
  
 

LAND USE HEARING OFFICER VARIANCE REPORT 
 

APPLICATION NUMBER: VAR 24-0642 RIVERVIEW 

LUHO HEARING DATE:  June 24, 2024 CASE REVIEWER:  Richard Perez, AICP 
 

REQUEST:  The applicant is requesting a variance to waive the required sidewalks along the 
project’s roadway frontage on Simmons Ranch Court. The property is zoned Agricultural Single 
Family 1 (AS-1) and is designated Suburban Mixed Use 6 (SMU-6) within the County’s Urban 
Service Area. 

 
VARIANCE(S): 

 
   
FINDINGS: 
 

 Provided as Exhibit A, are a set of protocols designed to assist staff’s implementation of 
certain sections of the Land Development Code (LDC).  These protocols have been 
implemented by the County Engineer as an interpretation of relevant sidewalk regulations 
as provided for within the LDC.  
 

 Provided as Exhibit B, is a copy of the 2023 County Transportation Technical Manual, 
Section 2.9 pertaining to the technical design standards for sidewalks.  These technical 
standards are approved by the County Engineer to provide guidance on design of roads 
related to subdivision and site plan developments. 
 

 The applicant states that the alleged hardship is unique and singular to the subject 
property due to the fact the site being within “a small subdivision of 12 homes. 7 with no 
sidewalks” and “sidewalk will require fill and regrading of the drainage and movement of 
utilities and possibly the hydrant”. Staff finds that the applicant has failed to outline or 
describe a specific hardship that does not apply to any other property that is not 
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The developer 
would not be 
required to 

construct sidewalk 
along the 
property’s 

Simmons Ranch 
Ct. frontage. 

6.02.08.A. 
6.02.08.B.2. 
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compliant with the LDC requirements to provide sidewalks by the time of issuance of the 
certificate of occupancy regardless of the existing condition of adjacent properties 
constructed prior to subject property.  Staff also finds that all types of residential and non-
residential developments within the County are required to construct sidewalks along 
their frontage with similar conditions that require filling regrading and/or designing 
around existing utilities. The Land Development Code provides for the flexibility to 
locate the frontage sidewalk on the subject property and establish an easement where 
there is limited right of way to construct a sidewalk along the project frontage pursuant to 
LDC, Sec. 6.03.02.D. 
 

 The applicant asserts that “Subd[ivision] plat does not have sidewalks” and that the 
“Initial approved plans by the county did not include a sidewalk.”  Staff finds that 
subdivision plats are not required to show sidewalks and residential single family 
subdivision plans with standard zoning districts, such as this one, are not required to 
show them because the sidewalk is required to be constructed by the individual internal 
lots at the time of construction and prior to issuance of certificate of occupancy pursuant 
to LDC, Section 6.02.08.B.2., “Prior to release of Certificates of Occupancy, sidewalks 
along buildable lots shall be constructed in the right-of-way along the entire width of the 
lot. The developer/builder shall be responsible for the construction of sidewalks for each 
individual lot(s).” 
 

 With regards to the second criteria, staff finds the applicant was non-responsive.  The 
applicant states that “Typically sidewalk provide a dedicated and complete route for a 
pedestrian. That is impossible here. Also this is a small subdivision”. Staff finds that 
pursuant to LDC, Sec. 6.02.08. that sidewalks are required along the frontage of 
development to provide for safe pedestrian circulation.  As such the lack of the sidewalks 
make walking unsafe.  Staff finds that there is a hospital on Simmons Loop road 
approximately a half mile from the subject property and a majority of the route to it has 
sidewalks to enable pedestrians to walk to it, and there are four schools within less than 
1.5 miles of the subject property: East Bay Christian School, Belmont Elementary 
School, Creek Side Charter School, Sumner High School. See Exhibit C: Map of Hospital 
and Schools. 
 
Furthermore, the applicant also states that the “sidewalk now interferes with utilities, 
drainage and possibly the hydrant.” Staff notes that there is no “right” to not construct 
ADA compliant sidewalks for the purposes of providing safe pedestrian access to limit 
the cost of designing compliant development; as such, no deprivation of rights can or will 
occur.   
 

