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MEMORANDUM* 

Appeal from the United States District Court  

for the District of Idaho 

Raymond Edward Patricco, Jr., Magistrate Judge, Presiding 

Submitted April 14, 2026** 

Portland, Oregon 

Before: OWENS, VANDYKE, and SUNG, Circuit Judges. 

Petitioner-Appellant Katherine Lea Stanfield appeals the district court’s 

denial of her petition for writ of habeas corpus under 28 U.S.C. § 2254.  We have 

jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. §§ 1291 and 2253.  “We review the district court’s 

* This disposition is not appropriate for publication and is not precedent

except as provided by Ninth Circuit Rule 36-3. 

** The panel unanimously concludes this case is suitable for decision 

without oral argument.  See Fed. R. App. P. 34(a)(2). 
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denial of [a] § 2254 habeas corpus petition de novo.”  Tamplin v. Muniz, 894 F.3d 

1076, 1082 (9th Cir. 2018) (alteration in original) (citation omitted).  We affirm.   

In 2015, the Idaho Supreme Court concluded that the admission of Dr. Lucy 

Rorke-Adams’ testimony regarding her technician’s statements did not violate the 

Confrontation Clause.  Stanfield contends that this decision involved an 

unreasonable application of clearly established federal law under 28 U.S.C. 

§ 2254(d)(1).

To assess a claim under § 2254(d)(1), we “first identify the relevant ‘clearly 

established Federal law’” and then determine whether the state court’s application 

of that law was unreasonable.  Andrew v. White, 604 U.S. 86, 95 (2025) (quoting 

28 U.S.C. § 2254(d)(1)).  “Clearly established” “refers to the holdings . . . of [the 

Supreme] Court’s decisions as of the time of the relevant state-court decision.”  

Lockyer v. Andrade, 538 U.S. 63, 71 (2003) (quoting Williams v. Taylor, 529 U.S. 

362, 412 (2000)).  

The following cases set forth the relevant clearly established federal law at 

the time of the Idaho Supreme Court’s decision.  In Crawford v. Washington, the 

Supreme Court held: “Testimonial statements of witnesses absent from trial [may 

be] admitted only where the declarant is unavailable, and only where the defendant 

has had a prior opportunity to cross-examine.”  541 U.S. 36, 59 (2004).  In Davis v. 

Washington, the Court applied the “primary purpose” test to determine whether a 
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statement was testimonial, and it held that a caller’s statement to a 911 operator 

was not testimonial because it was “made . . . under circumstances objectively 

indicating that the primary purpose . . . [wa]s to enable police assistance to meet an 

ongoing emergency.”  547 U.S. 813, 822, 828, 832 (2006).  In Melendez-Diaz v. 

Massachusetts, the Court held that an expert’s affidavit declaring that a tested 

substance was cocaine was testimonial because it was a declaration made for the 

purpose of establishing a fact at trial.  557 U.S. 305, 311 (2009).  In Bullcoming v. 

New Mexico, the Court held that the admission of an expert witness’s “surrogate 

testimony” about a report wholly prepared by a different analyst violated the 

Confrontation Clause because the testifying analyst “could not convey what [the 

preparing analyst] knew or observed about the events his certification concerned.”  

564 U.S. 647, 661 (2011).   

In Williams v. Illinois, an expert testified at trial regarding a match between 

the defendant’s DNA and a DNA forensic report that was created before the 

defendant was suspected of the crime for which he was on trial, and the person 

who prepared the pre-existing report did not testify.  567 U.S. 50, 62, 84–86 (2012) 

(plurality opinion).  The Supreme Court held that the pre-existing report was not 

testimonial, and therefore, there was no Confrontation Clause violation.  Id. at 81–

82, 86; id. at 103–04, 110–12 (Thomas, J., concurring in the judgment).  Because 

there was no majority opinion in Willliams, that case does not clearly establish any 
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legal principle beyond the decision as limited to the unique set of facts presented in 

that case.  See Smith v. Arizona, 602 U.S. 779, 788 n.1 (2024) (observing that “no 

single rationale for affirmance garnered a majority” in Williams); see also 

Williams, 567 U.S. at 141 (Kagan, J., dissenting) (opining that “[w]hat comes out 

of” the Court’s fractured decision “is—to be frank—who knows what” because no 

rationale “commands the support of a majority”).   

Stanfield concedes that the Idaho Supreme Court correctly identified the 

legal principle established by these precedents when it explained: “The only 

consistent requirement that can be distilled from these decisions is that in order for 

a statement—forensic or otherwise—to be deemed testimonial, it must have been 

made with a primary objective of creating an evidentiary record to establish or 

prove a fact at trial.”  Stanfield argues only that the Idaho Supreme Court 

unreasonably applied that principle.  We disagree.   

The Idaho Supreme Court concluded that Dr. Rorke-Adams did not rely on 

the technician’s implied assertion that she prepared the slides as Dr. Rorke-Adams 

instructed because Dr. Rorke-Adams’ testimony established she “had personal 

knowledge that the slides were stained correctly based on her comparison of the 

slides with [a] control slide.”  Even assuming the technician’s implied assertion 

regarding how she prepared the slides was a testimonial statement, this case is 

meaningfully different from Bullcoming.  In Bullcoming, the testifying witness had 
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no personal knowledge of the contents of the report at issue, 564 U.S. at 661, but 

here, Dr. Rorke-Adams had personal knowledge that the slides were prepared 

correctly.  Stanfield does not identify any precedent making clear that a 

Confrontation Clause violation occurs even when the testifying witness 

independently verified the out-of-court statement’s veracity and therefore did not 

rely on it.   

The Idaho Supreme Court concluded that Dr. Rorke-Adams relied on the 

technician’s labelling of the slides to determine they contained the victim’s brain 

tissue, but the Court concluded that this labelling was done for a “laboratory—

rather than trial—purpose” and “thus [was] not testimonial.”  That was not an 

unreasonable application of the primary purpose test.  The primary purpose test is 

relatively general, and “the more general the federal rule, the more leeway state 

courts have in reaching outcomes in case-by-case determinations before their 

decisions can be fairly labeled unreasonable.”  Brown v. Davenport, 596 U.S. 118, 

144 (2022) (citation modified).  Further, this case is meaningfully different from 

Melendez-Diaz.  Unlike the affidavit at issue in Melendez-Diaz, 557 U.S. at 311, 

the technician’s labelling did not report the results of analysis or convey an opinion 

bearing on an issue to be determined at trial.   

AFFIRMED.  
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MEMORANDUM DECISION AND ORDER - 1 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

FOR THE DISTRICT OF IDAHO 

KATHERINE LEA STANFIELD, 

Petitioner, 

vs. 

JANELL CLEMENT, 

Respondent. 

Case No. 4:22-cv-00057-REP 

MEMORANDUM DECISION 

AND ORDER 

Petitioner Katherine Lea Stanfield (“Petitioner”) filed a Petition for Writ of 

Habeas Corpus challenging her state court conviction. (Dkt. 1.) Respondent Janelle 

Clement (“Respondent”) filed an Answer and Brief in Support of Dismissal (Dkt. 11), 

and Petitioner filed a Reply. (Dkt. 17.) 

All named parties have consented to the jurisdiction of a United States Magistrate 

Judge to enter final orders in this case. (Dkt. 5.) See 28 U.S.C. § 636(c) and Fed. R. Civ. 

P. 73.  Having reviewed the record, the Court finds that the facts and legal arguments are

adequately presented in the briefs and record and that oral argument is unnecessary. See 

D. Idaho Loc. Civ. R. 7.1(d)(1)(B). Accordingly, the Court enters the following Order.

BACKGROUND 

Petitioner operated a daycare for her two grandsons, C.D. (age 8), J.D. (age 5) 

(both sons of her daughter, Stacie Duvall), and W.F. (age 2), the son of Stacie’s boyfriend, 
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Lance Wyatt. On December 11, 2009, Petitioner called 911 requesting medical assistance 

for W.F. (State’s Lodging A-4 at 400-04.) Petitioner told dispatchers that “W.F. was 

unresponsive after hitting his head.” (State’s Lodging B-4 at 2.) W.F. was transported to 

the hospital, where testing, including two CT scans, indicated he had suffered severe head 

trauma. (Id.) Two days later, with worsening conditions and no hope of recovery, he was 

taken off life support and passed away. Police investigators questioned Petitioner and her 

two grandsons immediately after the incident, and several times later, as the investigation 

continued over the next several months. (See id.) 

Dr. Charles Garrison, a pathologist, performed an autopsy on W.F. and 

preliminarily opined that W.F. suffered an axonal injury to the brain and died from either 

hypoxia or trauma. (Id.) Dr. Garrison requested a neuropathological consult to determine 

the cause of the axonal injury. Prior to receiving the neuropathological report, upon an 

evaluation of all the evidence, Dr. Garrison concluded that non-accidental trauma caused 

W.F.’s death. (Id.) 

In September 2010, Petitioner was indicted by grand jury of first degree murder of 

W.F. by aggravated battery. Petitioner was arrested, arraigned, and appointed counsel in a 

state criminal case in the Fourth Judicial District Court in Ada County, Idaho. (See State’s 

Lodging A-1.) 

During trial preparation, the State hired Dr. Lucy Rorke-Adams, a 

neuropathologist, as an expert witness. (State’s Lodging A-5 at 2076.) Dr. Rorke-Adams 

opined that the cause of W.F.’s death was abusive head trauma. She based her opinion, in 
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part, on dyed tissue sample slides prepared by Dr. Rorke-Adams’ lab technician, at Dr. 

Rorke-Adams’ direction. 

The jury found Petitioner guilty of first-degree murder. State District Judge Ronald 

J. Wilper entered a Judgment of Conviction on August 22, 2012. (State’s Lodging A-1 at

726-29.) Petitioner was sentenced to a unified life sentence with ten years fixed. (State’s

Lodging A-6 at 726-79.) 

Petitioner filed a direct appeal and a post-conviction action in state court, but 

ultimately received no relief. (See State’s Lodgings B-1 to B-5 and C-1 to F-6.) She 

brings three claims in her federal habeas corpus petition. (Dkt. 1.) 

REVIEW OF MERITS OF CLAIMS 

1. Standards of Law

A. Deferential Review

Federal habeas corpus relief may be granted where a petitioner “is in custody in 

violation of the Constitution or laws or treaties of the United States.” 28 U.S.C. 

§ 2254(a). When a petitioner challenges a state court criminal judgment, Title 28 U.S.C.

§ 2254(d), as amended by the Antiterrorism and Effective Death Penalty Act of 1996

(“AEDPA”), applies. Title 28 U.S.C. § 2254(d) limits relief to instances where the state 

court’s adjudication of the petitioner’s claim (1) “resulted in a decision that was contrary 

to, or involved an unreasonable application of, clearly established Federal law, as 

determined by the Supreme Court of the United States”, or (2) “resulted in a decision that 

was based on an unreasonable determination of the facts in light of the evidence 

presented in the state court proceeding.” 28 U.S.C. § 2254(d).  

Case 4:22-cv-00057-REP     Document 19     Filed 03/28/25     Page 3 of 50
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When a petitioner contests the state appellate court’s legal conclusions, including 

application of the law to the facts, § 2254(d)(1) governs. That section consists of two 

alternative tests: the “contrary to” test and the “unreasonable application” test. 

Under the first test, a state court’s decision is “contrary to” clearly established 

federal law “if the state court applies a rule different from the governing law set forth in 

[the Supreme Court’s] cases, or if it decides a case differently than [the Supreme Court] 

[has] done on a set of materially indistinguishable facts.” Bell v. Cone, 535 U.S. 685, 694 

(2002). 

Under the second test, to satisfy the “unreasonable application” clause of 

§ 2254(d)(1), the petitioner must show that the state court—although it identified “the 

correct governing legal rule” from Supreme Court precedent—nonetheless “unreasonably 

applie[d] it to the facts of the particular state prisoner’s case.” Williams (Terry) v. Taylor, 

529 U.S. 362, 407 (2000). “Section 2254(d)(1) provides a remedy for instances in which 

a state court unreasonably applies [Supreme Court] precedent; it does not require state 

courts to extend that precedent or license federal courts to treat the failure to do so as 

error.” White v. Woodall, 134 S. Ct. 1697, 1706 (2014). 

A federal court cannot grant habeas relief simply because it concludes in its 

independent judgment that the state court’s decision is incorrect or wrong; rather, the 

state court’s application of federal law must be objectively unreasonable to warrant relief. 

Lockyer v. Andrade, 538 U.S. 63, 75 (2003); Bell, 535 U.S. at 694. If fairminded jurists 

could disagree on the correctness of the state court’s decision, then relief is not warranted 

under § 2254(d)(1). Harrington v. Richter, 562 U.S. 86, 101 (2011). The Supreme Court 
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emphasized that “even a strong case for relief does not mean the state court’s contrary 

conclusion was unreasonable.” Id. at 102 (internal citation omitted). 

Though the source of clearly established federal law must come only from the 

holdings of the United States Supreme Court, circuit precedent may be persuasive 

authority for determining whether a state court decision is an unreasonable application of 

Supreme Court precedent. Duhaime v. Ducharme, 200 F.3d 597, 600-01 (9th Cir. 1999). 

However, circuit law may not be used “to refine or sharpen a general principle of 

Supreme Court jurisprudence into a specific legal rule that th[e] [Supreme] Court has not 

announced.” Marshall v. Rodgers, 569 U.S. 58, 64 (2013).  

B. De Novo Review 

If the state appellate court did not decide a properly-asserted federal claim, if the 

state court’s factual findings are unreasonable under § 2254(d)(2), or if an adequate 

excuse for the procedural default of a claim exists, then § 2254(d)(1) does not apply, and 

the federal district court reviews the claim de novo. Pirtle v. Morgan, 313 F.3d 1160, 

1167 (9th Cir. 2002). In these instances, as in the pre-AEDPA era, a district court can 

draw from both United States Supreme Court as well as circuit precedent, limited only by 

the non-retroactivity rule of Teague v. Lane, 489 U.S. 288 (1989). Under de novo review, 

if the factual findings of the state court are not unreasonable, the Court must apply the 

presumption of correctness found in 28 U.S.C. § 2254(e)(1) to any facts found by the 

state courts. Pirtle, 313 F.3d at 1167. 
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2. Discussion of Claim 1: Alleged Confrontation Clause Violation Stemming 

from Dr. Rorke-Adams’ Testimony  

 

A. Nature of Claims and Facts 

 

Claim 1 is that Petitioner’s Sixth Amendment Confrontation Clause rights were 

violated when Dr. Rorke-Adams, the State’s neuropathologist expert, based her 

testimony, in part, on her review of tissue slides prepared by a lab technician, but the 

State did not present the lab technician at trial for cross-examination. (Dkt. 1 at 5.)  

During the autopsy, W.F.’s brain and spinal cord were preserved for further testing. 

Dr. Rorke-Adams received W.F.’s medical records, the autopsy report, tissue samples on 

glass slides from the autopsy, as well as “actual remnants of the brain tissue” preserved in 

formaldehyde so that she “could look directly at the brain and spinal cord”; later, she 

requested additional tissue samples preserved in paraffin blocks so that one of her 

laboratory technicians could do some additional studies.” (State’s Lodging A-5 at 1992-

95.)  

As part of her examination, Dr. Rorke–Adams cut “slices” of W.F.’s brain from the 

paraffin-fixed samples. She gave those slices to a technician, who transferred the tissue to 

slides, labeled the slides, applied the [amyloid] stain that Dr. Rorke–Adams specified, and 

returned the slides to Dr. Rorke–Adams for her examination. (State’s Lodgings A-5 at 

1995-96; B-4 at 3 n.1.) The only documentation regarding the technician’s work shows 

her receipt of the tissue, the stain that Dr. Rorke-Adams requested her to do, when she did 

it, and when she handed it back to Dr. Rorke-Adams. (Id. at 1998-99.) Nothing in the 

record shows that the documentation was certified, notarized, signed, or sworn to under 
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penalty of perjury. Nor was the document presented at trial for admission as an exhibit. 

(See State’s Lodging A-3, Exhibit List, at ECF 250-52; State’s Lodgings A-9, A-10.)1 

At trial, when the prosecutor asked Dr. Rorke-Adams what the staining entailed, 

Petitioner objected to Dr. Rorke-Adams’ testimony on foundation and confrontation 

grounds. (State’s Lodging A-5 at 1996.) Upon further questioning, Dr. Rorke-Adams 

described the “routine procedure in every case” that involves “cut[ting] the tissue into 

small pieces so that the technician can prepare the slides”; and then the technician 

prepares the tissue “according to whatever technique we ask for the preparation.” (Id. at 

1996-97.) When the tissues arrived in her office, they were already labeled with W.F.’s 

name, they remained labeled, and she could tell the tissues came from W.F. (Id. at 1998.)  

Dr. Rorke-Adams further explained that she filled out a request sheet that asked 

for a specific antibody to be applied to the tissue that was given to the technician with the 

tissue, and then explained she was able to determine that the stain was properly applied 

“[b]ecause there’s always a control slide that goes with it.” (Id. at 2000-02.) She views 

the control slide first to make sure “the technique was working so that [she] can rely then 

upon what [she’s] looking at in the unknown slide.” (Id. at 2002.) The trial court 

overruled Petitioner’s objection. 

