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MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR DEFAULT
Description of the Case
In March 2012, the plaintiff's three-family residence in Hartford was cited by the
defendant for blight, resulting, several weeks thereafter and following a clean-up effort by
the plaintiff and helpers, in the imposition of fines of $100 per day per violation and the
recording of liens to secure them. The plaintiff's property was one of 41 targeted for
aggressive enforcement and was among the first to be assessed with fines. The plaintiff
appealed the citation, unsuccessfully, to a hearing officer (as had several other property
owners; all appealed citations were upheld ), whereupon she appealed the hearing
officer’s decision to this court, in which proceeding the liens were discharged and the
fines rescinded by stipulation of the parties. The plaintiff complains that the citation
issued to her was without foundation and that the process used to cite her was arbitrary
and capricious. The plaintiff complains that the citation and consequent liens resulted in
the sudden diminution in the value of her property, forcing her to sell it at a depressed
price, and, further, that the citation and liens caused her to incur expenses for legal
services and to be disturbed in the quiet enjoyment of her property. The defendant denies
that its process was deficient and pleads by way of special defense that the plaintiff’s
action should be precluded as res judicata, by operation of the stipulation of the parties in
the appeal of the citation, fines and liens. The plaintiff denies the material allegations of
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the special defense.
The plaintiff and defendant jointly agreed in the Trial Management Report that the
materials requested by the plaintiff and itemized in Schedule A had not been disclosed.
The defendant disclosed some but not all of the requested items at the Trial Management
Conference, and the plaintiff now moves the court to default the defendant for its failure
to produce certain of those items and for its willful refusal to disclose several of them.
Each of four critical items is discussed in turn, followed by a discussion of defense
prospects, all by way of rationale for entering a default and judgment for the plaintiff.
Evidence to be adduced at the trial of this matter, including documents that were made a
part of the record in the appeal of the citation, has been aggregated for convenience at
www.guy2k.com/dzis, where there are links to individual items.
Internal Review
The plaintiff has requested the full text of a certain preliminary internal review
prepared by the City’s Chief Operating Officer and Corporation Counsel for the Court of
Common Council, to which reference was made in a certain article in the Hartford
Courant of August 31, 2012, the text of which article is attached as Exhibit A. This
suppressed internal review is known to be highly critical of those responsible for
administering the policy that injured the plaintiff. According to the account of Courant
reporter Jenna Carlesso, who will be subpoenaed by the plaintiff and who was afforded
access to the review, its author Chief Operating Officer David Panagore made admissions
that city officials involved in the regime failed to properly supervise their employees and
were in dire need of professional leadership training. The article refers to an admission
that there was a breakdown in communication and coordination among the initiative's
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four team captains and other city departments, including housing, health and human
services, public works and license and inspection. The report also says that city managers
in several departments, including health and human services, housing, and license and
inspection, didn't provide the proper oversight to employees involved in the initiative.
It is reasonable to infer that the admissions contained in this suppressed document
describe instances of mismanagement of precisely the character complained of by the
plaintiff, detailing criticism of the regime's selective enforcement protocols with their
overly harsh penalties and criticism of the arbitrary choice of premises to cite, sham
citations, premature lien filings, corrupt inspectors, no-documentation complaints, and
biased hearing officers, all subjects of the plaintiff's claims.
Suppressed Report
The plaintiff requested the full text of a certain final report of the Chief Operating
Officer to the Court of Common Council, to which reference was made in a certain article
in the Hartford Courant of September 10, 2012, the text of which article is attached as
Exhibit B. According to Courant reporter Jenna Carlesso's account, this report reflects the
critical findings of the internal review discussed above and was never released to the
public but suppressed in favor of a replacement report that was much less critical of the
administration of the anti-blight regime. According to Carlesso's account, the author of
the report admits that LSNI (the abbreviation used by the City to refer to the anti-blight
regime) repeatedly received complaints from property owners stating that when they try
to contact the housing division to find out about the funding opportunities, no one
answers the phone or returns their calls. In the revised report, this is abbreviated to a
failure of the LSNI and housing division funding programs to effectively integrate. The
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disparities between the suppressed report and its replacement tend to support the
plaintiff's claims of arbitrariness and malfeasance. There are likely admissions by the
City anticipating the disaster that finally resulted from this regime. The author of the
suppressed report, Chief Operating Officer David Panagore, resigned a few days after the
less critical report was released, and the sanitized report went out over the name of the
corporation counsel and acting chief operating officer Saundra Kee Borges, who held
both positions for many months thereafter. There is every reason to infer that David
Panagore's resignation involved issues surrounding mismanagement of the anti-blight
regime, a circumstance that would materially support the plaintiff's claims.