 With regard to the third criteria, the applicant states in the variance request that “the 
condition of no sidewalk is prevalent in the subdivision.” Staff finds that waiving the 
requirement to construct the sidewalk would deprive pedestrians traveling to or from 
properties located east and west of the property use of the sidewalk, a safer path of travel. 
The presence or absence of sidewalks along properties within the surrounding area is 
immaterial to the above referenced requirements relating to the provision of external 
sidewalks. 
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 The applicant’s response to the fourth criteria states “The intent of the code is to create a 
dedicated and complete pedestrian path. This is impossible for this parcel to provide 
because adjacent parcels are built and approved with no sidewalk.” The presence or 
absence of sidewalks along properties within the surrounding area is immaterial to the 
above referenced requirements relating to the provision of external sidewalks. 
Additionally, the existing condition does not preclude that sidewalk could be built along 
the roadway, and in front of the other properties, at some time in the future.  

 
 With regard to the fourth criteria, staff notes the following sections of the Hillsborough 

County Comprehensive Plan, Mobility Element in support of the required sidewalks: 
o Goal 1, “Build and maintain a transportation system that supports the needs of all 

users with respect to ability, resources, identity and mode preference.” 
o Objective 1.2, “Consider both positive and negative socio-economic, physical and 

mental health impacts of transportation projects, especially on underserved 
communities including people with disabilities, chronic diseases and limited 
resources.” 

o Goal 2. “Achieve Vision Zero by providing a multimodal transportation system 
that prioritizes the safety of all roadway users.” 

o Objective 2. “Protect vulnerable users, such as bicyclists, pedestrians, children, 
seniors and people with disabilities, through a Safe Systems Approach, speed 
management techniques and context-sensitive multimodal facility design.”  

o Goal 4, “Provide safe and convenient connections within the transportation 
network that support multimodal access to key destinations, such as community 
focal points, employment centers and services throughout the County.” 

o Policy 4.1.2, “Require pedestrian and bicycle interconnections between adjacent, 
compatible development…” 

o Goal 5, “Create a sustainable transportation system that allows people to take 
their mode of choice to access necessities, opportunities, recreation and each 
other.” 

o Objective 5.3, “New development shall mitigate its impact on the multimodal 
transportation network.” 

o Objective 5.7, “Build a comprehensive bicycle/pedestrian system, including 
multiuse trails or side paths, sidewalks, pedestrian crossings and on-road bicycle 
facilities, to attract more people to walk and bicycle for all trip purposes.” 

 
Staff also notes the following sections from the Community Design Component of the 
Future Land Use Element in support of the required sidewalks: 

o Policy 15-1.1, “Design pedestrian facilities for designated roadways in urban and 
suburban areas to include the following considerations: Continuous sidewalks, 
free of obstruction…” 

o Policy 15-1.2, “Provide direct routes between destinations, minimize potential 
conflicts between pedestrian and automobiles…” 

 
 As it relates to the Hillsborough County Land Development Code Section 6.02.08. 

standards requiring sidewalks for all subdivisions, staff notes the following subsections:  
 

o Sec. 6.02.08. A. “Sidewalks shall be required in all Land Use categories where 
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necessary to provide for safe pedestrian circulation. [emphasis added] 
 
Public sidewalks and public sidewalk curb ramps shall conform to the current 
Transportation Technical Manual.” 

o Sec. 6.02.08. B.2. “Prior to release of Certificates of Occupancy, sidewalks along 
buildable lots shall be constructed in the right-of-way along the entire width of the 
lot. The developer/builder shall be responsible for the construction of sidewalks 
for each individual lot(s).” 

o TTM Sec. 2.9.9, (as referenced in Sec. 6.02.08.A) states that “Sidewalks are 
required on both sides of the road. Exceptions to this requirement must be 
expressly permitted by the County LDC and reviewed and approved by the County 
Engineer. [emphasis added] 

 
 With regard to the fifth criteria, staff finds that the applicant has failed to define a 

hardship or explain how the developer’s petition does not constitute a self-imposed 
action/hardship.  The applicant’s statement that “The conditions are the results of others 
that there are no sidewalks, and the County’s approval of plans that show no sidewalk, 
and the plat. The house across the street was just built and was CO'ed with no sidewalk.” 
is immaterial.  Sidewalks are required pursuant to LDC, Sec. 6.02.08, and there are only 
two ways that the requirement can be waived.  

o The County Engineer, as directed by the BoCC, and under the authority cited in 
the County Transportation Technical Manual, Sec. 2.9.9. “Sidewalks are required 
on both sides of the road. Exceptions to this requirement must be expressly 
permitted by the County LDC and reviewed and approved by the County 
Engineer.” [emphasis added] may administratively waive the sidewalk 
requirement, and 

o The Land Use Hearing Officer (LUHO) variance process. 
 