 
1 The state court record has been provided in electronic format. That means the original documents 

sometimes have different numbers than the scanned documents, such as the trial transcript, which appears 

as four original pages on one electronic page. For that reason, the Court uses “ECF” when referring to the 

electronic page numbers, and plain numbers without a designation for referring to original document 

numbers. 
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During direct examination, Dr. Rorke-Adams explained that, after reviewing all 

the material provided and examining the tissues both grossly and microscopically, she 

prepared a report detailing her findings. (Id. at 2003-04.) Dr. Rorke-Adams then testified 

about the contents of her report, which included a discussion of the clinical history, 

findings that she made based upon a “gross description” that is “basically a description of 

what the pathologist sees when examining the brain,” a discussion of the two CT scans, 

and a discussion of “respirator brain.” (Id. at 2004-22.)  

Dr. Rorke-Adams discussed how the amyloid staining of the tissue sample 

completed by her lab technician “help[ed] [her] recognize damage to axons,” which “are 

the fibers that are a product of every single nerve cell that we have in our body, and 

they’re the wires that I mentioned before that connect with the other nerve cells in the 

nervous system. So, in certain kinds of traumatic injury, there’s damage to these axons.” 

(Id. at 2022-23.) “Axonal injury in certain areas tells us what forces may have been 

involved in producing the trauma to the brain,” and “occurs right at the time of the 

trauma.” (Id. at 2024-26.) Axonal injury in the corpus callosum or brain stem “is classical 

for angular acceleration injury” and is “quite uncommon,” but was found in W.F.’s spinal 

cord. (Id. at 2032-34.) Ultimately, Dr. Rorke-Adams made six diagnoses, only one of 

which involved any information derived from staining completed by her technician— 

“primary acute deep cerebral, cerebral brainstem and spinal cord contusions/laceration 

with axonal injury, secondary to angular acceleration forces.” (Id. at 2056.) Dr. Rorke-

Adams opined that W.F. died of “nonaccidental trauma.” (Id. at 2060.) 
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B. State Court Decision 

Petitioner contends that the technician’s labeling of the slides is an “assertion” that 

they “contained W.F.’s tissue, and that, by returning the slides to Dr. Rorke-Adams 

without any notations, ‘asserted’ that the proper chemicals had been applied to the tissue 

samples in accordance with her instructions.” (State’s Lodgings B-4 at 4.) Petitioner 

argued on direct appeal that “these assertions are testimonial and that Dr. Rorke–Adams 

introduced them for their truth.” (Id.) Thus, “the Confrontation Clause required that the 

State produce the testimony of the laboratory technician in addition to that of Dr. Rorke-

Adams,” because without the lab technician’s testimony, “Dr. Rorke-Adams’ opinions 

and conclusions were not relevant or reliable and should not have been presented to the 

jury.” (Id.) 

Relevant testimony at trial was as follows: 

Q. And the technician that put the stain on the 

tissues, does she write any reports? 

 

A. (Rorke-Adams) No. She – we write the report. She 

has documentation to the fact that she received the tissue, the 

stain that we requested her to do, and she notes when she did 

it, and then when she handed it back to us. Those are the only 

pieces of documentation. This is the standard procedures in 

the laboratory for every case. 

 

And so the label of the material is attached to the 

material. It remains with the material. Then the slides are 

prepared by the technician and the slides are labeled with the 

same number that was attached to that specimen so we know 

that Specimen 500 came from John Smith. And so we 

evaluate –we evaluate it, write it, write a report, and that 

report goes into the permanent record. 

 

(State’s Lodging A-5 at 1998-99.)  
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Dr. Rorke-Adams also testified that she knew the proper test was done because 

they use a control slide, “which means that another piece of tissue that was known to 

contain this particular antigen that we’re interested in has been used to corroborate the 

validity of the stain from the unknown slide.” (Id. at 2002.) She explained: “So we look 

at the control slide first to make certain that the technique was working so that we can 

rely then upon what we’re looking at in the unknown slide.” (Id.) 

To evaluate this claim, the Idaho Supreme Court undertook a comprehensive 

review of Confrontation Clause jurisprudence, including United States Supreme Court 

precedent, Idaho case law, and cases from different state and federal jurisdictions. 

Important to federal habeas corpus review, the Idaho Supreme Court cited, discussed, and 

applied United States Supreme Court Confrontation Clause cases including Crawford v. 

Washington, 541 U.S. 36 (2004); Davis v. Washington, 547 U.S. 813 (2006); Melendez-

Diaz v. Massachusetts, 557 U.S. 305 (2009); Bullcoming v. New Mexico, 564 U.S. 647 

(2011); and Williams v. Illinois, 567 U.S. 50 (2012) (a plurality opinion), abrogated by 

Smith v. Arizona, 602 U.S. 779 (2024). (See State’s Lodging B-4.) 

The Idaho Supreme Court reasoned that the current status of the law permitted the 

testimony of an expert witness “who arrives at an independent conclusion” to testify 

under the Confrontation Clause, “even where other non-testifying analysts have provided 

underlying data or conducted portions of the testing.” (Id. at 13.) The Idaho Supreme 

Court agreed with cases holding that testifying expert witnesses cannot simply act as 

“conduits” to provide underlying scientific information or technical opinions of others if 

the testifying experts do not provide any independent expert opinion of their own. (Id. at 
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14.) The Idaho Supreme Court reasoned that, where the testifying expert’s opinion is an 

“original product” that can be readily “tested through cross-examination,” the expert may 

testify as to underlying testing upon which the expert’s testimony is based. (Id.) (citations 

and punctuation omitted).  

Accordingly, the Idaho Supreme Court focused its “attention on the question 

whether the primary purpose of the lab technician’s act of labeling the slides and the 

implicit assertion that the proper stain was applied was intended to establish some fact at 

trial and whether Dr. Rorke-Adams served as a mere conduit.” (Id. at 14-15.) Applying 

these principles, the Idaho Supreme Court concluded: 

Dr. Rorke-Adams had personal knowledge that the 

slides were stained correctly based on her comparison of the 

slides with the control slide. Based upon this testimony, Dr. 

Rorke-Adams did not rely upon an implied assertion by the 

technician that the slide had been properly prepared. 

Therefore, the only remaining implied assertion is that the 

labeling of the slides represented that the slides contained 

W.F.’s tissue.  

…. 

The technician did not make any conclusions or factual 

findings as to any issue to be decided at trial when she labeled 

the slides and the technician’s assertion had no probative 

value as to Stanfield’s guilt or innocence. Rather, the act of 

labeling was manifestly for a laboratory—rather than trial—

purpose: to identify the samples while they awaited Dr. 

Rorke-Adams’ examination. Further, while assertions need 

not be contained in formalized affidavits or admitted at trial to 

be testimonial, the fact that the technician did not prepare a 

report suggests that her purpose in labeling the slides was not 

to establish any fact at trial. The only testimony the technician 

could have supplied would be to attest that she did not alter 

the integrity or identity of the tissue samples. This is akin to 

the type of assertion made by any person whose name appears 

in a chain of custody.  

…. 
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[T]he technician’s assertions were not admitted as direct 

proof of an element of the crime; rather, they were admitted 

as foundation for the introduction of the results of Dr. Rorke-

Adams’ testimony regarding her examination of the samples 

and the conclusions she drew therefrom, i.e., that W.F. died 

from non-accidental trauma. These findings and conclusions 

were derived from Dr. Rorke-Adams’ personal examination 

and observations of the slides. Unlike the analyst in 

Navarette,2 the technician in this case made no independent 

conclusions and the labeling did not prove any fact relevant to 

Stanfield’s guilt or innocence. 

 

For these reasons, we hold that there was no Confrontation 

Clause violation because the technician’s assertions were not 

made for an evidentiary purpose and thus were not 

testimonial. 

 

(Id. at 16-17 (internal citations omitted; footnote added.)) 

 

C. Analysis 

The Idaho Supreme Court properly identified clearly-established law interpreting 

the Confrontation Clause that is applicable to lab technician test results used as a basis for 

expert witness testimony in criminal cases. The Sixth Amendment right to confront and 

cross-examine adverse witnesses “is implicit in the constitutional right of confrontation, 

and helps assure the ‘accuracy of the truth-determining process.’” Chambers v. 

Mississippi, 410 U.S. 284 (1973) (citation omitted). “[T]he Confrontation Clause reflects 

 
2 In State v. Navarette, 294 P.3d 435 (N.M. 2013), the testifying expert relied on the findings of 

another analyst—who concluded that there was gunpowder residue on the victim—to determine 

how close the shooter was to the victim. Id. at 436-37. The court held that the underlying analyst’s 

findings were testimonial because there were no “objective markers that any third party can examine in 

order to express an independent opinion.” Id. at 438-439. In Petitioner’s case, the Idaho Supreme Court 

noted that, unlike Navarette, “when an expert independently evaluates objective raw data obtained from 

an analyst, and exercises his or her own judgment in reaching a conclusion, the expert is not a conduit for 

the analyst’s conclusion.” (State’s Lodging B-5 at 14 (citing United States v. Summers, 666 F.3d 192, 

201-202 (4th Cir. 2011)). 
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a preference for face-to-face confrontation at trial, a preference that must occasionally 

give way to considerations of public policy and the necessities of the case.” Maryland v. 

Craig, 497 U.S. 836, 849 (1990) (internal citations and punctuation omitted).  

The law is clearly established that, to be subject to the Confrontation Clause, an 

out-of-court lab test and analysis must be both testimonial and hearsay. Admission of 

testimonial hearsay is prohibited by the Confrontation Clause, see Davis, 547 U.S. at 

823, unless (1) the declarant is unavailable to testify and (2) the accused had a prior 

opportunity to cross-examine the witness. Crawford, 541 U.S. at 68 (the Clause “applies 

to those who ‘bear testimony’” (internal citation omitted)).  

Testimonial evidence has been defined as “[a] solemn declaration or affirmation 

made for the purpose of establishing or proving some fact.” (Id. at 51.) Hearsay evidence 

is that offered “to prove the truth of the matter asserted.” See Anderson v. United States, 

417 U.S. 211, 219 (1974). 

At the time the Idaho Supreme Court performed its Confrontation Clause survey, 

Williams v. Illinois, 567 U.S. 50 (2012), was the United States Supreme Court’s most 

recent ruling. The Idaho Supreme Court found the Williams plurality holding to be 

restricted to the unique facts of that case: a testifying expert relying on past DNA results 

from a DNA bank. The holding of Williams can be gleaned from four Justices (Alito, 

Roberts, Kennedy, and Breyer) in the plurality opinion, plus one Justice’s concurrence 

(Thomas). The four Justices concluded that a defendant’s right to confrontation was not 

violated when the prosecution’s expert witness’s testimony relies on a DNA profile that 

the expert did not personally prepare. Id. at 81-82. Justice Thomas agreed with the 
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plurality that the disclosure of the DNA laboratory’s out-of-court statements through 

expert testimony did not violate the Confrontation Clause. Williams, 567 U.S. at 103 

(Thomas, J., concurring).  

There was no majority agreement on the reasoning behind the holding.3 Justice 

Kagan observed: “I call Justice ALITO’s opinion ‘the plurality,’ because that is the 

conventional term for it. But in all except its disposition, his opinion is a dissent: Five 

Justices specifically reject every aspect of its reasoning and every paragraph of its 

explication.” Id. 

Five justices did agree on the “hearsay” issue, but whether a stated opinion on the 

“hearsay” issue constitutes the holding of each opinion is debatable. As noted above, 

clearly-established law for AEDPA purposes can come only from the holdings (as 

opposed to dicta) of United States Supreme Court precedent. Lockyer v. Andrade, 538 

U.S. 63, 71 (2003). In Panetti v. Quarterman, 551 U.S. 930, 949 (2007), the Supreme 

Court instructed the lower federal courts that, [w]hen there is no majority opinion, the 

narrower holding controls.” Panetti further instructed that a combination of a majority of 

Justices’ “opinions” constitutes “‘clearly established’ governing law for AEDPA 

purposes.”4  

 
3 Justice Thomas clarified: “I reach this conclusion, however, solely because Cellmark’s statements 

lacked the requisite ‘formality and solemnity’ to be considered  ‘testimonial’ for purposes of the 

Confrontation Clause.” (Id. (internal quotation marks omitted).) Justice Kagan observed: “The Court 

today disagrees, though it cannot settle on a reason why.” Id. at 120. 

 
4  In Panetti, the United States Supreme Court clarified that a plurality opinion can be “clearly established 

law” under 28 U.S.C § 2254, by explaining how that principle worked in Ford v. Wainwright, 477 U.S. 

399 (1986): 
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A Panetti analysis of Williams would combine Justice Kagan’s dissent (joined by 

Justices Scalia, Ginsburg, and Sotomayor) with Justice Thomas’s concurrence, yielding 

clearly established law that “admission of the out-of-court statement in this context has 

no purpose separate from its truth; the factfinder can do nothing with it except assess its 

truth and so the credibility of the conclusion it serves to buttress.” Id. at 127. That means 

it is clearly established that underlying scientific testing and results are always offered for 

the truth of the matter, and therefore always hearsay.  

The remaining unanswered question is under what circumstances are scientific 

testing and results testimonial (as in Melendez-Diaz and Bullcoming), and when are they 

not testimonial (as the Justices could not agree upon in Williams)? Non-testimonial 

statements do not implicate the Confrontation Clause because they are not made 

primarily for purposes of investigation or prosecution. Moses v. Payne, 555 F.3d 742, 754 

(9th Cir. 2009).5  

 
In Ford, Justice Powell stated in a concurrence to the four-justice 

plurality opinion that prisoners are insane for the purposes of execution if 

they are “unaware of the punishment they are about to suffer and why 

they are to suffer it.” Id. at 422, 106 S.Ct. 2595. Powell also opined that a 

state may, consistent with due process, presume a prisoner who was 

competent to stand trial is sane at the time of execution, and “may 

require a substantial threshold showing of insanity merely to trigger the 

hearing process.” Id. at 426, 106 S.Ct. 2595. Powell’s concurrence, 

needed to create a majority, became the controlling opinion in Ford and 

“constitutes ‘clearly established’ law for purposes of § 2554.”  

 

Id. at 949.  
 
5 When no such primary purpose exists, the statement is nontestimonial and its admissibility is governed 

by state and federal rules of evidence, not the Confrontation Clause. Davis, 547 U.S. at 822 (citations 

omitted). 
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A decade before the Idaho Supreme Court considered Petitioner’s confrontation 

issue, Crawford gave examples of “testimonial” statements: (1) statements made in prior 

testimony; (2) “[s]tatements taken by police officers in the course of interrogations”; (3) 

“formalized” statements, e.g., affidavits, depositions, and confessions; (4) “pretrial 

statements that declarants would reasonably expect to be used prosecutorially”; and 

(5) “statements that were made under circumstances which would lead an objective 

witness to reasonably believe that the statement would be available for use at a later 

trial.” 541 U.S. at 51-52 (internal quotation marks omitted). Whether a statement is 

testimonial is determined by looking at the statement’s primary purpose and its 

similarities to traditional testimony. See Davis, 547 U.S. at 822. A statement is testimonial 

when “the circumstances objectively indicate that ... the primary purpose ... is to establish 

or prove past events potentially relevant to later criminal prosecution.” Id. at 822. 

In Melendez-Diaz v. Massachusetts, 557 U.S. 305 (2009), prosecutors introduced 

written, notarized “certificates of analysis” from lab technicians stating that lab tests had 

identified a substance seized from the defendant as cocaine, in a criminal action charging 

the defendant with trafficking in cocaine. Id. at 308. The lab technicians did not appear at 

trial; the defendant objected to the certificates on confrontation grounds. The Court 

determined that the lab tests were testimonial; thus, defendant had a right to cross-

examine the lab analysts who prepared the certificates. The Court held: “The Sixth 

Amendment does not permit the prosecution to prove its case via ex parte out-of-court 

affidavits, and the admission of such evidence against Melendez–Diaz was error.” Id. at 

329. 
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In Bullcoming v. New Mexico, 564 U.S. 647 (2011), the Court relied on Melendez-

Diaz to hold that a State could not introduce a lab analyst’s written findings through the 

testimony of a substitute analyst who had not participated in the lab testing and analysis. 

The evidence at issue in Bullcoming was described as follows: 

The report was signed by the nontestifying analyst 

who had authored it, stating, “I certify that I followed the 

procedures set out on the reverse of this report, and the 

statements in this block are correct. The concentration of 

alcohol in this sample is based on the grams of alcohol in one 

hundred milliliters of blood.” App. in Bullcoming, O.T. 2010, 

No. 09–10876, p. 62. Critically, the report was introduced at 

trial for the substantive purpose of proving the truth of the 

matter asserted by its out-of-court author—namely, that the 

defendant had a blood-alcohol level of 0.21. This was the 

central fact in question at the defendant’s trial, and it was 

dispositive of his guilt. 

 

Williams, 567 U.S. at 66–67. 