Quarterly Reports
The plaintiff requested quarterly Chief Operating Officer's reports after September 12,
2012. The reports are mandatory under Section 9-96 of the anti-blight ordinance. The
lack of reporting puts the acting chief operating officer in violation of the city code and
signals the abandonment of the policy that brought financial ruin to the plaintiff and
brought most of the regime's priority projects themselves to ruin. Two years and three
months after the final report, there is serious decay in the precise areas targeted by the
city. The mayor and former acting chief operating officer will be asked at trial to account
for the condition of the properties whose equity of ownership was confiscated by their
administration under this regime. They will be presented with graphic evidence (linked
from guy2k.com/dzis) of the failure of their regime. The absence of quarterly reports for
over two years will oblige them to confess failure and admit mismanagement amounting
to malfeasance and a denial of due process and equal protection of the laws.
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Hearing Officer Performance
The plaintiff has been rebuffed in her request for notes, memoranda, forms, transcripts
or other documents prepared, completed or generated by or at the direction of Matthew
Forrest in his capacity as attorney hearing officer in connection with anti-blight citations.
It seems unlikely that this hearing officer would have decided only a single case. It is a
fair inference that this hearing officer decided others of the several citations upheld and
that his decisions follow a format similar to the one employed in the plaintiff's case,
which is reproduced as Exhibit C. This hearing officer set aside without comment an
entirely fabricated claim that there was a documented history of complaints about the
plaintiff's property. He had access to photographs showing a worn condition involving
the surface of the house, not uncommon after a damaging winter, the worst of which the
plaintiff repaired. He made no mention of the plaintiff's efforts to remedy that condition
or any other defective condition that might have existed. His draftsmanship was
unprofessional throughout, truly an embarrassment to the legal profession, and he made
pronouncements, such as a statement about community standards, that were without
evidentiary foundation. He managed to hang two violations--two are required to sustain a
citation--on a single condition, as the photos (linked from guy2k.com/dzis) seem to
indicate. So insubstantial was the recital of the second violation that the inspector said
explicitly in the notice of violation that it would be abated when other violations were
abated. Nevertheless, the citation proved sufficient, in the hearing officer's opinion, to
impose fines of $100 per day per violation, with no upper limit. According to Exhibit D,
a table showing the status of properties initially targeted for enforcement, the plaintiff had
accrued fines totaling over $26,000 as of August 31, 2012. This is more than the
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maximum fine for murder.
Defense Prospects
Defense prospects are grim even without the withheld documents. Documents made
part of the record in the appeal of the citation and other materials, including up-to-date
photos of the first properties singled out for fines, gathered at www.guy2k.com/dzis,
betray utter disdain on the part of the City for due process and equal protection. The
hearing officer's decision, standing alone, constitutes grounds for a constitutional
challenge, but it does not stand alone among deficiencies in the process.
The notices of violation, intended as liens against the property, were recorded with the
town clerk before any fines had accrued and well before the plaintiff was given any
opportunity to be heard on the citations. There was no statutory authority for the City to
record these notices as encumbrances on the plaintiff's interest. One notice was based on
a history of complaints when there was no history of complaints. Two notices were based
on the same defective condition, the result of routine winter wear and tear. One notice
cited graffiti visible from the street when there never was graffiti anywhere on the
property. Two violations were required for the imposition of fines. Fines were imposed,
but there never were two violations.
The property was singled out for aggressive enforcement for reasons other than the
condition of the house, which was occupied, intact, and in compliance with all laws and
regulations, as contemporaneous photos clearly indicate. Like so many of the South End
properties targeted in the first wave of citations and fines, it was never a blighted property
within the generally understood meaning of that term. Most of the others, two years later,
have since fallen victim to decay. The City, owner of the lion's share of equity in these
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properties, maintains them as nuisances and firetraps, as up-to-date photos clearly
indicate.