Staff finds that there is no record of any approvals to waive the sidewalks for any of the 
other properties in the immediate area, the subdivision plat or any other plans that the 
applicant has referenced.  However, the existing condition of the other properties are 
immaterial to the implementation of the LDC standards and requirements. 
 
Furthermore, staff finds that the property owner sought the County Engineer’s approval 
to waive the required sidewalk along the frontage and, on August 18, 2023, the County 
Engineer concluded that the sidewalk is required to be constructed. 
 

 With regards to the sixth criteria, the applicant states “It will allow this parcel and 
applicant to exist as the many others, not cause intrusion and costs to move utilities and 
possibly a hydrant and recognize the plat and prior county approval.” Staff finds that the 
applicant has failed, as required in the application, to explain how allowing the variance 
would “…result in substantial justice being done, considering both the public benefits 
intended to be secured by this Code and the individual hardships that will be suffered by 
a failure to grant a variance.” [emphasis added]. Staff notes that constructing the 
sidewalk along the subject property frontage consistent with LDC sidewalk requirements 
is not a hardship. Furthermore, staff finds that the absence of sidewalks is less safe than 
the presence of sidewalks and therefore the request to waive the sidewalk diminishes the 
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public benefit that sidewalks are intended to provide.  

Staff finds there is no information in the record indicating how a waiver of the required 
sidewalks would facilitate and accommodate safe pedestrian circulation or provide 
accessible routes.  Staff finds the applicant has failed to describe how approval of the 
variance request would result in substantial justice to those pedestrians who would use 
the sidewalk.  

The site is located within a +/- 0.5 mile walking distance of St. Joesph Hospital off of 
Simmons Loop.  See Exhibit C: Map of Hospital and Schools. 

Florida Administrative Code Section 6A-3.001 defines a reasonable walking distance as 
up to 2 miles between the home and school and one 1.5 miles between the home and an 
assigned bus stop.

Staff finds that the followings schools are within 1.5 miles of the site (See Map in Exhibit 
C): 

o East Bay Christian School: +/-0.61 miles
o Belmont Elementary School: +/-0.76 miles
o Creek Side Charter School: +/-0.88 miles
o Sumner High School: +/-1.38 miles

On January 6, 2016 the Hillsborough BOCC adopted Resolution R16-007 pertaining to 
“Vision Zero” (the County’s goal that no loss of life is acceptable on County roadways).  

There is no credible information within the record indicating that pedestrian traffic can be 
safely accommodated without installation of a sidewalk.

DISCLAIMER:
The variance listed above is based on the information provided in the application by the applicant.  
Additional variances may be needed after the site has applied for development permits.  The 
granting of these variances does not obviate the applicant or property owner from attaining all 
additional required approvals including but not limited to: subdivision or site development 
approvals and building permit approvals.

ADMINISTRATOR’S SIGN-OFF

Sheida Tirado, P.E.
Attachments: Protocol for Implementation of Sidewalks; Transportation Technical Manual; Hospital and 
School Map

Sheida Tirado P E
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EXHIBIT A







2.9 SIDEWALKS 

2.9.1 The direction in Sections 2.9.2 through 2.9.9 will supersede the FDM design criteria. 

2.9.2 Sidewalk Configuration 
All proposed sidewalks are to have an Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) compliant pedestrian 
ramps connecting the pedestrian path to the crossing road. Curbs will be designed according to 
Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) Standard Plans Index 522- 002 so that the slope 
from the gutter line to the back of curb matches the slope of the ramp. The curb slope and the ramp 
slope must not exceed 1:12. The sidewalk ramps must be oriented, so the centerline of the 
pedestrian ramp is perpendicular to the road traversed. Ramps angled at 45 degrees into the 
intersection will not be allowed. 

2.9.3 The pedestrian crossing must occur between the stop sign and the edge of pavement on the 
intersecting minor road. Hillsborough County Pedestrian Ramp Configuration Index PRC-001 is 
provided to illustrate sidewalk curb ramp configurations at “4-Leg” intersections and “3-Leg” 
intersections. Where an arterial or collector road intersects with a local road the pedestrian local 
road crossing must occur between the stop bar and the edge of pavement. 

2.9.4 Sidewalks must extend to the roadway at all intersections. Curb ramps are required at all locations 
where the sidewalk meets the road. 
2.9.4.1 Midblock crossings on all roads must be approved by the TSD. 