Under these facts, the Bullcoming Court determined that “surrogate testimony” 

contravenes the Confrontation Clause. Id. at 661. Surrogate testimony could not convey 

what the original analyst knew or observed about the events stated in the certificate, nor 

“could it expose any lapses or lies on the certifying analysist’s part.” Id. The Bullcoming 

Court concluded: “The accused’s right is to be confronted with the analyst who made the 

certification.” Id. at 652. 

In the next case, Williams, the United States Supreme Court recognized that 

Justice Sotomayor’s Bullcoming concurrence foreshadowed the question to be decided in 

Williams: 
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Justice SOTOMAYOR highlighted the importance of 

the fact that the forensic report had been admitted into 

evidence for the purpose of proving the truth of the matter it 

asserted. She emphasized that “this [was] not a case in which 

an expert witness was asked for his independent opinion 

about underlying testimonial reports that were not themselves 

admitted into evidence.” 564 U.S., at ––––, 131 S.Ct., at 2722 

(opinion concurring in part) (citing Fed. Rule Evid. 703). “We 

would face a different question,” she observed, “if asked to 

determine the constitutionality of allowing an expert witness 

to discuss others’ testimonial statements if the testimonial 

statements were not themselves admitted as evidence.” Id., at 

––––, 131 S.Ct., at 2722. We now confront that question. 

 

567 U.S. at 67 (emphasis added). 

In Williams, the Court considered a case where the State attempted to present the 

same type of out-of-court evidence rejected in Bullcoming, but dressed up a bit 

differently—a substitute lab technician gave his own expert opinion based on the 

original-now-absent lab technician’s testing and findings. The state court held that the 

testimony did not implicate the Confrontation Clause because the absent lab technician’s 

statements were introduced not for their truth, but to explain the basis for the testifying 

expert’s opinion. See Fed. R. Evid. 703 (“An expert may base an opinion on facts or data 

in the case that the expert has been made aware of or personally observed. If experts in 

the particular field would reasonably rely on those kinds of facts or data in forming an 

opinion on the subject, they need not be admissible for the opinion to be admitted.”).  
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Williams did not produce a holding that applies to the legal analysis of whether a 

lab test and result is testimonial. The clearly established law on whether scientific testing 

evidence is testimonial, then, comes from the earlier cases.6 

Under Crawford, Davis, and Melendez-Diaz, Rorke-Adams’ underlying lab testing 

information—asserted as true by the lab technician by her act of submitting it as a 

completed task to Rorke-Adams—does appear to be testimonial. In fact, in Smith (2024) 

(see Footnote 5), the parties relied on the same body of law at issue here, and “[t]he 

question presented in Smith’s petition for certiorari did not ask whether [the] out-of-court 

statements were testimonial…. Instead, it took as a given that they were.” See Smith, 602 

U.S. at 801. 

From all of this prior precedent, several rules emerge. Assuming that, in 2014, the 

Williams conglomeration of opinions clearly established that out-of-court lab work results 

are hearsay, and assuming that Crawford’s progeny (prior to Williams) clearly established 

that out-of-court lab work results ordered for investigation or prosecution purposes in the 

same case are testimonial (even though by 2024, that was still unresolved by the United 

States Supreme Court), the Court concludes that Petitioner has the better argument here—

the lab results underlying Dr. Rorke-Adams’ expert testimony are subject to the 

Confrontation Clause. Dr. Rorke-Adams relied on testimonial hearsay as the basis for her 

 
6 According to the United States Supreme Court in Smith v. Arizona, 602 U.S. 779 (2024), a more recent 

Confrontation Clause case that cannot be considered in this case, other than to show the trend of the law, 

the factors a court relies upon to come to a decision on the testimonial prong of a Confrontation Clause 

analysis still remain unresolved and/or are highly case-specific and discretionary. 
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opinion; therefore, the State was required to produce the lab technician as a witness to be 

confronted at trial. 

 But, the test to prevail on habeas corpus review is not so simple, because habeas 

corpus is not direct appeal. A deferential standard has been erected by federal statute to 

corral federal habeas courts from interfering with reasonable state court decisions. A 

federal court cannot grant habeas relief simply because it concludes in its independent 

judgment that the state court’s decision is incorrect or wrong; rather, the state court’s 

application of United States Supreme Court precedent must be objectively unreasonable 

to warrant relief. Lockyer v. Andrade, 538 U.S. 63, 75 (2003); Bell v. Cone, 535 U.S. at 

694. 

 The “unreasonable application” standard—whether “fairminded jurists could 

disagree” with the state court decision—is somewhat difficult to comprehend. 

Yarborough v. Alvarado, 541 U.S. 652, 664 (2004). More recent decisions restate the 

standard of law in more understandable language, such as, “The prisoner must show that 

the state court’s decision is so obviously wrong that its error lies ‘beyond any possibility 

for fairminded disagreement.’” Shinn v. Kayer, 592 U.S. 111, 118 (2020) (citing Richter, 

562 U.S. at 103). This means that, if any fairminded jurist could take a different view 

from the way the state appellate court resolved the claim, habeas corpus relief is not 

warranted. Id. at 525. If all fairminded jurists would agree that resolution of the claim 

was “an error well understood and comprehended in existing law,” then relief under § 

2254(d)(2) is warranted. Parker v. Matthews, 567 U.S. 37, 47 (2012) (citation omitted). 
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In 2014, there was tremendous disagreement as to what constituted testimonial 

hearsay. In Williams, the latest in the line of cases following Crawford, several Justices 

commented on the lack of clarity in the law on Petitioner’s issue here. Justice Breyer 

wrote in his concurring opinion: 

This case raises a question that I believe neither the 

plurality nor the dissent answers adequately: How does the 

Confrontation Clause apply to the panoply of crime 

laboratory reports and underlying technical statements written 

by (or otherwise made by) laboratory technicians? In this 

context, what, if any, are the outer limits of the “testimonial 

statements” rule set forth in Crawford v. Washington, 541 

U.S. 36, 124 S.Ct. 1354, 158 L.Ed.2d 177 (2004)? Because I 

believe the question difficult, important, and not squarely 

addressed either today or in our earlier opinions, and because 

I believe additional briefing would help us find a proper, 

generally applicable answer, I would set this case for 

reargument. 

 

567 U.S. at 86 (Breyer, J., concurring). 

Also in Williams, Justice Kagan observed:  the “five Justices who control the 

outcome of today’s case agree on very little” and have “left significant confusion in their 

wake.” Id. at 141 (Kagan, J., dissenting). Justice Kagan continued: 

What comes out of four Justices’ desire to limit 

Melendez-Diaz and Bullcoming in whatever way possible, 

combined with one Justice’s one-justice view of those 

holdings is – to be frank – who knows what. Those 

decisions apparently no longer mean all that they say. Yet no 

one can tell in what way or to what extent they are altered 

because no proposed limitation commands the support of a 

majority. 

 

Id.  
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Even though this Court concludes that the Idaho Supreme Court was erroneous in 

its decision that the lab technician’s assertions were non-testimonial, habeas relief is not 

warranted. Based on the unsettled nature of the law on what is testimonial, the Court 

cannot conclude that the Idaho Supreme Court’s decision was objectively unreasonable to 

the extent that the decision is so obviously wrong that its error lies beyond any possibility 

for fairminded disagreement. The law is comprised of multiple paths to arrive at the same 

destination (whether testing results hearsay is testimonial), showing that fairminded 

jurists could (and do) differ from the Idaho Supreme Court in the proper resolution of this 

issue. For that reason, habeas corpus relief is not warranted. Petitioner has a very good 

argument that the underlying testing results from the lab technician are testimonial, but 

she cannot prevail under the objectively unreasonable requirement of the habeas corpus 

standard. 

 Supporting a conclusion that the Idaho Supreme Court opinion is not objectively 

unreasonable is Justice Sotomayor’s concurring opinion in Bullcoming–where she 

pointed out that the holding of that case did not address a factual scenario like 

Petitioner’s, and she pointed out why a factual scenario like Petitioner’s may even raise a 

different legal question, but not a Confrontation Clause question: 

[T]his is not a case in which an expert witness was asked for 

his independent opinion about underlying testimonial reports 

that were not themselves admitted into evidence. See Fed. 

Rule Evid. 703 (explaining that facts or data of a type upon 

which experts in the field would reasonably rely in forming 

an opinion need not be admissible in order for the expert’s 

opinion based on the facts and data to be admitted).  
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As the Court notes, ante, at 2715 – 2716, the State does not 

assert that Razatos offered an independent, expert opinion 

about Bullcoming’s blood alcohol concentration. Rather, the 

State explains, “[a]side from reading a report that was 

introduced as an exhibit, Mr. Razatos offered no opinion 

about Petitioner’s blood alcohol content ... .” Brief for 

Respondent 58, n. 15 (citation omitted). Here the State 

offered the BAC report, including Caylor’s testimonial 

statements, into evidence. We would face a different question 

if asked to determine the constitutionality of allowing an 

expert witness to discuss others’ testimonial statements if the 

testimonial statements were not themselves admitted as 

evidence. 

 

564 U.S. at 673 (emphasis added). The Idaho Supreme Court relied on this statement in 

its opinion. (See State’s Lodging B-4 at 9.) It distinguished the facts of Petitioner’s case 

from precedent as follows: 

The overriding principle that we glean from Melendez-Diaz 

and Bullcoming is that introduction of reports by non-

testifying analysts violates the defendant’s right of 

confrontation when they are “for the purpose of establishing 

or proving some fact at trial,” Melendez-Diaz, 557 U.S. at 

324, or are “affirmation[s] made for the purpose of 

establishing or proving some fact in a criminal proceeding.” 

Bullcoming, 131 S.Ct. at 2716 (alteration in original; internal 

quotation omitted). In the present case, the challenged 

evidence served as foundation for the introduction of Dr. 

Rorke-Adams’ testimony rather than direct evidence of a fact 

pointing toward Stanfield’s guilt. Thus, we do not view these 

decisions as dictating the result of this appeal. 

 

Id. 

 

The Idaho Supreme Court also distinguished Petitioner’s facts from Williams, 

where no Confrontation Clause violation was found. Several of the plurality’s reasons 

why the DNA evidence was not testimonial support the Idaho Supreme Court’s 

conclusion; several do not. 
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 One significant reason mentioned by both the Williams plurality and dissent was 

that the nature of matching DNA evidence does not requiring confrontation clause 

protections—which distinguishes it from Petitioner’s case: 

[T]he knowledge that defects in a DNA profile may 

often be detected from the profile itself provides a further 

safeguard. In this case, for example, [the expert witness 

relying on the DNA test] testified that she would have been 

able to tell from the profile if the sample used by Cellmark 

had been degraded prior to testing. As noted above, moreover, 

there is no real chance that “sample contamination, sample 

switching, mislabeling, [or] fraud” could have led Cellmark 

to produce a DNA profile that falsely matched petitioner. 

Post, at 2275 (KAGAN, J., dissenting). At the time of the 

testing, petitioner had not yet been identified as a suspect, and 

there is no suggestion that anyone at Cellmark had a sample 

of his DNA to swap in by malice or mistake. And given the 

complexity of the DNA molecule, it is inconceivable that 

shoddy lab work would somehow produce a DNA profile that 

just so happened to have the precise genetic makeup of 

petitioner, who just so happened to be picked out of a lineup 

by the victim. The prospect is beyond fanciful. 

 

567 U.S. at 85–86. 

In addition, Petitioner’s facts do not meet Justice Thomas’s “formality and 

solemnity” requirements for testimonial evidence. (See id. at 9-10.) “But,” the Idaho 

Supreme Court observed, “Justice Kagan, writing for the four dissenting justices, rejected 

the plurality’s accusatory requirement, as well as Justice Thomas’s formality requirement, 

adhering to the view that forensic reports are testimonial based entirely on the primary 

purpose test.” (Id. at 10-11 (citations omitted).) The Idaho Supreme Court also noted that, 

in Justice Breyer’s concurrence, he concluded that out-of-court testing results “fall 

outside application of the Confrontation Clause.” (Id. at 11.) 
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The Justices of the United States Supreme Court remain divided on an analytical 

framework for determining whether scientific laboratory work is testimonial. On that 

issue, the Idaho Supreme Court adopted the reasonable viewpoint that, “[b]ecause 

no position received support from a majority of the justices, Williams does not provide us 

a governing legal principle and this Court views the decision as limited to the unique set 

of facts presented in that case. See e.g., United States v. James, 712 F.3d 79, 95 (2nd 

Cir.2013); Jenkins v. United States, 75 A.3d 174, 176 (D.C. 2013) (“the splintered 

decision in Williams ... creates no new rule of law that we can apply in this case.”). 

(State’s Lodging B-4 at 11 (footnote omitted).) 

Petitioner’s facts are different enough from United States Supreme Court 

precedent to support a conclusion that a fairminded jurist could disagree with the Idaho 

Supreme Court’s conclusion on the Confrontation Clause question, given the murky state 

of the law in 2014 (and today). As the courts concluded in James and Jenkins, there is a 

good argument that there is no clearly-established law on the testimonial prong of the 

Confrontation Clause analysis. Dr. Rorke-Adams had her own opinion and was a 

traditional expert witness. Her lab technician’s work seems to fit within the framework of 

“testimonial statements” set forth by Crawford, see 541 U.S. at 51-52, except that it was 

not formal, but instead an “assertion” made by handing back dyed tissue sample slides 

marked “completed.” These are the facts that Justice Sotomayor said were not addressed 

in Bullcoming (2011), and that should have been but were not addressed in Williams 

(2012). What is and is not testimonial still an open question in Smith (2024).  
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Facing the same quandary as here, the James Court “distill[ed] from this pre-

Williams case law the principle that a laboratory analysis is testimonial if the 

circumstances under which the analysis was prepared, viewed objectively, establish that 

the primary purpose of a reasonable analyst in the declarant’s position would have been 

to create a record for use at a later criminal trial.” 712 F.3d at 94. The James Court went 

on to note: 

The question then becomes whether the Court’s later 

decision in Williams changed that rule. We agree with Justice 

Kagan that this problem is intractable. No single rationale 

disposing of the Williams case enjoys the support of a 

majority of the Justices. 

 

Id. at 95. 

Similarly, in Jenkins, the court relied on Justice Kagan’s comment about the effect 

of the Williams splintered opinions on whether a “clear rule” on the “testimonial” factor 

exists: 

Before today’s decision, a prosecutor wishing to admit 

the results of forensic testing had to produce the technician 

responsible for the analysis. That was the result of not one, 

but two decisions this Court issued in the last three years. But 

that clear rule is clear no longer. 

 

75 A.3d at 186. The Jenkins Court decided that a holding could not be gleaned from the 

opinions in that case, given that “the two opinions of the Justices who concurred in the 

judgment in Williams lack the necessary common denominator” with the plurality 

opinion. Id. at 187. Therefore, in a similar post-Williams case, that same court “found it 

unnecessary to determine any precise holding in Williams, extracting instead ‘an 

intermediate position.’” Id. at 187. 
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The lack of a definite analytical framework for determining what is testimonial 

suggests that the Idaho Supreme Court’s decision is within the range of objective 

reasonableness. The decision is certainly not one that departs from the various reasonable 

factors that pre- and post-Williams courts considered in making a determination about 

whether out-of-court lab work was testimonial and subject to the Confrontation Clause, 

or was merely an evidentiary issue to be addressed by the Federal Rules of Evidence. 

Based on all of the foregoing, the Court agrees with Respondent that “there is no 

Supreme Court precedent that has addressed whether a lab technician who merely 

completes an assigned task by staining tissue on slides is testimonial for purposes of 

determining whether there is a Confrontation Clause violation.” (Dkt. 11 at 42.) 

Comparing the facts in Petitioner’s case to the facts in existing Sixth Amendment case 

law shows that, even if the Idaho Supreme Court’s application of the Confrontation 

Clause Crawford factors was erroneous, it was not objectively unreasonable, because the 

law on what is “testimonial” was unsettled in 2014 and remains unsettled today. As a 

result, Claim 1 is subject to denial and dismissal with prejudice on grounds that the Idaho 

Supreme Court’ s decision is not objectively unreasonable. 

3. Claim 2: Alleged Jury Instruction Error 

 

A. Facts 

Petitioner was convicted under a felony-murder type of statute, not a traditional 

murder statute, with different elements, including a different mens rea element. Claim 2 

asserts that Petitioner was denied her Sixth Amendment right to a fair trial and her 

Fourteenth Amendment right to due process because the jury instructions allegedly failed 
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to “require the jury to find that [she] had specific intent to cause an aggravated battery 

before convicting her of first degree murder,” and that the definition of battery under 

Idaho Code § 18-903 “elevates a battery to murder without an accompanying mental state 

to commit an underlying felony.” (Dkt. 1 at 6-7.)  

The Idaho homicide statutory scheme includes the following statutes. In pertinent 

part, Idaho Code § 18-4001 defines murder as “the unlawful killing of a human being … 

with malice aforethought.” Idaho Code § 18-4002 provides: “Such malice may be express 

or implied. It is express when there is manifested a deliberate intention unlawfully to take 

away the life of a fellow creature. It is implied when no considerable provocation 

appears, or when the circumstances attending the killing show an abandoned and 

malignant heart.” 