The anti-blight regime was conceived to treat property owners unequally. The
documents published by the City touting the program refer unambiguously to targeted
enforcement. Of 771 potentially blighted properties identified in Autumn of 2011--one
in 30 of the 20,000 properties surveyed--the City selected 541 Maple Avenue and five
dozen others to serve as an example to other property-owners. The petitioner was among
the first 103 owners to receive a preliminary notice of violation and among the first 41
properties receiving a citation imposing daily fines. A cursory comparison of the photo
of 541 Maple Avenue in the City's Neighborhood Conditions Report with photos of
properties not burdened with fines--including many subject to non-punitive
“Monitoring”-- gives no hint of the criteria that might have been applied to trigger fines
of $200 per day in some cases and not in others. A detailed examination of that same
June 2012 report clearly indicates that the imposition of two-hundred-dollar-a-day fines
could not have been targeted to gain compliance from the most serious cases. The most
serious cases were not among those burdened with fines, and many of the properties
burdened with fines were not blighted.
In the September 10 report, the makers of the policy celebrate having “reached
property owners who, although not directly targeted for enforcement, have responded to
the City ‘s renewed emphasis on property maintenance.” This statement acknowledges
that the purpose of aggressive enforcement targeting this petitioner and a few dozen
others was to scare the owners of other blighted properties--hundreds of them--into
compliance by openly confiscating the targeted owners’ equity in their homes.
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The

City’s statements indicate that it abandoned all pretense of consistent and even-handed
enforcement in an effort to gain widespread compliance. It is a regime that could not
provide equal protection of the laws and that did not provide due process of law, as the
undisclosed documents are likely to demonstrate conclusively. Other evidence will show
that the selective enforcement regime failed to effect compliance anywhere at any time
and that the anti-blight regime has long since been abandoned, along with so many of the
unfortunate properties it laid waste.
The undisclosed documents are also likely to buttress the plaintiff's sworn statement
that the City's inspector Michael Landry offered to connect her with an employer of
illegal immigrants who would abate the allegedly blighted condition in a weekend for
$2,000. It is reasonable to infer from the suppression of material documents that they
will contain admissions that Landry and others operated with so little effective
supervision that they could engage freely in corrupt practices without risk of detection. It
is not unlikely that there are charges of misconduct of this specific type. It may become
evident from the suppressed documents that, from the inspectors’ standpoint, the object
of the regime was to generate business for local contractors.
There can be no harm to the defendant in a default. It has no prospect of prevailing on
the merits of this case.
The Special Defense
The defendant pins its hopes on a special defense pleading that this matter is res
judicata by reason of the stipulation of the parties in the petition to vacate the blight
citation. In Connecticut, under the doctrine of res judicata a former judgment on a claim,
if rendered on the merits, is an absolute bar to a subsequent action between the same
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parties on the same claim or any claim based on the same operative facts that might have
been made, Nestor v. Pratt & Whitney, 466 F.3d 65, 73 (2006); however, res judicata
does not bar later actions that assert claims or seek relief that could not have been pressed
or recovered in the prior proceeding. Nestor v. Pratt & Whitney at page 74.
In the proceeding claimed as res judicata here, there was no judgment on the merits
but a stipulated judgment. That proceeding was not a suit at law but a petition to review a
municipal citation, an altogether statutory proceeding with no tort jurisdiction. The sole
issue was the legality of the citations supporting liens placed on the property. The City
removed the citations by stipulation when the petitioner raised the issue of equal
protection of the laws. That issue was not litigated. The plaintiff here, as petitioner in
that proceeding, based her demand to vacate the citations on many of the same acts of
malfeasance cited here, but it is in no way the same claim. Rather, the fact that the
plaintiff was required to undergo that proceeding at all is an element of the claim in this
case, and the legal costs she incurred there are part of her claimed damages.
It is worth noting that this matter is indistinguishable from the cited case, Nestor v.
Pratt & Whitney. That case was initiated as a sex discrimination complaint before the
Commission on Human Rights and Opportunities, claiming back wages with interest.