2.9.5 Sidewalk widths and thicknesses on local roads 
2.9.5.1 Sidewalk widths on arterial and collector roads must meet the design criteria established 

in the FDOT Design Manual Section 222 Pedestrian Facilities. The standard thickness 
of a sidewalk on arterial and collector roads is six inches. 

2.9.5.2 Sidewalk widths on local roads must be five feet or greater. The standard thickness of a 
sidewalk on local roads is four inches, except for sidewalks at driveways, curb ramps, 
and on maintenance berms of retention/detention ponds, where the thickness must be six 
inches. Where access to the pond for maintenance purposes crosses this sidewalk, the 
thickness must be six inches for a minimum length of 20 feet centered on the access. The 
manner of how the access will be identified is subject to approval by County staff. This 
location must be clearly identified in the plans. 

2.9.6 Sidewalks, curb ramps, and handicap ramps must be constructed of Portland Cement Concrete, 
Class I.  Materials and construction methods must conform to the latest version of the FDOT 
Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction. 

2.9.7 Detectable warning surfaces must meet all FDOT criteria including the latest versions of Standard 
Plans Index 522-002, Standard Specifications Section 527, and the Approved Products List (APL). 
The preferred color for curb ramp detectable warning surfaces is red. Should the background color 
of the sidewalk surface be red, a contrasting color must be approved by the County prior to 
installation. 

2.9.8 When street trees are to be provided by the LDC or other regulation/criteria, sidewalk protection at 
the trees is required. The length of the required protection must be five feet on either side of the 
centerline (longitudinally) of the required tree. For additional information, refer to Tree Protection 
Details TD-16. 
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2.9.9 Sidewalks are required on both sides of the road. Exceptions to this requirement must be expressly 
permitted by the County LDC and reviewed and approved by the County Engineer. 

2.10 BICYCLE FACILITIES AND SHARED USE PATHS (MULTI-USE TRAIL) 

2.10.1 When selected, bicycle facilities must be designed to meet the standards in the latest editions of the 
HCTDM. 

2.10.2 When selected, shared use paths (multi-use trail) must be designed to meet the standards in the 
latest edition of the HCTDM Section 2.1.5 (Shared Use Paths within the road right-of-way) and 
2.1.7 (Shared Use Paths with independent right-of-way). 

2.11 DEAD END STREETS 

2.11.1 All dead-end streets that are greater than 150 feet must be designed to meet the requirements for a 
fire truck turnaround and meet LDC criteria. The maximum length for a dead-end street must be 
1000 feet, unless otherwise approved. 

2.11.2 Cul-de-sacs must be constructed at the end of dead-end streets. When the length of the street is 150 
feet or less, the cul-de-sac can be constructed in accordance with the Cul-De-Sac Typical Detail 
TD-4, Sheet 1 of 2. However, when the length of a dead-end street is greater than 150 feet, the cul-
de-sac must be constructed in accordance with the Cul-De-Sac Typical Detail TD-4, Sheet 2 of 2, 
which meets the fire code for fire truck turnarounds. 

2.11.3 Where a street is to be continued when adjacent property is subdivided, or during phased 
construction, a temporary "T" type turnaround will be required when the street is 150 feet or more 
in length as measured from the nearest intersection.  The "T" type turnaround will be constructed 
in accordance with the Temporary Dead End Treatment Typical Details TD-3 and must be clearly 
delineated per FDOT Standard Plans 700-109. 

2.12 BUFFER WALLS 

2.12.1 General: Buffer walls must be constructed along all arterial and collector roadways that abut all 
residential land uses that are processed through the Subdivision and/or Site Development 
Regulations of the LDC. For additional information, refer to Buffer Wall/Berm Typical Details 
TD-10 drawing. Buffer wall design should consider connectivity of pedestrians between 
developments and public facilities providing sidewalks and shared use paths (multi-use trail) at 
appropriate locations. Appropriate points of connection must be coordinated with the adjacent off-
site property. 

2.12.2 Horizontal Location 
2.12.2.1 Buffer walls, including footings, must be parallel to and outside of the right-of-way. 
2.12.2.2 In order to provide for the safe functional use of the sidewalk, a flat grass area measuring 

a minimum of two feet in width must be maintained between the outer edge of sidewalks 
and the closest portion of the buffer wall structure. 