Idaho Code § 18-4003, entitled “Degrees of murder,” sets forth six distinct types 

of homicide that constitute first degree murder. Petitioner was convicted of W.F.’s death 

under subsection (d), which is Idaho’s felony murder cause of action. The felony murder 

subsection lists nine categories of predicate felony crimes that can be predicate crimes to 

a first degree felony murder charge, including these: “Any murder committed in the 

perpetration of, or attempt to perpetrate, aggravated battery on a child under twelve (12) 

years of age, arson, rape, robbery, burglary, kidnapping or mayhem.” See Idaho Code § 

18-4003(d). 

After much discussion among the judge, defense counsel, and the prosecutors in 

crafting the jury instructions in Petitioner’s case (see State’s Lodging A-6 at 4311-58), the 

jury was instructed as follows.  

Case 4:22-cv-00057-REP     Document 19     Filed 03/28/25     Page 28 of 50

33a



 

MEMORANDUM DECISION AND ORDER - 29 

 

Instruction No. 22 provided: 

In order for the defendant to be guilty of First Degree 

Murder, the state must prove each of the following: 

1. On or about December 11, 2009, 

2. in the State of Idaho, 

3. the defendant Katherine Lea Stanfield committed an 

aggravated battery on a child, [W.F.], under twelve 

(12) years of age, and 

4. in doing so, caused the death of [W.F.] 

If any of the above has not been proven beyond a 

reasonable doubt, you must find the defendant not guilty. If 

each of the above has been proven beyond a reasonable 

doubt, then you must find the defendant guilty. 

 

(State’s Lodging A-3 at ECF 200.) 

Instruction No. 20 provided: “An ‘aggravated battery’ is a battery which causes 

great bodily harm.” (Id. at ECF 198.) Instruction No. 21 provided: “Murder is the killing 

of a human being without legal justification or excuse in the perpetration of, or attempt to 

perpetrate, an aggravated battery on a child under twelve (12) years of age.” (Id. at ECF 

199.)  Instruction No. 22A provided: The state does not have to prove that the defendant 

intended to kill [W.F.], but the state must prove that during the perpetration or attempt to 

perpetrate an aggravated battery on a child under twelve (12) years of age, the defendant 

killed [W.F.]. (Id. at ECF 201.) Instruction 23 provided: “An act is “willful” or done 

“willfully” when done on purpose. One can act willfully without intending to violate the 

law, to injure another, or to acquire any advantage.” (Id. at ECF 202.) 

Instruction 25 provided: “In crimes, such as the one charged, there must exist a 

union or joint operation of act or conduct and criminal intent. To constitute criminal 
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intent[,] it is not necessary that there should exist an intent to violate the law. Where a 

person intentionally does that which the law declares to be a crime, she is acting with 

criminal intent, even though she may not know that her act or conduct is unlawful.” (Id. 

at ECF 204.) 

Petitioner contends that first degree murder by aggravated battery on a child under 

twelve is a specific intent crime, and, therefore, “the jury was required to find that she 

specifically intended to cause great bodily harm to W.F., as opposed to finding that she 

committed battery, and in doing so, unintentionally caused great bodily harm.” (State’s 

Lodging B-4 at 20-21.) For general intent, the prosecution must prove only that the 

defendant intended to do the act in question, whereas to prove specific intent, the 

prosecution must prove that the defendants intended to bring about a specific 

consequence through their actions, or that they performed the action with a wrongful 

purpose. 

On  direct appeal, Petitioner pointed out that three of the nine felony predicate 

crimes are general intent crimes; three can be either general or specific intent crimes 

(including aggravated battery); and three are always specific intent crimes. (State’s 

Lodging B-1 at ECF 38.) She argued that Idaho case law shows that “the State must 

prove the defendant’s specific intent to commit the underlying felony to apply to offenses 

that would ordinarily be general intent crimes.” (Id. at ECF 39.) She also asserted: “With 

respect to the first prong, the district court’s failure to instruct on all elements of the 

offense of first degree murder violated Ms. Stanfield’s constitutional rights to due process 

and to a jury trial, as guaranteed under both the United States and Idaho Constitutions,” 
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citing Neder v. United States, 527 U.S. 1, 9-10, 19 (1999) (“where the defendant 

contested the omitted element and raised evidence sufficient to support a contrary finding 

... [the court] should not find the error harmless.”). (See id. at ECF 40.) 

B. State Court Decision 

In rejecting this claim, the Idaho Supreme Court simply referred the parties to the 

reasoning in its decision in a different case it had recently decided, State v. Carver, 155 

Idaho 489, 314 P.3d 171 (2013). “In Carver, this Court addressed an identical claim and 

held that ‘the district court correctly instructed the jury that Defendant would be guilty of 

first degree murder if he committed a battery upon the child which resulted in great 

bodily harm, from which the child died.’” (State’s Lodging B-4 at 21 (citation omitted).) 

C. Analysis 

In Carver, the defendant (also accused of murder by aggravated battery upon a 

child under twelve), did not object to the jury instruction setting forth the elements of the 

claim at trial, and, therefore, the Idaho Supreme Court reviewed the alleged error under 

is fundamental error doctrine. 314 P.2d at 175. The same is true in Petitioner’s case; no 

objection was made.  

Mr. Carver asserted, “in order to convict him of felony murder, ‘not only did the 

jury have to find that Mr. Carver had the requisite mental state to commit an aggravated 

battery, [but the jury] also had to find that he had the specific intent to cause great bodily 

harm to [the child].’” Id. (bracketed alteration in original). 
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The Idaho Supreme Court rejected Mr. Carver’s argument: 

 As Defendant conceded during oral argument, the 

crime of aggravated battery does not require any intent to 

cause great bodily harm. A battery becomes an aggravated 

battery if in committing a battery the person causes great 

bodily harm. I.C. § 18–907(1)(a). A battery becomes 

aggravated battery because of the harm caused, not because 

of the intent to cause that harm. Here, the district court 

correctly instructed the jury that Defendant would be guilty of 

first degree murder if he committed a battery upon the child 

which resulted in great bodily harm, from which the child 

died. Instructing the jury that Defendant had to have intended 

to cause great bodily harm to the child would not have been 

an accurate statement of the law. 

 

Id. at 176.  

The Idaho felony-murder statutory scheme is strict, but it is intended to be a 

protection against all types of battery that may inflict death upon vulnerable child 

victims, regardless whether the perpetrators intend or foresee that their battery could be 

fatal when the victim is a child. Respondent correctly argues that the Idaho legislature has 

intentionally set forth a felony murder scheme that exempts the killing of children via 

battery from the requirement of premeditation. The legislature’s intent was to protect 

children from battery resulting in unintended death. The “Statement of Purpose” for the 

1991 amendment to the statute provides:  

The purpose of this bill is to allow for the prosecution 

for the crime of first degree murder of someone who inflicts 

great bodily harm on a child under twelve years old, or who 

uses a deadly weapon on such a child, if the child dies as a 

result. Under current law, the state would have to prove that a 

defendant had a premeditated intent to kill the child, or that 

the child was tortured. This bill will serve as a deterrent to the 

use of deadly force upon the most vulnerable members of our 
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society, and will assure that perpetrators of such crimes will 

face the most severe punishment available under the law. 

 

S.B. 1040, 51st Leg., 1st Reg. Sess., 1991 Idaho Laws Ch. 227. 

State legislatures possess leeway to “define the conduct that is considered criminal 

under state law.” Bieganski v. Shinn, No. CV-21-01684-PHX-DWL, 2023 WL 4862681, 

at *8 (D. Ariz. July 31, 2023). To the extent that a state appellate court’s approach to 

interpreting a state criminal statutory scheme does not violate due process standards, it 

may choose to apply any objectively reasonable approach, notwithstanding there may be 

“an array of intuitively appealing reasons” that other reasonable jurors might choose 

instead. Id.  

The Idaho appellate courts have reviewed the due process issue at hand and have 

resolved it in favor of upholding the statute’s mens rea scheme: 

The requirement of the state to prove the mens rea 

element of a crime beyond a reasonable doubt is grounded in 

the constitutional guarantee of due process. State v. 

McDougall, 113 Idaho 900, 902, 749 P.2d 1025, 1027 (Ct. 

App. 1988). The felony murder rule does not include any 

element of intent to kill or injure the victim. A defendant who 

participates in a predicate felony can be held liable for the 

death of any person killed during the commission of the 

felony, regardless of the individual defendant’s intent that a 

death occur. State v. Windsor, 110 Idaho 410, 419, 716 P.2d 

1182, 1191 (1985). Therefore, so long as the state is required 

to, and does, prove beyond a reasonable doubt that the 

defendant had the general intent to commit the aggravated 

battery that resulted in the death of a child under twelve years 

of age, due process is satisfied. 

 

State v. Carlson, 3 P.3d 67, 79 (Idaho Ct. App. 2000). “Based on the foregoing,” the 

Carlson Court continued, “we hold that the state’s use of a general intent crime—
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aggravated battery of a child under twelve years of age—as a predicate for first degree 

felony murder does not violate due process.” Id. at 80.  

 Petitioner has not persuasively explained how her due process rights were violated 

as to the mens rea requirement for her felony murder conviction, nor does the Court find 

any governing case law from the United States Supreme Court to support Petitioner’s 

position that felony murder must be a specific intent crime. “It goes without saying that 

preventing and dealing with crime is much more the business of the States than it is of the 

Federal Government.” Patterson v. New York, 432 U.S. 197, 201 (1977). The Idaho 

Supreme Court is entitled to interpret Idaho’s murder statutes as it sees fit, within the 

bounds of due process, which it has done.  

In Gryger v. Burke, 334 U.S. 728 (1948), the United States Supreme Court 

observed: 

       We are not at liberty to conjecture that the trial court 

acted under an interpretation of the state law different from 

that which we might adopt and then set up our own 

interpretation as a basis for declaring that due process has 

been denied. 

 

        We cannot treat a mere error of state law, if one 

occurred, as a denial of due process; otherwise, every 

erroneous decision by a state court on state law would come 

here as a federal constitutional question. 

 

Id. at 731. 

Similar to the facts in this case, in Jeffries v. Blodgett, 5 F.3d 1180, 1194 (9th Cir. 

1993), the petitioner contended the trial court had improperly defined the elements of two 

statutory aggravating factors in a death penalty case, including the need for a specific 
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mental state. The Ninth Circuit recognized that two of the petitioner’s proposed elements 

were not elements “as defined by the Washington Supreme Court.” Id. at 1194. The Ninth 

Circuit reasoned that the “prosecution need prove only those elements of the crime which 

are included in the definition of the offense.” Id. The court concluded that Jeffries’ 

argument failed “[b]ecause it is the sole responsibility of the States to define the elements 

of their criminal offenses.” Id. (citation omitted). Respondent provides a list of other 

similar cases to support its argument on this point. (See Dkt. 11 at 56.)  

This is not a claim that there is an absence of mens rea in the jury instructions. 

Instruction No. 23 covers the serious nature of the felony murder statute with a general 

intent element: “An act is ‘willful’ or done ‘willfully’ when done on purpose. One can act 

willfully without intending to violate the law, to injure another, or to acquire any 

advantage.” 

 The jury instructions match the battery felony murder cause of action that is 

contained in the statutes and interpreted by the Idaho Supreme Court. During the pretrial 

conference on jury instructions (State’s Lodging A-6 at 4311-58), the parties labored to 

craft the language of the substantive cause of action instruction so that the jury would not 

be confused, given that, under subsection (d), malice is required but implied, and that the 

indictment charged Petitioner only under limited forms of battery: perpetrating “the 

willful and unlawful use of forced or violence upon [W.F.].” (State’s Lodgings A-6 at 

4320; B-1 at ECF 10). The form of battery that is a mere intentional touching was not 

included in the indictment or the jury instructions. See Idaho Code § 18-903. 
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Nevertheless, Petitioner argues that, because a battery can be committed by 

something as minimal as an intentional “touching,” the Idaho Supreme Court’s 

“interpretation elevates a battery to murder without an accompanying mental state to 

commit an underlying felony.” (Dkt. 1 at 7 (emphasis added).) In addition to this 

argument being invalid under the discussion above, it is dispelled in this particular case 

by Instruction No. 19: “A ‘battery is committed when a person willfully and unlawfully 

uses force or violence upon the person of another.” (State’s Lodging A-3 at ECF 197.) 

The jury was not instructed that mere “touching” can be battery, because the indictment 

specifically focused on a willful and unlawful use of force or violence.  

Similarly, Petitioner also asserts that the battery statute’s term “use of force” is not 

grievous enough to warrant a first degree murder conviction. However, as a deterrent 

against adults using force against children that causes unintended deaths, and under the 

circumstances of this case, the term “use of force” was not disproportionate as might 

have been an instruction that a “mere touch” was sufficient for a conviction, given that 

such use of force must be willful and unlawful.” See id. 

Petitioner has failed to establish the Idaho Supreme Court’s decision was contrary 

to, or an unreasonable application of, United States Supreme Court precedent. Even 

under de novo review, Petitioner’s claim fails. This claim will be dismissed with 

prejudice. 

4. Claim 3: Sixth Amendment Ineffective Assistance of Counsel Claim

Petitioner’s ineffective assistance of counsel claim centers on three types of

omitted jury instructions, which the Court will separately address. 
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A. Standard of Law

The standard for Sixth Amendment ineffective assistance of trial counsel claims 

was identified in Strickland v. Washington, 466 U.S. 668 (1984). A petitioner asserting 

ineffective assistance must show that (1) “counsel made errors so serious that counsel 

was not functioning as the ‘counsel’ guaranteed the defendant by the Sixth Amendment,” 

and (2) those errors “deprive[d] the defendant of a fair trial, a trial whose result is 

reliable.” Id. at 687. 

Whether an attorney’s performance was deficient is judged against an objective 

standard of reasonableness.  Id. at 687-88. A reviewing court’s inquiry into the 

“reasonableness” of counsel’s actions must not rely on hindsight:   

Judicial scrutiny of counsel’s performance must be 

highly deferential. It is all too tempting for a defendant to 

second-guess counsel’s assistance after conviction or adverse 

sentence, and it is all too easy for a court, examining 

counsel’s defense after it has proved unsuccessful, to 

conclude that a particular act or omission of counsel was 

unreasonable. A fair assessment of attorney performance 

requires that every effort be made to eliminate the distorting 

effects of hindsight, to reconstruct the circumstances of 

counsel’s challenged conduct, and to evaluate the conduct 

from counsel’s perspective at the time. Because of the 

difficulties inherent in making the evaluation, a court must 

indulge a strong presumption that counsel’s conduct falls 

within the wide range of reasonable professional assistance; 

that is, the defendant must overcome the presumption that, 

under the circumstances, the challenged action might be 

considered sound trial strategy. There are countless ways to 

provide effective assistance in any given case. Even the best 

criminal defense attorneys would not defend a particular 

client in the same way. 

Id. at 689 (internal citations and quotation marks omitted). 
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Under the prejudice prong of Strickland, “[a]n error by counsel, even if 

professionally unreasonable, does not warrant setting aside the judgment of a criminal 

proceeding if the error had no effect on the judgment.” Id. at 691. Rather, a petitioner 

“must show that there is a reasonable probability that, but for counsel’s unprofessional 

errors, the result of the proceeding would have been different.” Id. at 694. The Strickland 

Court instructed: 

In making this determination, a court hearing an 

ineffectiveness claim must consider the totality of the 

evidence before the judge or jury…. Taking the unaffected 

findings as a given, and taking due account of the effect of the 

errors on the remaining findings, a court making the prejudice 

inquiry must ask if the defendant has met the burden of 

showing that the decision reached would reasonably likely 

have been different absent the errors.  

Id. at 695-96. To constitute Strickland prejudice, “[t]he likelihood of a different result 

must be substantial, not just conceivable.” Richter, 562 U.S. at 112.  

B. State Court Action

The state district court dismissed this claim because it failed to satisfy either 

Strickland prong. (See State’s Lodging D-6 at 12.) The Idaho Supreme Court declined to 

adjudicate the first prong of the Strickland test, deficient performance, because of Idaho’s 

“acquittal first” rule. [CITE?] The Idaho Supreme Court also determined that Petitioner 

could not meet the second prong, prejudice, as a result of Idaho’s acquittal first rule. (Id.) 

That is, because the jury was required to consider whether Petitioner was guilty of first 

degree murder before considering any lesser included offenses, and so found, it was of no 
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consequence that lesser included offenses were not included, because the jury necessarily 

would not have considered them. 

C. Analysis 

 Here, the suggested wrongfully omitted claims seem to be more diverse than the 

claim brought in the state appellate court. The new parts are procedurally defaulted. 

Regardless, the claims fail on the merits for the reasons that follow. 

i. Omitted Intervening Cause Defense Jury Instructions 

 The first argument is that counsel wrongfully omitted several intervening cause 

defenses: 

 The evidence in the case could have easily supported a 

jury finding that Ms. Stanfield committed a battery on W.F. 

but that an intervening cause, such as a medical condition like 

coagulopathy, caused his death.  

 

The instructions as given required the jury under that view 

of the evidence to find Ms. Stanfield guilty of murder or not 

guilty of any crime. 