Nestor won that claim. Her federal case arose out of the same issues litigated in CHRO
but claimed other compensatory damages, attorney fees, and punitive damages. The trial
court ruled her suit was barred as res judicata, but the appellate court overturned that
decision, finding that the federal suit afforded relief that wasn't available in the CHRO
proceeding. The relief sought here--money damages--was not available in the proceeding
to vacate the City's citations. The defendant's special defense is frivolous and should be
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disposed of as such by non-suit.
Open Defiance
The boldness with which the defendant attempts to evade its legal obligations and defy
rules of this court by withholding critical evidence suggests a determination to be
sanctioned. It may be that default is preferable as a defense strategy to other means of
resolving this case.
Respectfully submitted
The Plaintiff
By:

Stephen Fournier
74 Tremont Street
Hartford, CT 06105
Tel 860 233 3044
stepfour@stepfour.com
Juris No 020655
Her attorney

A true copy of the foregoing was mailed to defense counsel on December 16, 2014
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5HSRUW6ODPV+DUWIRUG V$QWL%OLJKW,QLWLDWLYH
%\-(11$&$5/(662MFDUOHVVR#FRXUDQWFRP
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$SUHOLPLQDU\LQWHUQDOUHYLHZRIDFLW\DQWLEOLJKWLQLWLDWLYHIRXQGWKDWFLW\PDQDJHUV
LQYROYHGLQWKHHIIRUW²GHVLJQHGWRHQJHQGHUDQHZOHYHORIDFFRXQWDELOLW\²IDLOHGWR
SURSHUO\VXSHUYLVHWKHLUHPSOR\HHVDQGDUHLQGLUHQHHGRISURIHVVLRQDOOHDGHUVKLS
WUDLQLQJ
7KHUHSRUWDOVRVD\VWKDWELOOVIRUDWOHDVWZRUWKRIFLW\ZRUNGRQHWRFOHDQXS
EOLJKWHGSULYDWHSURSHUWLHVDVSDUWRIWKHOLYDEOHDQGVXVWDLQDEOHQHLJKERUKRRGVLQLWLDWLYH
/61, FRQWDLQVRPDQ\GLVFUHSDQFLHVWKDWQRQHRIWKHPVKRXOGEHVHQWRXW
7KHUHSRUWZDVFRPSOHWHGE\WKHFKLHIRSHUDWLQJRIILFHUDQGFRUSRUDWLRQFRXQVHO VRIILFHV
$ILQDOYHUVLRQLVH[SHFWHGWREHUHOHDVHGLQWKHFRPLQJZHHNV