2.12.2.3 Where permanent easements are parallel to and contiguous to the road right-of-way, all 
structural elements of the buffer wall must be outside of the easement. 

2.12.3 Ownership and Maintenance: Hillsborough County will not be responsible for any maintenance or 
liability associated with the buffer walls. Buffer walls must be owned and maintained by the 
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Pressman and Assoc., Inc. 
GoverNmentAL and Public Affairs 
200 2nd Avenue, South, #451, St. Petersburg, FL. 33701  
727-804-1760, Fx. (888) 977-1179 
E-MAIL, Todd@Pressmaninc.com 
 
 

WRITTEN STATEMENT 
 
 
Requesting there is no sidewalk where a sidewalk is required for this property 
 
This is a small subdividsion of 12 homes. 7 have been built with no sidewalks, this is the 8th.  
The subd. plat does not have sidewalks. The parcels along the same side of the street do not have 
sidewalks so this required sidewalk would be a sidewalk to no where. Initial approved plans by 
the county did not include a sidewalk.  The applicant states that the house across thestreet has 
been CO’ed and there is no sidewalk. The sidewalk will require fill and regradingof the drainage 
and movement of utilities and possibly the hydrant. 

24-0642
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This is a small subdividsion of 12 homes. 7 have been built with no sidewalks, this is the 8th.  The subd. plat 
does not have sidewalks. The parcels along the same side of the street do not have sidewalks so this required 
sidewalk would be a sidewalk to no where. Initial approved plans by the county did not include a sidewalk.  
The applicant states that the house across thestreet has been CO’ed and there is no sidewalk. The sidewalk 
will require fill and regradingof the drainage and movement of utilities and possibly the hydrant.

Typically sidewalk provide a dedicated and complete route for a pedestrian.  That is impossible here.  Also this is 
a small subdivision.  The plan approval of no sidewalk now interferes with utilities, drainage and possibly the 
hydrant. 

the condition of no sidewalk is prevalent in the subdivision.  

The intent of the code is to create a dedicated and complete pedestrian path.  This is impossible for this parcel to 
provide because adjacent parcels are built and approved with no sidewalk. 

The conditions are the results of others that there are no sidewalks, and the County’s approval of plans that show 
no sidewalk, and the plat. 

It will allow this parcel and applicant to exist as the many others, not cause intrusion and costs to move utilities
and possibly a hydrant and recognize the plat and prior county approval.

24-0642

This is a small subdividsion of 12 homes. 7 with no sidewalks, this is the 8th. The subd. plat does
not have sidewalks. The parcels along the same side of the street do not have sidewalks so this
required sidewalk would be a sidewalk to no where. Initial approved plans by the county did not
include a sidewalk. The sidewalk will require fill and regrading of the drainage and movement of
utilities and possibly the hydrant

Typically sidewalk provide a dedicated and complete route for a pedestrian. That is impossible
here. Also this is
a small subdivision. The plan approval of no sidewalk now interferes with utilities, drainage and
possibly the hydrant.

the condition of no sidewalk is prevalent in the subdivision.

The intent of the code is to create a dedicated and complete pedestrian path. This is impossible
for this parcel to
provide because adjacent parcels are built and approved with no sidewalk.

The conditions are the results of others that there are no sidewalks, and the County’s approval of
plans that show no sidewalk, and the plat. The house across the tsreet was just built and was
CO'ed with no sidewalk.

It will allow this parcel and applicant to exist as the many others, not cause intrusion and costs to
move utilities
and possibly a hydrant and recognize the plat and prior county approval.
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todd pressman, pressman & Assoc., Inc.

04/04/2024

06/24/2024 BOCC  355488

10014 Simmons Ranch Ct. Riverview, FL

18/31/20 77771.9106 AS-1 SMU-6 1.81

Sameer H. Nagamia 813-253-2700

11306 Emerald Shire Dr. Riveriew, FL 33579

shnagamia@gmail.com

Todd Pressman 727-804-1760

200 2nd ave., south #451 st. peterebsurg, FL 33701

todd@pressmaninc.com

todd pressman 727-804-1760

200 2nd ave., south, #451 st. petersburg, FL 33701

todd@pressmaninc,.com

todd pressman, pressman & assoc., Inc

5488

24-0642

Received on 
04/04/2024 
Development Services 



24-0642

todd@pressmaninc.com

04/04/2024
06/24/2024 BOCC  355488

todd pressman 727-804-1760

5488

24-0642



!"#$%&'()*+#,"-(+)'.(&&/0+#+12.'$+1)-3'*&+#(4"