 

Or, the jury could have found that the incident was caused 

during a sudden quarrel or in the heat of passion but lacking 

in malice, as would make voluntary manslaughter 

appropriate. This, too, was an exceptionally plausive 

interpretation of the evidence: that perhaps Ms. Stanfield used 

force against W.F. in the heat of passion but had no malice to 

cause him a serious injury. Yet counsel’s decision took that 

option away from the jury.   

 

(Dkt. 1 at 8-9.) 

 As the transcript of the evidentiary hearing shows, defense counsel’s theory of the 

case was that Petitioner did not touch the child at all; rather, the child fell and suffered 

injuries on his own, and the medical opinions about causation of the child’s injuries and 
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his demise were misdiagnoses. (See State’s Lodgings E-2.) Petitioner’s proposed 

instructions are contrary to the theory of the case and contrary to her testimony at trial. 

 It is true that a defendant may defend on alternative, inconsistent theories. This 

strategy is much harder and less successful when the defendant testifies and the jury must 

accept or reject the defendant’s version of the truth, as in Petitioner’s case, as opposed to 

a case where the defendant remains silent, leaving more room for the jury to sort out and 

piece together the truth from other evidence, without conflicting evidence from the 

defendant herself. In any event, defense counsel are entitled to pursue an “all or nothing” 

theory of defense. See McAfee v. Thurmer, 589 F.3d 353, 356 (7th Cir. 2009) (holding 

that “going for broke was not an unreasonable strategy”); see also Crace v. Herzog, 798 

F.3d 840, 849 n.4 (9th Cir. 2015) (“Nothing we have said here affects a defense attorney’s

ability to make a strategic decision to forgo a lesser-included-offense instruction in order 

to force the jury into an ‘all-or nothing’ decision.”). The benefit of an “all or nothing” 

strategy is that the defendant would go free if acquitted, rather than serve prison time 

under a lesser-included offense.  

Defense counsel had no easy choices in this case when selecting a strategy. There 

was a problem at every turn. Stacie accused W.F.’s father of abusing W.F., while W.F.’s 

father accused Stacie of the same. (See State’s Lodging E-2.) 

In addition, there was some discussion during police investigations of a fact 

scenario that Petitioner may have roughly pulled off the child’s jacket, causing him to fall 

against a wood curio cabinet. Counsel might have chosen a different strategy based on 

this scenario; however, at trial, Petitioner testified that she “did not pull his coat off,” and 
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that investigators had bullied her into saying that she may have pulled his coat off harder 

than she normally would have out of frustration, and he fell backward and hit his head on 

a curio cabinet. (See State’s Lodging A-6, at 4233-36, 4285-87.) Instead, at trial she 

testified that W.F. was trying to take off his own coat, “jerking on the front of it,” 

“making a sound like – he was just uptight that he wasn’t taking it off,” and, at that point, 

she “turned to talk to [J.D.] and [C.D.]” (Id. at 4293-94.)  

Defense counsel also had to grapple with Petitioner’s statement at trial that she 

saw “[W.F.] fall straight down, straight back,” but the jury also heard that she had made 

an earlier contradictory statement to an investigator: “‘Take your coat off, [W.F.],’ which 

is the one lying down there. ‘He went like this. Makes him mad, and he threw himself 

back as quick as he could and hit his head on the side.’” (Id. at 4253.) Despite Petitioner’s 

numerous versions of events, to solidify her stance that she never touched W.F. near or 

before the time he sustained his injury, Petitioner testified that, on December 11, she 

never jerked, grabbed, shook, or bruised W.F.; nor did she hurt his abdomen. Id. at 4247-

48. She testified that W.F. still had his coat on when she found him unresponsive on the 

floor. (Id. at 4197-98.) 

Based on the array of contradictory facts and a defendant who was going to testify, 

the record does not reflect that defense counsel performed deficiently in not requesting 

jury instructions that Petitioner committed a battery, but an intervening cause arose in 

concert with or after the battery that should compel the jury to not hold Petitioner 

responsible for W.F.’s death.  

ii. Omission of Pre-Existing Condition Jury Instruction 
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Petitioner next argues: 

[P]art of the theory of defense was that W.F. appeared to 

have had some type of pre-existing condition, such as 

coagulopathy (an inability to clot effectively), that 

predisposed him to a catastrophic outcome from either an 

accidental fall or a minor injury. Yet, at the jury instruction 

conference, trial counsel inexplicably told the court that he 

did not think there is a factual scenario to have [any] fit. 

State’s Lodging D-6, p. 12.  

 

(Dkt. 17 at 21; State’s Lodging A-6 at 4354.) 

At trial, two mid-morning videos show W.F. accompanying Petitioner on a 

shopping trip to buy new toys, proving that he “was walking, he was eating, he was 

talking, he was doing normal child things.” (Id. at 4266-67.) Petitioner said that, later in 

the day, W.F. tripped on the stairs and hit his forehead, but said he was “OK,” and seemed 

to be fine. (Id. at 4165, 4172.) (Other versions of the tripping incident say that W.F. hit his 

chin.) A scheduled afternoon errand was picking up C.D. from school. When they arrived 

back at daycare, Stacie was due to pick up the boys in about 15 minutes. In that short 

space before Stacie arrived, the incident occurred. Petitioner called Stacie, 911, and 

began CPR on W.F. (Id. at 4182 to 4199).  

Reviewing this claim de novo, it is clear that Petitioner’s counsel could have asked 

for this instruction, because it did not conflict with the theory of defense or with 

Petitioner’s planned trial testimony. This theory would have fit the defense strategy that 

Petitioner did not touch the child, but he fell down twice that day: once when he hit his 

forehead (or chin), and next when he refused to take off his jacket, and that one or both 

caused his death, rather than any battery. However, this specific type of jury instruction—
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that an accident, with no predicate battery by Petitioner, could have caused W.F.’s 

death—was not included in briefing on post-conviction appeal. (See State’s Lodging D-1 

at 14.) Hence, it is procedurally defaulted. Even if the Court reviews the merits of the 

claims under a de novo standard, it fails.  

 Petitioner’s counsel did request one jury instruction that somewhat contravened 

the theory of defense—“Accident and Misfortune pursuant to Idaho Code Section 18-

201(3).” (State’s Lodging A-3 at ECF 159-63.) Defense counsel argued that the evidence 

supported such an instruction because, during Petitioner’s interrogation with Detective 

Vucinich, Petitioner stated that she could have jerked the child’s coat a little bit harder 

than she normally would, causing the child to fall. Defense counsel argued, “The jury 

could conclude from this evidence that the defendant inadvertently and not intentionally 

jerked the child’s coat too hard and accidentally caused the death of [W.F.].” (Id. at ECF 

162.) 

 The trial court refused to give an instruction on “accident” because it reasoned 

that, under the particular charging indictment, “[t]he state is required to prove a willful 

and unlawful use of force.” (State’s Lodging A-6 at 4317, 4320.) “ Therefore,” the trial 

court reasoned, “to instruct the jury that the willful and unlawful use of force or violence 

leading to unintended or accidental bodily harm being a defense would likely mislead the 

jury.” (Id. at 4321.)  

 The jury instruction that is newly proposed on federal habeas corpus review is not 

that Petitioner’s intentional acts led to an accidental death, which was rejected by the 

state judge, but that the child suffered an accidental fall or minor injury that had nothing 
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to do with Petitioner’s acts. Because this has been newly-raised, the evidentiary hearing 

record does not contain defense counsel’s testimony as to why they did not seek an 

instruction like this. 

 However, even assuming that this omission was deficient performance, this Court 

concludes that Petitioner has failed to show prejudice.7 At the evidentiary hearing on the 

ineffective assistance of counsel claims, attorney Greg Silvey testified as an expert 

witness. (See State’s Lodging E-2 at 163, et seq.) Silvey discussed how defense counsel 

held a “focus group” (mock jury) before trial to determine which strategies would be 

better accepted by jurors under the difficult facts of the case. (State’s Lodging E-2 at 187-

189.) The focus group favored a “medical misdiagnosis” theory and facts that Petitioner 

did not touch W.F. (See id. at 187.)  

Importantly, however, Silvey recognized that the defense “couldn’t say it was an 

accidental death because his spinal cord was snapped.” (Id. at 193.) “There wasn’t a great 

way to deal with the spinal cord injury.” (Id.) 

Further, Silvey pointed out that Petitioner’s medical evidence was weak. Silvey 

testified: “Mr. Loschi [defense counsel] said they couldn’t find an expert to explain all of 

the different what-the-defendant-said-just-happened-to-be-coincidences, to explain how 

this little child died on the spot that day.” (Id. (hyphens added).) Mr. Loschi explained 

that co-counsel Edward Odessey had recorded in his notes that Dr. Label said it was a 

tough case to fight medically, and Dr. Nelson said that Dr. Rorke-Adams was the best of 

 
7 Because this is not a “lesser included offense” jury instruction, the “acquittal first” rule would not have 

barred the Idaho Supreme Court from addressing this claim on the merits, had it been presented. 
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the best, very honest, and that her analysis in Petitioner’s case was spot on. (Id. at 257.) 

Mr. Loschi testified that the only favorable medical expert that defense counsel could find 

was Patrick Barnes, a “short fall” expert, leading to a defense theory that “[W.F.] had 

problems [including some preexisting difficulty with blood clotting], and so when he 

fell—when he fell and hit his head, it basically combined with his preexisting condition 

and caused him to die.” (Id. at 195-96.) This was called a “cascade of events.” (Id.) 

But the “cascade of events” theory did not explain the severed spinal cord, which 

could not be caused by a “short fall” and which would have prevented the child from 

standing or walking. A review of the medical evidence as a whole points overwhelmingly 

to Petitioner as the perpetrator of violence upon W.F. The State had an esteemed 

independent expert, whose testimony rested on treating doctors from several specialty 

areas. Defense counsel could not find a doctor of the same specialty as Dr. Rorke-Adams, 

because others they consulted agreed with her. Defense counsel’s “short fall” expert, 

Patrick Barnes, readily admitted at trial his only specialty was reviewing CT scans (see 

State’s Lodging A-5 at 2367); Barnes did not have the expertise to stand up against the 

arsenal of experts, including treating specialist physicians who did not have the built-in 

bias of being retained, paid experts.  

While there was much inculpatory medical testimony, such as hand marks on the 

child’s shoulders and a very recent goose-egg on his head that did not match up to 

Petitioner’s story that he earlier tripped on the stairs (see State’s Lodging E-2), the 

clincher that Petitioner’s expert could not explain away was that the child’s spinal cord 
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was severed. Thus, a tremendous amount of evidence showed that the injuries could not 

have been from an accidental fall or minor injury.  

As a result, the Court concludes that Strickland’s second prong is not met. There 

was no prejudice from Petitioner’s counsel not requesting such an instruction in the face 

of this body of evidence. Petitioner is not entitled to federal habeas corpus relief on this 

claim. 

iii. Decision to Forgo Lesser-Included Offense Instructions: Deficient 

Performance Prong of Strickland 

 

 Petitioner also asserts that trial counsel wrongfully decided to forgo lesser 

included offense instructions. Counsel affirmatively waived instructions on voluntary 

manslaughter, involuntary manslaughter, aggravated battery, and battery. As noted above, 

all of these would have contravened Petitioner’s testimony at trial and her defense 

strategy. Because there was a firm strategy, built upon Petitioner’s trial testimony, trial 

counsel did not perform deficiently for choosing to forgo a jury instruction that would 

have required the jury instruction to find that Petitioner was not telling the truth at trial—

that she did, in fact, touch W.F. before or near the time of his fatal injury. The evidentiary 

hearing on post-conviction review clearly shows that the omission of these jury 

instructions was a matter of strategy, and the strategy was sound. Petitioner has failed to 

meet the first prong of Strickland, and, therefore, Claim 3 does not warrant habeas corpus 

relief. 
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iv. Decision to Forgo Lesser-Included Offense Instructions: Prejudice 

Prong of Strickland 

 

Petitioner argues that no state court has yet addressed the merits of her ineffective 

assistance claim because of Idaho’s “acquittal first” doctrine. (Dkt. 1 at 9.) Petitioner 

argues that this state-law doctrine blocked her from having her constitutional claims 

heard in state court. Respondent contrarily contends that, because the Idaho Supreme 

Court addressed Strickland’s prejudice prong, it, in fact, addressed the merits, and its 

decision is entitled to AEDPA deference.  

A petitioner must establish both incompetence and prejudice to prove an 

ineffective assistance of counsel case. 466 U.S. at 697. On habeas review, the court may 

consider either prong of the Strickland test first. Id.  

“Acquittal first” rules are not prohibited by the United States Constitution. In State 

v. Horsley, 8 P.3d 1021 (Or. Ct. App. 2000), the Oregon Court of Appeals observed: 

“Defendant has not cited a single case, and our extensive research has not found any case, 

in which any court has held that an ‘acquittal first’ instruction violates any provision of a 

state or the federal constitution.” Id. at 1023. In State v. Raudebaugh, 864 P.2d 596 (Idaho 

1993), the Idaho Supreme Court recognized that the United States Supreme Court had 

concluded that an “acquittal first” rule violated a defendant’s due process rights in a 

capital case in Beck v. Alabama, 447 U.S. 625, 637 (1980). The Beck Court reasoned  

that, because an acquittal first rule “forced the jury to choose between convicting the 

defendant of a capital offense and acquitting the defendant of the charge completely,” the 

rule “created an impermissible possibility that a jury might choose to convict a defendant 
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for the capital crime because they believed that the defendant was guilty of some crime 

and did not want to acquit the defendant wholly.” 864 P.2d at 600. The Beck Court 

explicitly reserved the question whether the Due Process Clause of the United States 

Constitution requires a lesser included offense instruction in noncapital cases. Id. at 638 

n.14.  

The Idaho Supreme Court refused to extend Beck to noncapital cases in 

Raudebaugh. 864 P.2d at 600-01. The Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals also refused to 

extend Beck. See James v. Reese, 546 F.2d 325, 327 (9th Cir. 1976). 

 Even under the most lenient standard—de novo review—Petitioner has not 

provided sufficient facts to show that she qualifies for federal habeas corpus relief. There 

is no federal constitutional mandate for lesser-included offenses in jury instructions. 

There certainly is none dictating that defense attorneys must request the giving of 

instructions that are contrary to the evidence at trial and contrary to their planned defense. 

5. Discussion of Claims that the Idaho Supreme Court Decision was Based on an 

Unreasonable Determination of the Facts under 28 U.S.C. § 2254(d)(2) 

 

A. Standard of Law 

When a petitioner contests the reasonableness of the state court’s factual 

determinations based on the state court record, a federal court must undertake a § 

2254(d)(2) analysis. Taylor v. Maddox, 366 F.3d 992, 999 (9th Cir. 2004), abrogated on 

other grounds as recognized in Murray v. Schriro, 745 F.3d 984 (9th Cir. 2014). There are 

two general ways to challenge factual findings as unreasonable under § 2254(d)(2). 

“First, a petitioner may challenge the substance of the state court’s findings and attempt 
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to show that those findings were not supported by substantial evidence in the state court 

record. Second, a petitioner may challenge the fact-finding process itself on the ground 

that it was deficient in some material way.” Hibbler v. Benedetti, 693 F.3d 1140, 1146 

(9th Cir. 2012) (internal citations omitted). 

If a state court factual determination is unreasonable, or if there are no state court 

factual findings, the federal court is not limited by § 2254(e)(1), and the federal district 

court may consider evidence outside the state court record, except to the extent that § 

2254(e)(2) might apply. Murray v. Schriro, 745 F.3d 984, 1000 (9th Cir. 2014). 

B. Discussion 

Here, Petitioner asserts without any specifics that the Idaho Supreme Court 

decisions at issue are based on an unreasonable determination of the facts under 28 

U.S.C. § 2254(d)(2). (See Dkt. 1 at 6, 7, 10.) The question is not whether the federal court 

would make a different factual finding, but whether the state court’s findings are 

supported by the record. Rodriguez v. McDonald, 872 F.3d 908, 919 (9th Cir. 2017). This 

Court finds no unreasonable determinations of fact material to the issues at hand in its 

independent review of the state court record. To the extent that Petitioner’s three claims 

are based on §2254(d)(2), they are denied with prejudice. 

ORDER 

 IT IS ORDERED: 

 1. The Petition for Writ of Habeas Corpus (Dkt. 1) is DISMISSED with 

prejudice.  
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2. The Court finds its resolution of this habeas matter to be reasonably 

debatable, and a certificate of appealability will issue on Claim 1. See 28 

U.S.C. § 2253(c); Rule 11 of the Rules Governing Section 2254 Cases.  

3. If Petitioner files a timely notice of appeal, the Clerk of Court shall forward 

a copy of the notice of appeal, together with this Order, to the United States 

Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit. Petitioner may seek a certificate of 

appealability from the Ninth Circuit on other claims by filing a request in 

that court. 