,WSRLQWVWRDEUHDNGRZQLQFRPPXQLFDWLRQDQGFRRUGLQDWLRQDPRQJWKHLQLWLDWLYH VIRXU
WHDPFDSWDLQVDQGRWKHUFLW\GHSDUWPHQWVLQFOXGLQJKRXVLQJKHDOWKDQGKXPDQVHUYLFHV
SXEOLFZRUNVDQGOLFHQVHDQGLQVSHFWLRQ7KHEUHDNGRZQOHGWRQXPHURXVGLVFUHSDQFLHV
LQWKHSDSHUZRUNIRUWKHSULYDWHSURSHUW\FOHDQXSVWKHUHSRUWVWDWHV
&LW\GHSDUWPHQWVRXWVLGHRI/61,FRQWLQXHWRH[KLELWILHIGRPOLNHFXOWXUHVWKDWFUHDWH
GLIILFXOWLHVLQFRRUGLQDWLQJFLW\UHVSRQVHWRFRQVWLWXHQWFRQFHUQVWKHUHSRUWVD\V
0D\RU3HGUR6HJDUUD&RUSRUDWLRQ&RXQVHO6DXQGUD.HH%RUJHVDQG'DYLG3DQDJRUHWKH
FKLHIRSHUDWLQJRIILFHUGLGQRWUHWXUQPXOWLSOHFDOOVVHHNLQJFRPPHQW)ULGD\
7KHLQLWLDWLYHZDVGHVLJQHGWREHDEOLJKWVWULNHIRUFHWRSLQSRLQWWDUJHWVLQYXOQHUDEOH
DUHDVDQGFRPSOHWHGHVLJQDWHGSURMHFWVZLWKLQWZR\HDUV6HJDUUDZURWHLQ7KH&RXUDQW
LQ-XQH7KHFLW\KLUHGIRXUWHDPFDSWDLQVWRFRRUGLQDWHEOLJKWFOHDQXSLQIRXU
GLVWULFWV²WKHQRUWKVRXWKZHVWDQGFHQWUDODUHDV
7KHSXEOLFZRUNVGHSDUWPHQWFOHDQHGSURSHUWLHVZKRVHRZQHUVZHUHLQYLRODWLRQRI
WKHFLW\ VEOLJKWRUGLQDQFHVDQGKDGIDLOHGWRFRUUHFWWKHSUREOHPVZKHQQRWLILHG%XWWKH
FLW\ VOLFHQVHDQGLQVSHFWLRQGHSDUWPHQWZKLFKZDVUHVSRQVLEOHIRUWDOO\LQJXSWKHZRUN
DQGELOOLQJWKHRZQHUVKDGUHFRUGVIRURQO\RIWKHSURSHUWLHVFOHDQHG
$FFRUGLQJWRWKHUHSRUWLWEHFDPHDSSDUHQWWRLQLWLDWLYHHPSOR\HHVLQ0DUFKDQG$SULO
WKDWWKHSXEOLFZRUNVDQGOLFHQVHDQGLQVSHFWLRQGHSDUWPHQWVZHUHQRWZLOOLQJWRWDNHRQ
WKHUHVSRQVLELOLW\RIJHQHUDWLQJLQYRLFHVIRUWKHZRUNSHUIRUPHGE\/61,FOHDQFLW\
FUHZVDFFRUGLQJWRWKHUHSRUW
7KHFLW\LVRZHGDWOHDVWIRUZRUNSHUIRUPHGRQWKHSURSHUWLHVEXWE\HDUO\
$XJXVWLWVWLOOKDGQ WELOOHGWKHSURSHUW\RZQHUV,WZDVXQFOHDU)ULGD\LIDQ\ELOOVKDYH
EHHQVHQW
7KHUHSRUWDOVRUHFRPPHQGVIXUWKHULQYHVWLJDWLRQLQWRWKHOLFHQVHDQGLQVSHFWLRQ
GHSDUWPHQW
1R2QH$QVZHUV 
:KHQWKHQHLJKERUKRRGVLQLWLDWLYHZDVEHLQJGHYHORSHGWKHFLW\ VKRXVLQJGLYLVLRQ
GLUHFWRU<DVKD(VFDOHUDDQGSURJUDPPDQDJHU-XOLDQQH/XJRQRWLILHGFLW\RIILFLDOV
DERXWYDULRXVSURJUDPVUXQE\WKHGLYLVLRQWKDWFRXOGKHOSSURSHUW\RZQHUVSD\IRU
QHFHVVDU\UHSDLUV7KHVXJJHVWLRQZDVGHVLJQHGWRFUHDWHLQFHQWLYHVIRUWKHSURSHUW\




RZQHUVWRFRPSO\ZLWKWKHFLW\ VDQWLEOLJKWRUGLQDQFHDFFRUGLQJWRWKHUHSRUW