56789:8;<8=> !"#"$%&'%&()*+,-%.")/

?=>8>@'$A<B@=7C 01&#$.2).&(2

?=>8>@ 0345

4B9;78D<8=> 01&#$.2).&(2,4,3#"12*46(7#2/

#? 894:;<=

*E==:'?=>BFG' ,0>?0,@6,ABCBA0D,6D@@E,
F0G0>E,

*(#,'!A>BE :<55F

*(#,'!A>BE 5H:<=-:<55F

/6HH8I F

%HHB;<8JB'4A<B IJ.,0.1,H9,H::9

!7B'KLLM'*E==:'?=>B K

!7B'KLLM'*87N'!A>BE 5H:55H:<55-

$=6><C'O8:B'!EA>>8>@'"7BA >#L*&L#*M

$=NN6>8<C'0A9B'!EA>>8>@'

"7BA

3%.)J3J%&*

$=NN6>8<C'0A9B'!EA>>8>@'

"7BA

>#L*&L#*M

$B>969'4A<A I&($)N,:5O::=
P2%$QN,5:55

*6<67B'&A>:69B 3A!4R

17PA>'/B7J8;B'"7BA !30

,=P8E8<C'"99B99NB><'

489<78;<

!&S("

,=P8E8<C'0B>BH8<'489<78;< O

*87B'(NDA;<'*BB 3%.)J

!A7Q9R/;S==E9'(NDA;<'*BB 3@!IF

#+OR-7A>9D=7<A<8=>'

(NDA;<'*BB

G@C?,8

O8>:'0=7>B'4BP789'"7BA 5O:,ATF,0&*(

$=NDB<8<8JB'/8<B9 C@

#B:BJBE=DNB><'"7BA C@

*=E8=F,====5U85:R
!()F,!4594;54H:4=;:4::::::4::::;U:

3(7**&,F,C(1(7#(
,A8E8>@'"::7B99F'

55;:R,?7*&(2+,3J%&*,E&
".22

>#L*&L#*MV,62,;;<=84OH::
/8<B'"::7B99F,

5::5O,3#77%"W,>("$J,-)
>#L*&L#*MV,62,;;<=9X

/%$T-O)T#)2F'594;54H:
";7BA@BF'5U95R:5

,A7QB<'UAE6BF'Y5=5V=O;U::
&A>:69B'$=:BF'::::,Z($("),>*W#+*")

X
F#22WS%&%.1J, -%.")/, 7(Q*W, "%, M(&&(")/V, &*'&*W*")()#%", %&, 1.(&(")/, (W, )%, )J*, $%")*")V, W*[.*"$*V, ($$.&($/V, )#7*2#"*WWV, %&,
$%7'2*)*"*WW,%\,("/,%\, )J*,1*%+()(, #"\%&7()#%",'&%L#+*+,J*&*#"U,IJ*,&*(+*&,WJ%.2+,"%),&*2/,%",)J*,+()(,'&%L#+*+,J*&*#",\%&,("/,
&*(W%"U, F#22WS%&%.1J, -%.")/, *]'2#$#)2/, +#W$2(#7W, ("/, &*'&*W*")()#%"W, ("+, M(&&(")#*WV, #"$2.+#"1V, M#)J%.), 2#7#)()#%"WV, )J*, #7'2#*+,
M(&&(")#*W,%\,7*&$J(")(S#2#)/,("+,\#)"*WW,\%&,(,'(&)#$.2(&,'.&'%W*U,F#22WS%&%.1J,-%.")/,WJ(22,(WW.7*,"%,2#(S#2#)/,\%&N
5U,0"/,*&&%&V,%7#WW#%"WV,%&,#"($$.&($#*W,#",)J*,#"\%&7()#%",'&%L#+*+,&*1(&+2*WW,%\,J%M,$(.W*+U
@&
HU,0"/,+*$#W#%",7(+*,%&,($)#%",)(Q*",%&,"%),)(Q*",S/,("/,'*&W%",#",&*2#("$*,.'%",("/,#"\%&7()#%",%&,+()(,\.&"#WJ*+,J*&*."+*&U

,T(1*,5,%\,5

J))'WN^^7('WUJ#22WS%&%.1J$%.")/U%&1^E3E^E3EUJ)72 24-0642



< THIS PAGE WAS INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK >

< THIS PAGE WAS INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK >


