.) In the Agency’s proposed734.845 (c)(4) and 732.845 (d)(8), “payment for costs
associatedwith thepreparationand submissionof correctiveaction completionreports
mustnot exceedatotalof $5,120.00”. ,

1. Are individual completion reports to be submitted independentlyfollowing
completion of soil remediation and groundwaterremediation, if conducted
consecutively?

a. If so, is the maximum paymentfor cost associatedwith the preparation
and submissionof correctiveaction completionreportsto be considered
reasonablefor EACH completionreportsubmitted?

1. If not, why?

K.) In the Agency’s proposed734.845 (d)(6)(B) and .732.845 (d)(2), “payment for costs
associatedwith the developmentof Tier 2 or Tier 3 remediationobjectivesmust not
exceeda totalof$800.00. Evaluationunder35 JAC 742 TACO includesevaluationofup
to six (6) separateroutesofpotentialexposurefor fifty-five (55)potential contaminants
of concernas listed in proposed732 and 734 Appendix A and B and may include
calculationto predict‘impact from remaininggroundwatercontamination,evaluationof
bothsurfaceandsub-surfacesoils andevaluationofmixturesofcontaminantsofconcern.
For Tier 3 specifically,theAgency’sownTACO FactSheet1: Introductionindicatesthat
“a Tier 3 review and evaluationdrawson expertisebeyond’the immediateBOL proj.ect
manager”.

1. Given these circumstancesand inherent variability of Tier 2 and Tier 3
evaluationsunderTACO, wouldn’t it seemmoreappropriateto considerpayment
of costs associatedwith the developmentof Tier 2 or Tier 3 remediation
objectiveson atime andmaterialsbasis? .

a. If not,why?

2. How manyTier 3 evaluationsdoes.the LUST sectionreview in one yearon
average? .

3. How many Tier 3 evaluations has the LUST section reviewed in “total,
historically? . .



L.) In the Agency’s proposed734.845 and 732.845, payment for costs associatedwith
professionalconsultingservicesmustnot exceedthe amountsset forth in thosesections,
andsuchcostsinclude,but arenot limited to, applicationsfor paymentfrom theFund.

1. Did the Agencyprovidecostsfor seekingpaymentfrom theFundincluding, but
not limited to, completion~f applicationsfor partialor final payment,pursuantto
proposed732.605 (a)(14) and 734.625 (a)(14), in their proposedmaximum
paymentamountsfor 732.845 (a), (b) and (c), as well as, 734.845 (a), (b)(l),
(b)(3), (b)(5) and(c)?

a. If not, why?

b. If so, how manyapplicationsfor partial or final paymentwereprovided for
undereachprofessionalconsultingservicessub-section?

2. ‘ Did the Agency allow for and include costs for completionof applicationsfor
partial or final payment every 90 days as’ provided for in the Environmental
ProtectionAct SectiOn57.8?

a. If not,why?

3. What unit ratesandhow manyhours did the Agencyuseto determinethe cost
,associatedwith seekingpaymentfrom the Fund including, but not limited to,
completion of applicationsfor partial or final payment,pursuantto proposed
732.605 (a)(14) and 734.625 (a)(14), in their proposedmaximum payment
amountsforprofessionalservices?

4. Will the Agency be requestingdetailedtime and material type breakdownon
invoicesfor itemswhich havemaximumpaymentamountsfor unit rates.or lump
sums? .

a. If yes,why?

5. Will the Agency attempt to control the profit margin on maximum payment

amountsfor unit ratesor lump sums?

a. If yes,whatwill be consideredan appropriateprofit margin,how will these
marginsbedetermined,andwill theybemadeavailableto thepublic?

6. How did the Agency determine $640 was the appropriate amount for
reimbursementof revised corrective action plans if a plan and its associated
budgetmustbe amendeddueto unforeseencircumstances(734.845(f))?

7. If a plan and its associatedbudget must be amendeddue to “unforeseen
circumstances”wouldn’t the amendmentof that plan and budgetlogically fall
undertheunusualor extraordinarycircumstancesprovisionsof734.860?



a. If no, why?

IEPA CONSISTENCY OF REVIEWS

M.)Statisticsderived from the IEPA’s databaseand attachedas.part of CSD’s questions,
showthe Agencyreviewersapprove,with or without modification,50% of the reports
submitted. Some reviewers only approve 25% of the reports, with or without
modifications,while somereviewersapprove75%ofthereports.

1. How doesthe Agency explain this variationof approvalratesbetweenproject
managers?

2. How doesthe Agency explain anoverall averageapprovalrateof only 50%of
submittals?

3. What doesthe Agency intend to do’ to improvethe approvalrateof approvals,
expediteclosure of active incidentnumbers,and ensureconsistencyamongst
reviewers?

4. Will theAgencydevelopastandardfor review?

a. If not,why?

1. Without a writtenstandard,howwill theAgencyassurethepublic
that all Agencyreviewerswill requirethe samelevel of effort for
all items subjectto amaximumpaymentamountand will not, in
some cases, require more information or effort from some
owners/operators or. consultants, without consideration of
providing additional.compensationunderunusualor extraordinary
circumstancesand asaresult, imposeanunfairfinancialpenalty?

b. If theAgency were to developa standardfor reviewwill they,sharethat
standardwith the public so we can.follow it to ensurewe submit the

informationin theformatdesiredbytheAgency?

1. If not,why?

SCOPE OF WORK .

N.) TheBoarddetermineda scopeof work wasnot necessarybecausetheyandthe Agency
believe the variability is accountedfor in the rates. The board further statedthat the
proposal includesa bidding processfor’ projects that cannot be undertakenfor the
maximumratein SubpartH andthat including a scopeof work would be cumbersome.
Statisticsderived from the IEPA’s databaseand attachedas part of CSD’s questions,
show the Agency reviewersapprovewith or ‘without modification only 50% of the
reportssubmitted. CSD finds the 50% approyalrateis troublesome. We would like the



proposedregulationsto bemore explicit sothat wearemorecertainthat weknow what
the Agencywantsin orderto approvea reportwhensubmitted. WhenCSDsubmitsour
reports,we find that eachprojectmanagerat IEPA hashis or herown setof criteria for
approvingreports. Someprojectmanagerswanta completehistoryof theprojectto date
with a table summarizingall ‘the analyticaldatasomeonly wantwhatyou areproposing
for thisparticularstage,somewant 3 crosssections,somewant 2, etc... It is difficult and
frustratingfrom theconsultingsideto knowwhattheAgencyexpectsin eachreport. We
are askingthe IEPA to considera scopeof work to help ensureconsistencyamongst
project managersand in turn, promote consistencyamongst consulting firms’ and
streamlinetheAgencyreviewand approvalprocess.

1. Will the Agencyconsidermodifying the standardformsprescribedandprovided
by the Agency,asrequiredin proposed732.110(a) and734.135 (a), to include
morespecificdetailsofwhat is requiredto besubmittedin thereport?

a. If not, why?’

b. If theAgencyconsidersthis effort to be too burdensome,will the Agency
considerestablishinga work groupof consultantsandIEPA reviewersto
proposerevisionsto theforms?

1. If no, why?

2. ‘ How wasthe variability from site to sitebeentakeninto accountin development
ofthemaximumpaymentamountsassuggestedby Mr. Clay?

3. Why doestheAgencybelieve’that a definedscopeof work is not necessaryfor
someif not everyaspectof a UST cleanupto determinereasonablemaximum
paymentamounts,whentheAgency’sown solution to determinereasonableness
as an alternativeto the maximum paymentamountsvia the bidding process
proposedin 734.855is predicateduponbidsbeingbasedon the same“scopeof
work”?

UNUSUAL OR EXTRAORDINARY CIRCUMSTANCES

0.) In theAgency’sproposed734.860and732.860,unusualorextraordinarycircumstances,
theprovisionsfor administeringthesesubsectionsaresomewhatvagueandarbitrary.

1. How often doesthe Agency expectto grant site specific maximum payment
amountsforunusualorextraordinarycircumstances?

2. What are some additional examplesof situations which the Agency would
considerto bean unusualorextraordinarycircumstance?

3. Whatwould theAgencyconsiderto beausualor ordinarycircumstance?



4. Whatprocedurewill the Agencyestablishfor thepublic to useif they feel they
havean extraordinarycircumstance?

5. . Whattypeof informationwill be requiredto demonstrateto the Agencythat the
costs for which a site specific maximumpaymentamount arebeingsought, are
the result of an unusualor extraordinarycircumstance,are unavoidable,are
reasonable,andarenecessary?

5. Will theAgency’sdecisionson extraordinarycircumstancesbe subjectto appeal
to theBoard?

a. If not, why?

6 Would theAgencybe willing to post a QuestionandAnswertypepageon their
website in order to track and inform owner/operatorsandconsultantsregarding
,requestsfor unusual’or extraordinarycircumstances,aswell as, the Agency’s
decisionsregardingwhetherornot thosesituationswereconsideredto beunusual
or extraordinaryand / or questionsreceivedby the Agency regardinggeneral
administrationofprogram? .

a. If not,why? ‘



IBPA Unit ManagerandProjectManagerResDonseTyDe Analysis 2003to Present
Includesboth initial andamendedsubmittals

Average
IQI~i Daysfor

Decisions ‘ Resnonse

Averaee
Daysfor

Anprovals ADoroval
Modified
orDenied

Average
Daysfor
Mod/Den

McGill 596 18.37% 36 414 69.46% 31.75 182 30.54% 45.75
Rossi . 540 16.64% 38 290 53.70% 35.21 250 46.30% 41.92
Davis 443 13.65% 30 197 44.47% 25.36 246 55.53% 33.67
Hale 407 12.54% 56 191 46.93% 44.49 216 53.07% 66.18
Zuehlke 386 11.90% 44 159 41.19% 32.38 227 58.81% 48.69
Kaiser 326 10.05% 58 164 50.31% 48.87 162 49.69% 68.22
Rothenng 293 9.03% 58 184 62.80% 53.14 109 37.20% ‘67.13
Femandes 254 7.83% 44 143 56.30% 44.71 III 43.70% 43.98

~
Malcom 682 25.24% 33 273 40.03% 30.50 409 59.97% ‘33.85.
Hawbaker 403 ‘14.91% 90 183 45.41% 83.09 220 54.59% 95.63.
Donnelly 391 14.47% 41 111 28.39% 39.78 280 71.61% 41.71
Kuhlman 364 13.47% 78 188 51.65% 71.31 176 48.35% 86.02
Weller 353 13.06% 98 125 35.41% 88.93 228 64.59% 103.03
Bauer 271 10.03% 96 70 25.83% 91.16 201 74.17% 98.06
Schwartzkopf 238 8.81% 108 108 45.38% 100.50 , 130 54.62% 114.96

~‘..,.‘,.

Benanti 420 20.96% 101 143. 34.05% 87.27 277 65.95% 108.39
Piggush 347 17.32% 116 181 52.16% 113.38 ‘ 166 47.84% 119.31’
Heaton 294 14.67% 86 118 40.14% ‘ 77.86 176 5.9.86% 91.95
Putrich 214 10.68% 39 98 45.79% 41.10 116 54.21% 37.24
McCain 193 9.63% 95 111 57.51% 89.05 82’ 42.49% 102.95
Friedel 189 9.43% 95 83 43.92% , 91.64 .106 56.08% 97.31
Rahman 168 8.38% 68 89 52.98% 59.64 79 47.02% 77.29
Urish , 167 8.33%’ 58 99 59.28% 54.02 68 40.72% 62.87
Daly ‘ 8 0.40% 5.1 7 87.50% 56.57 1 12.50% 14.00
Lowder 4 0.20% 368 0 0.00% 0.00 4 100.00% 368.00

367 19.60%
332 17.74%
330 17.63%
242 12.93%
219 11.70%
200 10.68%

88 4.70%
79 4.22%
14 0.75%

1 0.05%

66 200 54.50%
59 154 46.39%
36 132 40.00%
80 170 70.25%
89 121 55.25%
83 131 65.50%
77 37 42.05%
52 ‘ 46 58.23%
40 9 64.29%
30 1 100.00%

Barrett
Wallace
Myers
Hamilton
Ransdell
Covert
Thorsen
Tucka
Dolan
Nickell

Jones
Bloome
Gaydosh
Layman
South
Kasa
Ingold
Dilbaitis
Reynolds

63.88
54.54
31.86
80.66
79.56
78.05
69.84
49.41
47.22
30.00

167 45.50%
178 53.61%
198 60.00%
72 29.75%
98 44.75%
69 34.50%
51 57.95%
33 41.77%

5 35.71%
0 0.00%

69.39
63.02
38.03
78.67

101.19
92.94
81.57
56.00
27.00

0.00

532 35.70%
308 20.67%
282 18.93%
165 11.07%
74 4.97%
42 2.82%
32 2.15%
28 1.88%
27 1.81%

51 292 54.89% 45.73 240 45.11% 56.41
69 206 66.88% 67.54 102 33.12% 73.09

112 168 59.57% 105.76 114 40.43% 120.93
100 97 58.79% 90.37 68 41.21% 114.35
52 43 58.11% 47.33 31 41.89% 58.00
44 33 78.57% 38.09 9 21.43% 65.33
79 25 78.13% 81.20 ‘ 7 21.88% 71.00
49 23 82.14% 51.57 5. 17.86% 39.60
,84 18 66.67% 77.11 9 33.33% 98.00

GRAND TOTAL 11,313 65 5,63549.81% 59.90 5,678 50.19% 70.71
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