&LW\RIILFLDOVODWHUGHYHORSHGDSUHOLPLQDU\DQWLEOLJKWRUGLQDQFHOHWWHUZKLFKDGYLVHG
RZQHUVRIEOLJKWHGSURSHUWLHVWKDWWKHFLW\KDGSURJUDPVDQGLQIRUPDWLRQDYDLODEOHWRKHOS
WKHP
%XWDWWRUQH\VIURPWKHFRUSRUDWLRQFRXQVHO VRIILFHUHVHDUFKHGWKHKRXVLQJGLYLVLRQ V
SURJUDPVDQGIRXQGWKDWWKHSURJUDPVGLGQRWIXQFWLRQDOO\H[LVWEH\RQGWKHSODQQLQJ
VWDJHVWKHUHSRUWVD\V+RXVLQJRIILFLDOVGLVSXWHGWKRVHFODLPVDQGDVVXUHGWKDWWKH
SURJUDPVZHUHIXQGHGLWVD\V
$IWHUWKHSUHOLPLQDU\OHWWHUVEHJDQWRFLUFXODWHWKHUHSRUWVD\V/61,UHSHDWHGO\UHFHLYHG
FRPSODLQWVIURPSURSHUW\RZQHUVVWDWLQJWKDWZKHQWKH\WU\WRFRQWDFWWKHKRXVLQJ
GLYLVLRQWRILQGRXWDERXWWKHIXQGLQJRSSRUWXQLWLHVQRRQHDQVZHUVWKHSKRQHRUUHWXUQV
WKHLUFDOOV
2IQRWHLVWKDWRIWKHSURSHUW\RZQHUV>WKDW@KDYHUHFHLYHGSUHOLPLQDU\QRWLFHVWR
GDWH/61,KDVQRWEHHQDEOHWRFRQILUPZKHWKHUDQ\SURSHUW\RZQHUKDVUHFHLYHG
IXQGLQJDFFRUGLQJWRWKHUHSRUW2QHSURSHUW\ZDVSXVKHGWKURXJKWKHSURFHVVE\/61,
PHPEHUVEXWWKHKRXVLQJGLYLVLRQGHOD\HGWKHSDSHUZRUNWRWKHSRLQWWKDWWKHSURSHUW\
RZQHUUHQHJHGDIWHUPRQWKVRIZDLWLQJIRUILQDQFLDODVVLVWDQFH
7KHUHSRUWVD\VWKDWFLW\PDQDJHUVLQVHYHUDOGHSDUWPHQWVLQFOXGLQJKHDOWKDQGKXPDQ
VHUYLFHVKRXVLQJDQGOLFHQVHDQGLQVSHFWLRQGLGQ WSURYLGHWKHSURSHURYHUVLJKWWR
HPSOR\HHVLQYROYHGLQWKHLQLWLDWLYH
6LQFHWKHLQFHSWLRQRIWKH/61,SURJUDPWKHKRXVLQJGLYLVLRQKDVUHSHDWHGO\IDLOHGWR
FRRUGLQDWHLWVHIIRUWVGXHWRODFNRI EX\LQ IURP'LUHFWRU<DVKD(VFDOHUDWKHUHSRUW
VD\V
(VFDOHUDFRXOGQRWEHUHDFKHGIRUFRPPHQW)ULGD\
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7KHFLW\ VPHWKRGIRUELOOLQJWKHSULYDWHSURSHUWLHVLWFOHDQHGDVSDUWRIDQHIIRUWWR
FRPEDWEOLJKWKDGWRRPDQ\YDULDEOHVZDVXQQHFHVVDULO\LQHIILFLHQWDQGSUHVHQWHGIDU
WRRPDQ\RSSRUWXQLWLHVIRUIDLOXUHDFFRUGLQJWRDUHYLHZRIWKHDQWLEOLJKWLQLWLDWLYH
7KHILQDOUHSRUWUHOHDVHG0RQGD\²PXFKGLIIHUHQWIURPDQHDUOLHUYHUVLRQ²RQWKH
/LYDEOHDQG6XVWDLQDEOH1HLJKERUKRRGV,QLWLDWLYHDQDQWLEOLJKWHIIRUWVWDUWHGHLJKW
PRQWKVDJRE\0D\RU3HGUR6HJDUUDIRXQGWKDWWKHV\VWHPVHWXSWRELOORZQHUVRI
SULYDWHSURSHUWLHVFOHDQHGE\WKHFLW\GLGQRWZRUNDQGWKDWWKHPRQH\FRXOGQRWEH
UHFRYHUHG
7KHV\VWHPIDLOHGDQGLQLWVIDLOXUHGHPRQVWUDWHGWKHQHHGIRUJUHDWHUXQLIRUPLW\DQGOHVV
UHOLDQFH>RQ@SHUVRQQHOUHVRXUFHVWKHUHSRUWVD\V$OWKRXJKWKHYDULRXVFLW\RIILFLDOV
DQGVWDIILQYROYHGLQWKHELOOLQJSURFHVVEODPHRQHDQRWKHUIRUWKHIDLOXUHWKHQXLVDQFH
FOHDQXSVSHUIRUPHGLQWKHILUVWVL[PRQWKVRI/61,ZHUHQRWSURSHUO\LQYRLFHGRUELOOHG
DQGWKHUHIRUHWKHFRVWVRIWKRVHDEDWHPHQWVFRXOGQRWEHUHFRYHUHG
7KHSXEOLFZRUNVGHSDUWPHQWFOHDQHGSURSHUWLHVZKRVHRZQHUVZHUHLQYLRODWLRQRI
WKHFLW\ VEOLJKWRUGLQDQFHV%XWWKHFLW\ VOLFHQVHDQGLQVSHFWLRQGHSDUWPHQWZKLFKZDV
UHVSRQVLEOHIRUWDOO\LQJXSWKHZRUNDQGELOOLQJWKHRZQHUVKDGUHFRUGVIRURQO\
SURSHUWLHV7KHFLW\LVRZHGDWOHDVWEXWKDG\HWWRELOOWKHSURSHUW\RZQHUV
7KHYHUVLRQRIWKHUHSRUWUHOHDVHG0RQGD\LVGUDVWLFDOO\GLIIHUHQWWKDQDQHDUOLHUYHUVLRQ
FRPSOHWHGE\WKHRIILFHVRI&KLHI2SHUDWLQJ2IILFHU'DYLG3DQDJRUHDQG&RUSRUDWLRQ
&RXQVHO6DXQGUD.HH%RUJHV7KHQHZYHUVLRQOLVWV.HH%RUJHVDVLWVVROHDXWKRU
3DQDJRUHZKRKDGUHFHQWO\EHHQRYHUVHHLQJ/61,UHVLJQHGIURPKLVSRVWHIIHFWLYH6HSW

7KHHDUOLHUYHUVLRQRIWKHUHSRUWXVHGEOXQWODQJXDJHDQGVDLGWKDWFLW\PDQDJHUVLQYROYHG
LQ/61,IDLOHGWRSURSHUO\VXSHUYLVHWKHLUHPSOR\HHVDQGDUHLQGLUHQHHGRISURIHVVLRQDO
OHDGHUVKLSWUDLQLQJ
,WDOVRVDLGFLW\GHSDUWPHQWVRXWVLGHRI/61,H[KLELWHGILHIGRPOLNHFXOWXUHVWKDW
FUHDWHGGLIILFXOWLHVLQFRRUGLQDWLQJFLW\UHVSRQVHWRFRQVWLWXHQWFRQFHUQV
7KHILQDOYHUVLRQIRFXVHVOHVVRQWKHQHJDWLYHVDQGPRUHRQWKHVXFFHVVHVRIWKHSURJUDP
DVZHOODVWKHFKDQJHVWRFRPH
)ROORZLQJWKHUHVLJQDWLRQDQGUHDVVLJQPHQWRIVHYHUDOPHPEHUVRIWKH/61,VWDIIDQGD
SHULRGRIFDUHIXOVWXG\RIYDULRXVSHUVRQQHOFKDOOHQJHV«VWDIIUHVRXUFHVDQG
GHSDUWPHQWDOSULRULWLHVDUHEHLQJDGMXVWHGWRVWUHDPOLQHWKHSURJUDPSURYLGHPRUHFOHDUO\
GHILQHGOHDGHUVKLSDQGPDQDJHPHQWDQGWKHUHE\HQFRXUDJHJUHDWHULQWHUGHSDUWPHQWDO
VXSSRUWIRU/61,E\WKHYDULRXVDVVRFLDWHGGHSDUWPHQWVWKHUHSRUWVD\V
7KHLQLWLDOUHSRUWVDLGWKDWFLW\RIILFLDOVGHYHORSHGDSUHOLPLQDU\DQWLEOLJKWRUGLQDQFH
OHWWHUZKLFKDGYLVHGRZQHUVRIEOLJKWHGSURSHUWLHVWKDWWKHFLW\KDGSURJUDPVDQG
LQIRUPDWLRQDYDLODEOHWRKHOSWKHP
,WVDLGKRZHYHUWKDWDWWRUQH\VIURPWKHFRUSRUDWLRQFRXQVHO VRIILFHUHVHDUFKHGWKH




KRXVLQJGLYLVLRQ VSURJUDPVDQGIRXQGWKDWWKHSURJUDPVGLGQRWIXQFWLRQDOO\H[LVW
EH\RQGWKHSODQQLQJVWDJHV7KHFLW\ VKRXVLQJGLYLVLRQKDVGLVSXWHGWKRVHFODLPV
$IWHUWKHSUHOLPLQDU\EOLJKWOHWWHUVEHJDQWRFLUFXODWHWKHLQLWLDOUHSRUWVDLG/61,
UHSHDWHGO\UHFHLYHGFRPSODLQWVIURPSURSHUW\RZQHUVVWDWLQJWKDWZKHQWKH\WU\WRFRQWDFW
WKHKRXVLQJGLYLVLRQWRILQGRXWDERXWWKHIXQGLQJRSSRUWXQLWLHVQRRQHDQVZHUVWKH
SKRQHRUUHWXUQVWKHLUFDOOV
7KHUHYLVHGUHSRUWVD\VWKDWFLW\PDQDJHUVZLOOFRQWLQXHWRLQYHVWLJDWHWKLVIDLOXUHRIWKH
/61,DQGKRXVLQJGLYLVLRQIXQGLQJSURJUDPVWRHIIHFWLYHO\LQWHJUDWH
6HJDUUDVDLG0RQGD\WKDWKH VQRWJLYLQJXSRQWKH/61,SURJUDPDQGWKDWFLW\RIILFLDOV
DUHZRUNLQJWRUHRUJDQL]HWKHHIIRUW
, PQRWWKURZLQJXSP\KDQGVLQWKHDLUDQGJLYLQJXS6HJDUUDVDLG:KDW, PGRLQJLV
JHWWLQJIRFXVHGRQZKDW,LQWHQGHGWKLVSURJUDPWREHDERXWZKLFKLVWRUHDOO\KDYHDQ
LPSDFWRQEOLJKW
+HVDLG.HH%RUJHVZKRLVVHUYLQJDVWKHFLW\ VLQWHULPFKLHIRSHUDWLQJRIILFHUZLOO
RYHUVHHWKHSURJUDPDQGRIILFLDOVDUHH[SORULQJWKHSRVVLELOLW\RIKDYLQJWZRDVVLVWDQW
FKLHIRSHUDWLQJRIILFHUVVHUYHDVWHDPFDSWDLQVLQWKHLQLWLDWLYHDVRSSRVHGWRIRXU/61,
SUHYLRXVO\KDGWHDPFDSWDLQVFRYHULQJIRXUFLW\GLVWULFWVWKH1RUWK6RXWK:HVWDQG
&HQWUDO
:HOHDUQHGWKDWZHGRQ WQHFHVVDULO\QHHGWRKDYHRQH>DVVLVWDQWFKLHIRSHUDWLQJRIILFHU@
IRUHDFKGLVWULFW6HJDUUDVDLG:HFRXOGKDYHWZR
7KHPD\RUDOVRVDLGKHSODQVWRVHQGDVWURQJPHVVDJHWRDQ\RQHZKR VQRWFRPPLWWHG
WRWKHHIIRUW
<RXLQKHULWDQRUJDQL]DWLRQDQGGRZLWKLWWKHEHVW\RXFDQKHVDLG,W VPDGHPHORRN
FULWLFDOO\DWWKHRUJDQL]DWLRQ, PJRLQJWRSXVKWKLVIRUZDUGDQGDQ\RQHWKDWJHWVLQWKH
ZD\WKH\ UHJRLQJWREHSXVKHGDVLGH
6HJDUUDGLGQRWRIIHUDFOHDUDQVZHURQZK\WKHUHSRUWZDVUHYLVHGIURPLWVLQLWLDOYHUVLRQ
7KHUHYLVHGYHUVLRQVD\VWKHRULJLQDOUHSRUWSURYLGHVDQKRQHVWDQGFDQGLGDVVHVVPHQWE\
WKH/61,WHDPDQGLVFUHGLEOHWRWKHH[WHQWWKDWLWUHIOHFWVWKHSHUFHSWLRQVDQGIUXVWUDWLRQV
RIWKHWHDPPHPEHUV
:KLOHWKHIUXVWUDWLRQVRIWKHDXWKRUVPD\EHYDOLGLQVRPHFDVHVWKHILQDOL]HGUHSRUW
VD\VWKHLUSHUFHSWLRQRIWKHFDXVHRIWKHIUXVWUDWLRQGRHVQRWUHIOHFWDQH[SHULHQFHGDQG
REMHFWLYHDVVHVVPHQWRIZKDWWKH\FKDUDFWHUL]HDVPDQDJHULDOIDLOXUHV
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