 

       DATED:  March 28, 2025 

  

                                              

       ________________________ 

       Honorable Raymond E. Patricco 

       Chief U.S. Magistrate Judge 
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DE�FGHIJ�KLMIGNEH�OPEJPEH�JPE�NGIJHGKJ�KLQHJ�EHHEN�RSTEHUGJJGMV�JPE�GMJHLNQKJGLM�LF�WHX�YLHZE[\N]UÎ�JEIJGULMSX_PGI�HÈQGHEI�]�NEJEHUGM]JGLM�OPEJPEH�JPE�GMJHLNQKJGLM�LFPEH�JEIJGULMS�]RHGNVEN�aJ]MFGEbN̂I�aGcJP�\UEMNUEMJ�HGVPJLF�KLMFHLMJ]JGLMX�DE�JPEM�IET]H]JEbS�KLMIGNEH�OPEJPEH�WHXYLHZE[\N]UÎ�JEIJGULMS�GMKbQNEN�GM]NUGIIGRbE�PE]HI]SXdGM]bbSe�OE�]NNHEII�aJ]MFGEbN̂I�KP]bbEMVE�JL�JPE�fQHSGMIJHQKJGLMXgh�ijk�lmnopmqo�qrspo�lml�tro�kpp�uv�wlxmoomty�zph�{rp|k}glwxn~�oknomxrtvh�X��������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������\I�THE�GLQIbS�MLJENe�JPE�NGIJHGKJ�KLQHJ�L�EHHQbEN�aJ]MFGEbN̂ILRfEKJGLM�]MN�TEHUGJJEN�WHX�YLHZE[\N]UI�JL�JEIJGFS�JP]JJPE�IbGNEI�IPE�Ec]UGMEN�KLMJ]GMEN�DXdX̂I�RH]GM�JGIIQE�]MN]I�JL�JPE�FGMNGMVI�]MN�KLMKbQIGLMI�IPE�HE]KPEN�R]IENQTLM�PEH�Ec]UGM]JGLM�LF�JPLIE�IbGNEIX�WHX�YLHZE[\N]UINGN�MLJ�TEHILM]bbS�THET]HE�JPE�IbGNEI�JP]J�IPE�Ec]UGMEN�H]JPEHe�]�JEKPMGKG]M�GM�PEH�b]R�TQHTLHJENbS�THET]HEN�JPEIbGNEI�GM�]KKLHN]MKE�OGJP�GMIJHQKJGLMI�FHLU�WHX�YLHZE[\N]UIX�aJ]MFGEbN�KLMJEMNI�JP]J�JPE�JEKPMGKG]Me�RS�b]REbGMVJPE�IbGNEIe�]IIEHJEN�JP]J�JPES�KLMJ]GMEN�DXdX̂I�JGIIQEe�]MN�JP]JeRS�HEJQHMGMV�JPE�IbGNEI�JL�WHX�YLHZE[\N]UI�OGJPLQJ�]MSMLJ]JGLMIe�]IIEHJEN�JP]J�JPE�THLTEH�KPEUGK]bI�P]N�REEM�]TTbGENJL�JPE�JGIIQE�I]UTbEI�GM�]KKLHN]MKE�OGJP�PEH�GMIJHQKJGLMIXaJ]MFGEbN�]HVQEI�JP]J�JPEIE�]IIEHJGLMI�]HE�JEIJGULMG]b�]MNJP]J�WHX�YLHZE[\N]UI�GMJHLNQKEN�JPEU�FLH�JPEGH�JHQJPX�_PQIeaJ]MFGEbN�KLMJEMNI�JP]J�JPE��LMFHLMJ]JGLM��b]QIE�HÈQGHEN�JP]JJPE�aJ]JE�THLNQKE�JPE�JEIJGULMS�LF�JPE�b]RLH]JLHS�JEKPMGKG]M�GM]NNGJGLM�JL�JP]J�LF�WHX�YLHZE[\N]UIX�\RIEMJ�JPGI�JEIJGULMSeaJ]MFGEbN�]HVQEIe�WHX�YLHZE[\N]UÎ�LTGMGLMI�]MN�KLMKbQIGLMIOEHE�MLJ�HEbE�]MJ�LH�HEbG]RbE�]MN�IPLQbN�MLJ�P]�E�REEMTHEIEMJEN�JL�JPE�fQHSX�����������wh� sppkto� rt¡prtowomrt� ¢wsnk£spmn¤pslktqk_PE��LMFHLMJ]JGLM��b]QIE�THL�GNEI�JP]J�¥¦G§M�]bb�KHGUGM]bTHLIEKQJGLMIe�JPE�]KKQIEN�IP]bb�EMfLS�JPE�HGVPJ�XXX�JL�REKLMFHLMJEN�OGJP�OGJMEIIEI�]V]GMIJ�PGUẌ�©XaX��LMIJX�]UEMNXª«�����������«N]PL��LMIJX�\HJX�«�¬��­X�_PE�HGVPJ�JLKLMFHLMJ]JGLM�GI�FQMN]UEMJ]b�]MN�]TTbGEI�ÈQ]bbS�JL�IJ]JETHLIEKQJGLMIX�®���������������̄�­°±�©XaX�²±±e�²±­e�°³�aX�JX�±́³e��±́µ[́°e��­�¶X·NX̧N�¹̧­e�¹̧³[̧ �́º�¹́³»X�¼QH�IJ]JEKLMIJGJQJGLM�NLEI�MLJ�KLMJ]GM�]�KLMFHLMJ]JGLM�Kb]QIE�IGUGb]HJL�JP]J�FLQMN�GM�JPE�©MGJEN�aJ]JEI��LMIJGJQJGLM��JPEHEFLHEe�JPGIGIIQE�GI�]M]bS½EN�ILbEbS�QMNEH�JPE�©MGJEN�aJ]JEI��LMIJGJQJGLMX

�������������¾̄��±��«N]PL�²¹°e�³±̧e�́�́�¿X̧N��±­²e��±­°º�¹°±»X_PE��LMFHLMJ]JGLM��b]QIE�LMbS�¥]TTbGEI�JL�ÀOGJMEIIEÎ�]V]GMIJJPE�]KKQIENÁGM�LJPEH�OLHNIe�JPLIE�OPL�ÀRE]H�JEIJGULMSXÂ�̈Ã��Ä��������Å���������̄�³²��©XaX�­́e�³�e��̧²�aX�JX��­³²e�­́²e��³°�¶X·NX̧N��µµe��¹̧[¹­�º̧±±²»X�_PE�©MGJEN�aJ]JEIaQTHEUE��LQHJ�P]I�NEJEHUGMEN�JP]J�JPGI�b]MVQ]VE�HEIJHGKJIJPE��LMFHLMJ]JGLM��b]QIE�JL�JEIJGULMG]b�PE]HI]SX�Æ�������Å���������̄�³²µ�©XaX�°�­e�°̧­[̧²e��̧ �́aX�JX�̧̧ ´́e�̧̧µ²[µ³e�́³�¶X·NX̧N�̧̧ ²e�̧­µ[­°�º̧±±́»��Ã��Ä����̄�³²��©XaX�]J�³�e�̧²�aX�JX�]J��­́²e��³°�¶X·NX̧N�]J��¹̧[¹­X�_PE��LMFHLMJ]JGLM�b]QIE�LMbS�]TTbGEI�JL�IJ]JEUEMJI�JP]J�]HE�¥JEIJGULMG]bẌÆ����̄�³²µ�©XaX�]J�°̧­e��̧ �́aX�JX�]J�̧ µ̧­e��́³�¶X·NX̧N�]J­̧µ[­°��Ã��Ä����̄�³²��©XaX�]J�³�e��̧²�aX�JX�]J��­́²e��³°¶X·NX̧N�]J��¹̧[¹­X�_PE��b]QIE�NLEI�MLJ�R]H�IJ]JEUEMJI�MLJLFFEHEN�JL�THL�E�JPE�JHQJP�LF�JPE�U]JJEH�]IIEHJENX�Ã��Ä����̄³²��©XaX�]J�³¹�MX�¹e��̧²�aX�JX�]J��­́°[́¹�MX�¹e��³°�¶X·NX̧N]J��¹µ�MX�¹�ºKGJGMV��������������������̄�²µ��©XaX�²±¹e�²�²e��±³aX�JX�̧±µ°e�̧±°�[°̧e�°³�¶X·NX̧N�²̧³e�²­±[­��º�¹°³»»X�«F�JPEIJ]JEUEMJ�GI�JEIJGULMG]be�JPEM�GJI�]NUGIIGLM�GI�TEHUGJJEN�LMbSGF�JPE�NEKb]H]MJ�GI�QM]�]Gb]RbE�]MN�JPE�NEFEMN]MJ�P]I�P]N�]THGLH�LTTLHJQMGJS�JL�KHLIIÇEc]UGME�JPE�NEKb]H]MJX�Ã��Ä����̄³²��©XaX�]J�³¹e��̧²�aX�JX�]J��­́°[́¹e��³°�¶X·NX̧N�]J��¹µ�È��¾��̄��²³�«N]PL�]J��²­e��µ́�¿X­N�]J�¹�³X\MS�NEKb]H]JGLMe�]FFGHU]JGLMe�LUGIIGLMe�LH�MLM�EHR]b�KLMNQKJU]NE�FLH�JPE�TQHTLIE�LF�EIJ]RbGIPGMV�ILUE�F]KJe�̀Q]bGFGEI]I�]�IJ]JEUEMJX�_PE�aQTHEUE��LQHJ�P]I�HEKLVMG½EN�JP]J]FFGHU]JGLMI�U]NE�RS�O]S�LF�LUGIIGLMI�U]S�KLMIJGJQJEIJ]JEUEMJIX�ÉÊ������������Ë�Ä�Ì�����̄�[[[�©XaX�[[[[e�[[[[e�­��aX�JX�̧µ±³e�̧µ�²e��°±�¶X·NX̧N�́�±e�́ �̧�º̧±��»�º¥ÍEFQHJPEH�HETHEIEMJENe�RS�bE]�GMV�JPE�À¦H§EU]HZÎ�IEKJGLM�LF�JPEHETLHJ�Rb]MZe�JP]J�ML�ÀKGHKQUIJ]MKE�LH�KLMNGJGLM�XXX�]FFEKJ¦EN§JPE�GMJEVHGJS�LF�JPE�I]UTbE�LH�XXX�JPE��]bGNGJS�LF�JPE�]M]bSIGIXÂ»̈X�«M�JPGI�K]IEe�JPE�JEKPMGKG]M̂I�b]REbGMV�]MN�JPE�LUGIIGLM�LF]MS�GMNGK]JGLM�JP]J�WHX�YLHZE[\N]UÎ�GMIJHQKJGLMI�P]N�MLJREEM�FLbbLOEN�KLMIJGJQJE�IJ]JEUEMJI�FLH��LMFHLMJ]JGLM��b]QIETQHTLIEIX�ÍLOE�EHe�JPEIE�IJ]JEUEMJI�UQIJ�RE�JEIJGULMG]b�FLHJPE��LMFHLMJ]JGLM��b]QIE�JL�]TTbSX_PE�aQTHEUE��LQHJ�P]I�MLJ�THL�GNEN�]�KLUTHEPEMIG�ENEFGMGJGLM�LF�¥JEIJGULMG]bë�RQJ�ILUE�VQGNGMV�THGMKGTbEI�U]SRE�VbE]MEN�FHLU�JP]J��LQHĴI�HEKEMJ�NEKGIGLMIX�DPEJPEH�]IJ]JEUEMJ�GI�JEIJGULMG]b�GI�NEJEHUGMEN�RS�bLLZGMV�]J�JPEIJ]JEUEMĴI�THGU]HS�TQHTLIE�]MN�GJI�IGUGb]HGJGEI�JL�JH]NGJGLM]bJEIJGULMSX�Æ����̄�³²µ�©XaX�]J�°̧ ȩ��̧ �́aX�JX�]J�̧ µ̧­[µ²e��́³�¶X·NX̧N�]J�̧­µX�_EIJGULMS�GI�NEFGMEN�]I�¥¦]§ILbEUM�NEKb]H]JGLM�LH�]FFGHU]JGLM�U]NE�FLH�JPE�TQHTLIE�LF
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DEFGHIJEKJLM�NO�PONQJLM�ENRD�SGTFUV�WXYZ[\X]̂�_̀a�bUcU�GF�_adaè�cUfFU�GF�agh̀d�a_i�jUklUel�GF�ame�nGIFDOGFJNL�JL�NOJMJLGIoTJFGFJNL�NRJFFDlpU�qKDODSNODd�G�EFGFDRDLF�JE�FDEFJRNLJGI�rKDLsFKD�TJOTtREFGLTDE�NHuDTFJQDIv�JLlJTGFD�FKGF�UUU�FKD�POJRGOvPtOPNED�UUU�JE�FN�DEFGHIJEK�NO�PONQD�PGEF�DQDLFE�PNFDLFJGIIvODIDQGLF�FN�IGFDO�TOJRJLGI�PONEDTtFJNLUV�wYxyẑ�_̀{�bUcU�GFieed�aeh�cUfFU�GF�ee{g|{̀d�ah_�jUklUel�GF�eg{U�}KDL�LNEtTK�POJRGOv�PtOPNED�D~JEFEd�FKD�EFGFDRDLF�JE�LNLFDEFJRNLJGIGLl�JFE�GlRJEEJHJIJFv�JE�MNQDOLDl�Hv�EFGFD�GLl�SDlDOGI�OtIDENS�DQJlDLTDd�LNF�FKD�fNLSONLFGFJNL�fIGtEDUe������������y��y�Y��x���X�Y��̂�_he�bUcU�g̀ d̀�||||d�aga�cUfFU�aàgd�aa__da{m�jUklUel�mgd�a�{|�i�ne�aapU�tOFKDOd�rKJID�G�EFGFDRDLF�lNDE�LNF�KGQD�FN�HD�rOJFFDL�NO�RGlDtLlDO�NGFK�FN�HD�FDEFJRNLJGId�FKD�SNORGIJFv�NS�FKD�EFGFDRDLFJFEDIS�GLl�FKD�SNORGIJFv�NS�FKD�TJOTtREFGLTDE�JL�rKJTK�FKDEFGFDRDLF�JE�RGlD�GOD�ODIDQGLF�FN�lDFDORJLD�rKDFKDO�JF�rGEJLFDLlDl�FN�DEFGHIJEK�ENRD�SGTF�GF�FOJGIU�wYxyẑ�_̀{�bUcU�GFiehd�ie{|eid�aeh�cUfFU�GF�ee{_|{hd�ee{h|{{d�ah_�jUklUelGF�egm|̀�d�è�|̀ao�z��̂�����̂���Y����[\X]̂�a_���lGKN�GF�g{gdè{��Ugl�GF�h���nFKD�FNFGIJFv�NS�FKD�TJOTtREFGLTDE�GLGIvEJETNLEJlDOE�sFKD�SNORGIJFv�NS��tDEFJNLJLM�GLl�FKD�D~FDLF�FNrKJTK�FKD�JLFDOQJDr�rGE�EJRJIGO�FN�IJQD�FDEFJRNLvVpU��LDEEDLTDd�G�EFGFDRDLF�JE�FDEFJRNLJGI�rKDL�JF�JE�JLFDLlDl�FNHD�sG�rDG�DO�EtHEFJFtFD�SNO�IJQD�FDEFJRNLv�GF�FOJGIUV�wYxyẑ_̀{�bUcU�GF�ieid�aeh�cUfFU�GF�ee{{d�ah_�jUklUel�GF�è�|̀anJLFDOLGI��tNFGFJNLd�TJFGFJNL�NRJFFDlpU�}KJID�FKJE�lDSJLJFJNLKGE�HDDL�DGEJIv�GPPIJDl�FN�FOGlJFJNLGI�FDEFJRNLv�PODEDLFDl�HvIGv�rJFLDEEDEd�JFE�GPPIJTGFJNL�FN�SNODLEJT�DQJlDLTD�GLl�D~PDOFFDEFJRNLv�KGE�PONQDl�FN�HD�PONHIDRGFJTUqKODD�ctPODRD�fNtOF�TGEDE�KGQD�GllODEEDl�FKD�EtHuDTFPODEDLFDl�JL�FKJE�TGED�rKDFKDO�FKD�EFGFDRDLFE�TNLFGJLDl�JLdNO�ODIJDl�NL�JL�TODGFJLMd�SNODLEJT�ODPNOFE�GOD�sFDEFJRNLJGIV�HtF�FKDED�lDTJEJNLE�GOD�lJSSJTtIF�FN�lJEFJII�JLFN�TNLFONIIJLMPOJLTJPIDE�NS�IGrU������]���wyY��x���YzzY���z���ẑ�__{�bUcUg�_d�aem�cUfFU�e_e{d�a{̀�jUklUel�gà�ne��mpo������\�y��̂|||�bUcU�||||d�aga�cUfFU�e{�_d�ai��jUklUel�ha�o��y��yY�zx�����y�\yẑ�|||�bUcU�||||d�age�cUfFU�eeead�aig�jUklUel�imne�aepU��F�JE�TIDGO�FKGF�G�EFGFDRDLF�SNODLEJT�NO�NFKDOrJED�JEFDEFJRNLJGI�JS�JF�JE�RGlD�POJRGOJIv�rJFK�GL�DQJlDLFJGOv�PtOPNEDdODMGOlIDEE�NS�JFE�SNORGIJFv�NO�GLv�NFKDO�PGOFJTtIGO�TOJFDOJGU�X�Y��̂�_he�bUcU�GF�||||d�aga�cUfFU�GF�aa__d�a{m�jUklUel�GFa�{|�io�z���Y�z\������]���wyY�̂�__{�bUcU�GF�gèd�aem�cUfFUGF�e_gm|̀�d�a{̀�jUklUel�GF�gem|g�U��tEFJTDE�cTGIJGd��JLEHtOMdcFDQDLEd�GLl�cNtFDOd�nGLl�DQDLFtGIIv��tEFJTDE�cNFNRGvNO�GLl�GMGLp�KGQD�TNLEJEFDLFIv�QNFDl�FNMDFKDOd�NPJLJLM�FKGF�FKJE�JEFKD�NLIv�OD�tJODRDLF�SNO�G�EFGFDRDLF�FN�HD�FDEFJRNLJGIU��������������]���wyY�̂�__{�bUcU�GF�ga�d�aem�cUfFU�GF�e_ga|

ged�a{̀�jUklUel�GF�geaU��tEFJTDE��DLLDlvd� ODvDOd�¡IJFNdGLl�fKJDS��tEFJTD�¢NHDOFEd�GIEN�TNLEJEFDLFIv�QNFJLM�FNMDFKDOdKGQD�TNLEJlDODl�rKDFKDO�FKD�EFGFDRDLF�KGE�GL�GTTtEGFNOvGEPDTFU��tEFJTD�qKNRGE�KGE�SNTtEDl�NL�FKD�SNORGIJFv�NS�FKDEFGFDRDLFU����̂�����̂�y]��GF�g̀g|̀ d̀�aem�cUfFU�GF�e__�|_ada{̀�jUklUel�GF�g̀a|̀e�n�DLLDlvd��Ud�lJEEDLFJLMpo��]��GF�gem|g�d�aem�cUfFU�GF�e_̀e|̀gd�a{̀�jUklUel�GF�gge|g̀�nqKNRGEd�Ud�TNLTtOOJLMpU��JQDL�FKD�PODEDLF�DQNItFJNL�NS�FKD�ctPODRDfNtOF£E�fNLSONLFGFJNL�fIGtED�utOJEPOtlDLTDd�JF�JE�GPPONPOJGFDFN�RNOD�TGODStIIv�D~GRJLD�FKDED�lDTJEJNLEUqKD�bLJFDl�cFGFDE�ctPODRD�fNtOF�SJOEF�FNN��tP�FKD�JEEtD�NSrKDFKDO�GLGIvEFE£�EFGFDRDLFE�TNLFGJLDl�JL�SNODLEJT�ODPNOFE�GODFDEFJRNLJGI�SNO�fNLSONLFGFJNL�fIGtED�PtOPNEDE�JL������]���wyY��x���YzzY���z���ẑ�__{�bUcU�g�_d�aem�cUfFU�e_e{d�a{̀jUklUel�gàU�qKDODd�FKD�FOJGI�TNtOF�GlRJFFDl�FKODD�sTDOFJSJTGFDENS�GLGIvEJEV�FKGF�TNTGJLD�rGE�PODEDLF�JL�HGME�NS�PNrlDOEDJ¤Dl�SONR�FKD�lDSDLlGLFU��]��GF�g�id�aem�cUfFU�GF�e_g�|gad�a{̀�jUklUel�GF�gam|e�U�qKD�TDOFJSJTGFDE�rDOD�ErNOL�FNHDSNOD�G�LNFGOv�Hv�FKD�GLGIvEFE�rKN�TNLltTFDl�FKD�FDEFJLMU�]��qKD�PItOGIJFv�KDIl�FKGF�FKD�TDOFJSJTGFDE�rDOD�FDEFJRNLJGIHDTGtED�FKDv�rDOD�sENIDRL�lDTIGOGFJNL¥E¦�NO�GSSJORGFJNL¥E¦RGlD�SNO�FKD�PtOPNED�NS�DEFGHIJEKJLM�NO�PONQJLM�ENRD�SGTFVGLl�rDOD�s�tJFD�PIGJLIv�GSSJlGQJFEUV��]��GF�ga�d�aem�cUfFU�GFe_ged�a{̀�jUklUel�GF�gea�n�tNFJLM�WXYZ[\X]̂�_̀a�bUcU�GF�_adaè�cUfFU�GF�agh̀d�a_i�jUklUel�GF�ame|mgpU�qKD�fNtOF�LNFDlFKGF�FKD�MNQDOLJLM�EFGFtFD�PONQJlDl�FKGF�sFKD�z\���§�X§\z�NS�FKD�GSSJlGQJFE�rGE�FN�PONQJlD�POJRG�SGTJD�DQJlDLTD�NS�FKDTNRPNEJFJNLd��tGIJFvd�GLl�FKD�LDF�rDJMKF�NS�FKD�GLGIv¤DlEtHEFGLTDdV�y]��GF�gaad�aem�cUfFU�GF�e_ged�a{̀�jUklUel�GF�geanDRPKGEJE�JL�NOJMJLGId�JLFDOLGI��tNFGFJNL�GLl�TJFGFJNL�NRJFFDlpdGLl�FKGF�FKD�TDOFJSJTGFDE�PONQJlDl�sFKD�PODTJED�FDEFJRNLv�FKDGLGIvEFE�rNtIl�HD�D~PDTFDl�FN�PONQJlD�JS�GF�FOJGIUV��]�g���̈ �����©�ªDEPJFD�FKJE�KNIlJLMd�FKD�PItOGIJFv�D~PIGJLDlFKGF« ¥}¦D�lN�LNF�KNIld�GLl�JF�JE�LNF�FKDTGEDd�FKGF�GLvNLD�rKNED�FDEFJRNLvRGv�HD�ODIDQGLF�JL�DEFGHIJEKJLM�FKDTKGJL�NS�TtEFNlvd�GtFKDLFJTJFv�NS�FKDEGRPIDd�NO�GTTtOGTv�NS�FKD�FDEFJLMlDQJTDd�RtEF�GPPDGO�JL�PDOENL�GE�PGOFNS�FKD�PONEDTtFJNL£E�TGED�UUU�HtFd�rKGFFDEFJRNLv�yz�JLFONltTDl�RtEF�nJS�FKDlDSDLlGLF�NHuDTFEp�HD�JLFONltTDl�IJQDU
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DEF�GH�IJJ�KL�JM�JNO�PLQHL�GH�NRIN�KL�JM�JST�ULVWLNW�GH�INJXNN�KLJ�YZ[\]Ĝ_̂�_K�̀a_b_KGcdL�ef̂H_gZ�h]̀[Ĝ�g̀KgfaaZWM�aẐfcH_Kb_K�G�RXT�]̀cW_Kb�H]GH�H]Z�Q̀KiàKHGH_̀K�QcGf̂Z�jĜ�k_̀cGHZWlm�GW[_̂̂_̀K�̀i�H]Z�gZaH_i_gGHẐL�ef̂H_gZ�h]̀[Ĝ�aZĜ̀ KZWH]GHM�lZgGf̂Z�H]Z�gZaH_i_gGHẐ�jZaZ�nìa[Gc_oZW�HẐH_[̀ K_Gc[GHZa_Gĉp�GKW�nqf_HZ�\cG_Kcm�Gii_WGk_ĤMp�H]Zm�jZaZ�b̀kZaKZWlm�H]Z�Q̀KiàKHGH_̀K�QcGf̂ZL�DEF�GH�INOXIrM�JNO�PLQHL�GH�NRTNXTIM�JST�ULVWLNW�GH�IINXIT�Yh]̀[ĜM�eLM�g̀Kgfaa_KbdL�ef̂H_gZsZKKZWmM�t̀_KZW�lm�ef̂H_gẐ�ùlZaĤM�vaZmZaM�GKW�wc_H̀MW_̂̂ZKHZWM�Gabf_Kb�H]GH�H]Z�P_xH]�w[ZKW[ZKHŷ�f̂Z�̀i�H]Z\]aĜZ�nj_HKẐ̂ Ẑ�GbG_K̂Hp�aZqf_aẐ�H]GH�H]Z�j_HKẐ̂�\ZagZ_kZnGK�ZkZKH�H]GH�b_kẐ�]_[�\ZầKGc�zK̀jcZWbZ�̀i�̂̀[Z�Ĝ\ZgHì�H]Z�WZiZKWGKHŷ�bf_cHLp�DEF�GH�ITIXTTM�JNO�PLQHL�GH�NRRrXRJMJST�ULVWLNW�GH�ITJXTN�YsZKKZWmM�eLM�W_̂̂ZKH_KbdL�h]Z�W_̂̂ZKHaZĜ̀ KZW�H]GH�n{H|]Z�GKGcm̂Hŷ�W_̂HGKgZ�ià[�H]Z�ga_[Z�GKW�H]ZWZiZKWGKHM�_K�l̀H]�̂\GgZ�GKW�H_[ZM�̂fbbẐĤ�H]Z�GKGcm̂H�_̂�K̀HG�j_HKẐ̂�GbG_K̂H�H]Z�WZiZKWGKH�_K�H]Z�g̀KkZKH_̀KGc�̂ZK̂ZLp�DEFGH�ITRM�JNO�PLQHL�GH�NRRNM�JST�ULVWLNW�GH�ITILhj̀�mZGâ�cGHZaM�H]Z�Q̀faH�GbG_K�GWWaẐ̂ZW�H]Z�_̂̂fZ�_K}~����������F�������������XXX��LPL�XXXXM�JIJ�PLQHL�NSrRMJ�r�ULVWLNW��JrL��K�}~����������H]Z�PHGHZ�_KHàWfgZW�H]ZaẐfcĤ�̀i�G�lc̀̀ W�Gcg̀]̀c�HẐH�Ĝ�H]Z�\a_Kg_\Gc�Zk_WZKgZ�_KH]Z�WZiZKWGKHŷ�\à̂ZgfH_̀K�ìa�Wa_k_Kb�j]_cZ�_KH̀x_gGHZWL�DEFGH�XXXXM�JIJ�PLQHL�GH�NSrOXJrM�J�r�ULVWLNW�GH��JRXJSL�h]ZngZaH_i_gGHZ�̀i�GKGcm̂Hp�jĜ�̂_bKZW�lm�H]Z�HẐH_Kb�GKGcm̂HGKW�aZ\̀aHZW�H]GH�H]Z�WZiZKWGKHŷ�lc̀̀ W�Gcg̀]̀c�g̀KgZKHaGH_̀KjĜ�LNJL�DEF�GH�XXXXM�JIJ�PLQHL�GH�NSJrM�J�r�ULVWLNW�GH��J�XJSL�wWW_H_̀KGccmM�H]Z�GKGcm̂H�Gii_a[ZW�H]GH�]Z�]GW�naZgZ_kZWvfccg̀[_Kbŷ�lc̀̀ W�̂G[\cZ�_KHGgH�j_H]�H]Z�̂ZGc�fKlàzZKM�H]GH]Z�g]ZgzZW�H̀�[GzZ�̂faZ�H]GH�H]Z�ìaZK̂_g�aZ\̀aH�Kf[lZa�GKWH]Z�̂G[\cZ�Kf[lZa��g̀aaẐ\̀KWZWM��GKW�H]GH�]Z�\Zaìa[ZW�̀Kvfccg̀[_Kbŷ�̂G[\cZ�G�\GaH_gfcGa�HẐHM�GW]Za_Kb�H̀�G�\aZg_̂Z\àH̀g̀cLp�DEF�GH�XXXXM�JIJ�PLQHL�GH�NSJTM�J�r�ULVWLNW�GH��NrXNJL�h]Z�Ha_Gc�g̀faH�Gcc̀jZW�H]Z�gZaH_i_gGHZ�H̀�lZ�GW[_HHZW�Ĝ�Glf̂_KẐ̂�aZg̀aW�Wfa_Kb�H]Z�HẐH_[̀ Km�̀i�GK̀H]Za�GKGcm̂H�j]̀jĜ�Z[\c̀mZW�lm�H]Z�̂G[Z�cGl̀aGH̀amL�DEF�GH�XXXXM�JIJ�PLQHL�GHNSJNM�J�r�ULVWLNW�GH��J�XJOL�wcH]̀fb]�H]Z�HẐH_im_Kb�GKGcm̂HjĜ�iG[_c_Ga�j_H]�H]Z�cGlŷ�àfH_KZ�\àgZWfaẐM�]Z�]GW�KZ_H]Zal̀̂ZakZW�K̀a�aZk_ZjZW�H]Z�gZaH_im_Kb�GKGcm̂Hŷ�i_KW_Kb̂L�DEF�K�G\\ZGcM�H]Z�[Gt̀a_Hm�g̀KgcfWZW�H]GH�H]Z�aZ\̀aH�jĜ_KW_̂H_Kbf_̂]GlcZ�ià[�H]Z�aZ\̀aH�GW[_HHZW�_K������E���������WẐ\_HZ�K̀H�lZ_Kb�̂j̀aK�H̀�fKWZa�̀GH]M�GKW�jĜ�H]f̂HẐH_[̀ K_GcL�DEF�GH�XXXXM�JIJ�PLQHL�GH�NSJSM�J�r�ULVWLNW�GH�NIXNTL�h]Zm�Zx\cG_KZW�H]GH�n{G|�Ẁgf[ZKH�gaZGHZW�̂̀ cZcmìa�GK��Zk_WZKH_Gam�\fa\̀ ẐM��LLL�[GWZ�_K�G_W�̀i�G�\̀c_gZ_KkẐH_bGH_̀KM�aGKẑ�Ĝ�HẐH_[̀ K_GcLp�DEF�Yg_H_Kb������E���������RRS��LPL�GH�IJrXJNM�JNO�PLQH�GH�NRINM�JST�ULVWLNW

GH�INJXNNdL��K�GWW_H_̀K�H̀�Gii_a[_Kb������E���������H]Z}~���������[Gt̀a_Hm�ifaH]Za�Zx\cG_KZW�H]GH�H]Z�Q̀KiàKHGH_̀KQcGf̂Z�aZqf_aZW�H]GH�H]Z�̂HGHZ[ZKĤ�K̀H�̀Kcm�]GW�H̀�lZGW[_HHZW�H]àfb]�c_kZ�HẐH_[̀ KmM�lfH�H]GH�H]Z�HẐH_[̀ Km]GW�H̀�lZ�H]GH�̀i�H]Z�̂\Zg_i_g�GKGcm̂H�j]̀�g̀KWfgHZW�H]Zĝ_ZKH_i_g�HẐH�GH�_̂̂fZL�DEF�GH�XXXXM�JIJ�PLQHL�GH�NSJRMJ�r�ULVWLNW�GH��NJXNNL�h]Z�Q̀faH�aZtZgHZW�H]Z�K̀H_̀K�H]GHn̂faàbGHZ�HẐH_[̀ Kmp�g̀fcW�̂GH_̂im�H]Z�aZqf_aZ[ZKĤ�̀i�H]ZQ̀KiàKHGH_̀K�QcGf̂Z�lZgGf̂Z�̀Kcm�H]Z�GKGcm̂H�aẐ\̀K̂_lcZ�ìaH]Z�HẐH_Kb�g̀fcW�ng̀KkZm�j]GH�{]Z|�zKZj�̀a�̀l̂ZakZW�Gl̀fHH]Z�ZkZKĤ�]_̂�gZaH_i_gGH_̀K�g̀KgZaKZWM��F�F��H]Z�\GaH_gfcGa�HẐHGKW�HẐH_Kb�\àgẐ̂�]Z�Z[\c̀mZWLp�DEF�h]Z�Q̀faH�]ZcW�H]GHH]Z�Q̀KiàKHGH_̀K�QcGf̂Z�ẀẐ�K̀H�\Za[_H�G�\ZầK�H̀�HẐH_imH̀�H]Z�̀l̂ZakGH_̀K̂�[GWZ�lm�GK̀H]ZaM�aZbGaWcẐ̂ �̀i�j]ZH]ZaH]Zm�jZaZ�aZg̀aWZWM�̂_[\cm�lZgGf̂Z�H]Z�\ZầK�HẐH_im_Kb�_̂iG[_c_Ga�j_H]�H]Z�HZg]K̀c̀bm�H]Z�̀l̂Zak_Kb�j_HKẐ̂�f̂ZWL�DEFGH�XXXXM�JIJ�PLQHL�GH�NSJTXJRM�J�r�ULVWLNW�GH��NrXNNL�i�\GaH_gfcGa�̂_bK_i_gGKgZ�H̀�̀fa�WZg_̂_̀K�H̀WGmM�ef̂H_gZP̀H̀[Gm̀aŷ�g̀KgfaaZKgZ�W_̂gf̂ ẐW�H]Z�c_[_HZW�̂g̀\Z�̀i�H]Z]̀cW_KbM�Z[\]Ĝ_o_Kb������������H]GH�H]Z�WZg_̂_̀K�W_WK̀H�ZxHZKW�H̀�̂_HfGH_̀K̂M�̂fg]�Ĝ�H]Z�̀KZ�\aẐZKHcm�lZìaZH]_̂�Q̀faHM�_K�j]_g]�H]Z�nZx\ZaH�j_HKẐ̂�jĜ�ĜzZW�ìa�]_̂_KWZ\ZKWZKH�̀\_K_̀K�Gl̀fH�fKWZacm_Kb�HẐH_[̀ K_Gc�aZ\̀aĤ�H]GHjZaZ�K̀H�H]Z[̂ZckẐ�GW[_HHZW�_KH̀�Zk_WZKgZLp���F�GH�XXXXM�JIJL̂QhL�GH�NSNNM�J�r�cLV�LNW�GH��NO�YP�H̀[Gm̀aM�tLM�g̀Kgfaa_KbdLh]Z�̀kZaa_W_Kb�\a_Kg_\cZ�H]GH�jZ�bcZGK�ià[������E��������GKW�}~���������_̂�H]GH�_KHàWfgH_̀K�̀i�aZ\̀aĤ�lmK̀K�HẐH_im_Kb�GKGcm̂Ĥ�k_̀cGHẐ�H]Z�WZiZKWGKHŷ�a_b]H�̀ig̀KiàKHGH_̀K�j]ZK�H]Zm�GaZ�nìa�H]Z�\fa\̀ Ẑ�̀i�ẐHGlc_̂]_Kbà�\àk_Kb�̂ [̀Z�iGgH�GH�Ha_GcMp������E���������RRS��LPLGH�INTM�JNO�PLQHL�GH�NRTrM�JST�ULVWLNW�GH�INOM�̀a�GaZnGii_a[GH_̀K{̂|�[GWZ�ìa�H]Z�\fa\̀ Ẑ�̀i�ẐHGlc_̂]_Kb�̀a\àk_Kb�̂̀[Z�iGgH�_K�G�ga_[_KGc�\àgZZW_KbLp�}~����������XXX�LPL�GH�XXXXM�JIJ�PLQHL�GH�NSJ�M�J�r�ULVWLNW�GH��NI�YGcHZaGH_̀K_K�̀a_b_KGc��_KHZaKGc�qf̀HGH_̀K�̀[_HHZWdL��K�H]Z�\aẐZKH�gĜZM�H]Zg]GccZKbZW�Zk_WZKgZ�̂ZakZW�Ĝ�ìfKWGH_̀K�ìa�H]Z�_KHàWfgH_̀Kì��aL�ùazZXwWG[̂y�HẐH_[̀ Km�aGH]Za�H]GK�W_aZgH�Zk_WZKgZ�̀iG�iGgH�\̀_KH_Kb�H̀jGaW�PHGKi_ZcWŷ�bf_cHL�h]f̂M�jZ�Ẁ�K̀H�k_ZjH]ẐZ�WZg_̂_̀K̂�Ĝ�W_gHGH_Kb�H]Z�aẐfcH�̀i�H]_̂�G\\ZGcL `̂H�aZgZKHcmM�_K�¡������¢��F�D������¢��H]Z�Q̀faH�ZxG[_KZWG\\c_gGH_̀K�̀i�H]Z�Q̀KiàKHGH_̀K�QcGf̂Z�H̀�ìaZK̂_g�aZ\̀aĤj]_g]�GaZ�aZc_ZW�̀K�lm�G�HẐH_im_Kb�Zx\ZaHM�lfH�j]_g]�GaZK̀H�GW[_HHZW�_KH̀�Zk_WZKgZL�XXX��LPL�GH�XXXX�X�XXXXM�JINPLQHL�GH�NNNSXN�M�J�I�ULVWLNW�GH�O�XOOL�¡������¢�GWWaẐ̂ZW�n�H]Z�g̀K̂H_HfH_̀KGc_Hm�̀i�Gcc̀j_Kb�GK�Zx\ZaH�j_HKẐ̂�H̀�W_̂gf̂^H̀]Zây�HẐH_[̀ K_Gc�̂HGHZ[ZKĤ�_i�H]Z�HẐH_[̀ K_Gc�̂HGHZ[ZKĤ
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DEFE�GHI�IJEKLEMNEL�OPKQIIEP�OL�ENQPEGREST�U�VWX�OI�YYYYZ[\]�̂S_IS�OI�]]\\Z�[̀\�aSbPS]P�OI�cd�efgHIQGh�ijkklmnopqrYYY�sŜS�OI�YYYYZ�[\[�̂S_IS�OI�]t]]Z�[̀u�aSbPS]P�OI�v]cêHIHKOwHFZ�xSZ�RHGRgFFQGh�QG�yOFIzzS{G�|okko}n~r�IDH�����yFH�QMEL�DEFE�yFHPgREPS��GE�yFH�QMEDOL�H�IOQGEP��FHK�O�NOhQGOM�LDO���FHK�O�FOyE�NQRIQK�OGP�IJEHIJEF��FHK�O�LOKyME�H��IJE�PE�EGPOGI�L��MHHPS�VWX�OI�YYYYZ�[\]Ŝ_IS�OI�]]]tZ�[̀\�aSbPS]P�OI�c̀S��JE�IELIQ�wQGh�E�yEFI�DOLGHI�QGNHMNEP�QG�H�IOQGQGh�HF�IELIQGh�IJE�����H�IOQGEP��FHKIJE�NQRIQK��FOIJEFZ�JEF�HyQGQHG�DOL��OLEP�HG�GHIOIQHGL�DQIJQGPHRgKEGIL�OPKQIIEP�OL��gLQGELL�FERHFPLS�VWX��JE�E�yEFI�PQPGHI�IELIQ�w�IH�JHD�IJE�IELIQGh�MO�HFOIHFw�e_EMMKOF�z�JOGPMEPHF�IELIEP�IJE�LOKyME�HF�IH�IJE�ORRgFORw�H��IJE�yFH�QME�RFEOIEP�FHK�IJE�LOKyMEZ�OGP�IJE�FEyHFI�QILEM��DOL�GHI�OPKQIIEP�QGIHENQPEGRE�HF�LJHDG�IH�IJE��gFwS�VWX�OI�YYYYZ�YYYYZ�[\]�̂S_ISOI�]]]tZ�]]\uZ�[̀\�aSbPS]P�OI�c̀Z�[u[Yu]S��HDENEFZ�IJEE�yEFI�IELIQ�QEP�IJOI�IJE�����yFH�QME�FERHNEFEP��FHK�IJEPE�EGPOGI�L��MHHP�KOIRJEP��IJE�KOME�������m�ok���mjpW�op~�n�p���mn������}qop}k�~�}�~XXXX�U�VWX�OI�YYYYZ�[\]�̂S_IS�OI]]\vZ�[̀\�aSbPS]P�OI�[ut�eEKyJOLQL�QG�HFQhQGOMzS��JE�PE�EGLEOLLEFIEP�IJOI�IJE�_HG�FHGIOIQHG�_MOgLE�yFHJQ�QIEP�IJE�E�yEFI�FHK�IELIQ�wQGh�FEhOFPQGh�IELIQGh�yEF�HFKEP��w�_EMMKOF�S�VWXOI�YYYYZ�[\]�̂S_IS�OI�]]\[Z�[̀\�aSbPS]P�OI�[u]Yu\Sd�JE�ROLE�DOL�OhOQG�PEIEFKQGEP��w�xgLIQRE��JHKOL���Q�IJNHIEZ�JHDENEFZ�IJQL�IQKE�xgLIQRE��JHKOL�RHGRgFFEP�DQIJIJE�yFENQHgLMw�PQLLEGIQGh�xgLIQREL�_JQE��xgLIQRE��H�EFILZOGP�xgLIQREL��EGGEPwZ��FEwEFZ�OGP��MQIH��QGPQGh�GH_HG�FHGIOIQHG�_MOgLE�NQHMOIQHGS�VWX�OI�YYYYZ�[\]�̂S_IS�OI]]��Z�[̀\�aSbPS]P�OI�[]̀Y]c�e�JHKOLZ�xSZ�RHGRgFFQGhzS��JEyMgFOMQIw�JEMP�IJOI�ENEG�Q��IJE�_EMMKOF��FEyHFI�JOP��EEGOPKQIIEP�QGIH�ENQPEGREZ�IJEFE�DHgMP�JONE��EEG�GH�NQHMOIQHGH��IJE�_HG�FHGIOIQHG�_MOgLE��HF�LENEFOM�FEOLHGL��e[z���JE_EMMKOF��FEyHFI�QL�NEFw�PQ��EFEGI��FHK�IJE�LHFI�H��E�IFO�gPQRQOMLIOIEKEGILZ�LgRJ�OL�O��QPONQILZ�PEyHLQIQHGLZ�yFQHF�IELIQKHGwZOGP�RHG�ELLQHGLZ�IJOI�IJE�_HG�FHGIOIQHG�_MOgLE�DOL�HFQhQGOMMwgGPEFLIHHP�IH�FEORJU��e]z���I�JE�FEyHFI�DOL�yFHPgREP��E�HFEOGw�LgLyERI�DOL�QPEGIQ�QEPU��e\z�IJE�FEyHFI�DOL�GHI�LHghJI��HF�IJE�ygFyHLE�H��H�IOQGQGh�ENQPEGRE�IH��E�gLEP�OhOQGLI�IJE�PE�EGPOGI�Z�DJH�DOL�GHI�ENEG�gGPEF�LgLyQRQHG�OI�IJEIQKEU��OGPZ�edz�IJE�����yFH�QME�yFHPgREP��DOL�GHI�QGJEFEGIMwQGRgMyOIHFwSU�VWX�OI�YYYYZ�[\]�̂S_IS�OI�]]]̀Z�[̀\�aSbPS]P�OI�ccS��� ���¡¢£��JE�yMgFOMQIw�PEIEFKQGEP�IJOIZ�gGMQ�E�IJE�HFEGLQR�FEyHFIL�QG¤�k�pW�¥¦§o}¥�OGP�ijkklmnopqr�IJE����yFH�QME�hEGEFOIEP�QG�|okko}n~�DOL�GHI�RFEOIEP�QG�HFPEF�IH��EgLEP�OL�ENQPEGRE�OhOQGLI�O�yOFIQRgMOF�PE�EGPOGIS�VWX�OI�YYYYZ[\]�̂S_IS�OI�]]d\Z�[̀\�aSbPS]P�OI�[[dY[vS��I�IJE�IQKE�IJE

FEyHFI�DOL�yFHPgREPZ�IJE�PE�EGPOGI�DOL�GEQIJEF�QG�RgLIHPw�GHFgGPEF�LgLyQRQHGZ�OGP�IJE�IERJGQRQOGL�DJH�yFEyOFEP�IJE�yFH�QMEPQPG�I��GHD�DJEIJEF�IJE�FELgMIL�DHgMP��E�QGRFQKQGOIQGhS�VWXOI�YYYYZ�[\]�̂S_IS�OI�]]d\YddZ�[̀\�aSbPS]P�OI�[[dY[tS�JEFE�HFEZ�IJE�yMgFOMQIw�FEOLHGEP�IJOI�IJE�yFQKOFw�ygFyHLE�H�IJE�IERJGQRQOG�L�FEyHFI�DOL�GHI�IH�RFEOIE�ENQPEGRE�OhOQGLI�IJEPE�EGPOGIZ��gI�DOL��IH�yEF�HFK�JQL�HF�JEF�IOL��QG�ORRHFPOGREDQIJ�ORREyIEP�yFHREPgFELSU�VWX�OI�YYYYZ�[\]�̂S_IS�OI�]]ddZ�[̀\aSbPS]P�OI�[[vSxgLIQRE��JHKOLZ�QG�JQL�RHGRgFFEGREZ�OhFEEP�IJOI�IJE�yFH�QMEDOL�GHI�IELIQKHGQOM��gI�LHMEMw��EROgLE�QI�MOR�EP�IJE�FEfgQLQIE�HFKOMQIw�OGP�LHMEKGQIwS�VWX�OI�YYYYZ�[\]�̂S_IS�OI�]]��Z�[̀\aSbPS]P�OI�[]̀Y]c�e�JHKOLZ�xSZ�RHGRgFFQGhzS��E�FE�ERIEPIJE�yMgFOMQIw�L�GED�FEfgQFEKEGI�IJOI�O�LIOIEKEGI�KgLI�IOFhEIO�yOFIQRgMOF�QGPQNQPgOM�IH��E�IELIQKHGQOM��EROgLE���I�JEFEQL�GH�IE�IgOM��gLIQ�QROIQHG�SSS��HF�MQKQIQGh�IJE�RHG�FHGIOIQHGFQhJI�IH�LIOIEKEGIL�KOPE�O�IEF�IJE�ORRgLEP�L�QPEGIQIw��EROKE�GHDGSU�VWX�OI�YYYYZ�[\]�̂S_IS�OI�]]v]Z�[̀\�aSbPS]P�OI[\�Y\v�e�JHKOLZ�xSZ�RHGRgFFQGhzS�aQ�EDQLEZ�xgLIQRE��OhOGZDFQIQGh��HF�IJE��HgF�PQLLEGIQGh��gLIQRELZ�FE�ERIEP�IJE�yMgFOMQIw�LORRgLOIHFw�FEfgQFEKEGIZ�OL�DEMM�OL�xgLIQRE��JHKOL���HFKOMQIwFEfgQFEKEGIZ�OPJEFQGh�IH�IJE�NQED�IJOI��HFEGLQR�FEyHFIL�OFEIELIQKHGQOM��OLEP�EGIQFEMw�HG�IJE�yFQKOFw�ygFyHLE�IELIS�VWXOI�YYYYZ�[\]�̂S_IS�OI�]]t\YtdZ�[̀\�aSbPS]P�OI�[dtY�ue�OhOGZ�xSZ�PQLLEGIQGhzS�xgLIQRE��FEwEF�RHGRgFFEP�DQIJ�IJEyMgFOMQIw��gI�DFHIE�LEyOFOIEMw�IH�OPPFELL�DJOI�JE��EMQENEPDOL�IJE�IFgE�fgELIQHG�FOQLEP����HD�PHEL�IJE�_HG�FHGIOIQHG_MOgLE�OyyMw�IH�IJE�yOGHyMw�H��RFQKE�MO�HFOIHFw�FEyHFILOGP�gGPEFMwQGh�IERJGQROM�LIOIEKEGIL�DFQIIEG��w�eHF�HIJEFDQLEKOPE��wz�MO�HFOIHFw�IERJGQRQOGL̈U�VWX�OI�YYYYZ�[\]�̂S_IS�OI]]ddZ�[̀\�aSbPS]P�OI�[[t�e�FEwEFZ�xSZ�RHGRgFFQGhzS�{I�QL�IJQLyFERQLE�fgELIQHG�IJOI�IJQL�_HgFI��ORELS{G�JQL�RHGRgFFEGREZ�xgLIQRE��FEwEF�PQLRgLLEP�IJE�yFORIQROMyFH�MEKL�FELgMIQGh��FHK�O�FEfgQFEKEGI�IJOI�ENEFw�OGOMwLIQGNHMNEP�QG��HFEGLQR�IELIQGh�KgLI�IELIQ�w�OI�IFQOMS��E�RHGRMgPEPIJOI�OG�OGOMwLI�L�LIOIEKEGIL��MQE�HgILQPE�IJE�yEFQKEIEF�H�IJE�_MOgLEU��HF��HIJ�JQLIHFQROM�OGP�yFORIQROM�FEOLHGLS�VWXOI�YYYYZ�[\]�̂S_IS�OI�]]�[Z�[̀\�aSbPS]P�OI�[]dS�xgLIQRE�FEwEF�FEOLHGEP�IJOIZ��OLEP�HG�IJE�JQLIHFQR�ygFyHLE�H��IJE_MOgLEZ�IJELE�IwyEL�H��LIOIEKEGIL�DHgMP�GHI��E�Lg��ERI�IHRHG�FHGIOIQHG��EROgLE�IJEw�PH�GHI�QKyMQROIE�IJE�RHFE�RHGREFGLOI�QLLgE�IJE�gLE�H���©��}����E�OKQGOIQHGL�OL�ENQPEGRESVWX�OI�YYYYZ�[\]�̂S_IS�OI�]]dcY�[Z�[̀\�aSbPS]P�OI�[][Y]dS��E�E�yFELLEP�RHGREFG�IJOI�RHLIL�FELgMIQGh��FHK�O�FgMEFEfgQFQGh�IJE�MQNE�IELIQKHGw�H��ENEFw�OGOMwLI�QGNHMNEP�QGIJE�IELIQGh�yFHRELL�DHgMP�ROgLE�yFHLERgIHFL�IH��HFEhH����IELIQKHGw�OGP�FEIgFG�IH�O�FEMQOGRE�HG�EwEDQIGELL�IELIQKHGwS
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DE�FGHIJKL�MNLOLNPH�QJLRS�TE�UJEILNVNLITIJWE�WX�IYL�Z[TGHLIYTI�NJH\H�]NLTILN�VNWHLKGIJWE�NL[JTEKL�GVWE�[LHH�NL[JT̂[LLQJ_LEKL�KTEEWI�̂L�HWGE_̀a�bcd�TI�eeeeS�fgh�ìZÌ�TI�hhjfS�fkgl̀m_̀h_�TI�fhǹ�oWN�IYLHL�NLTHWEHS�FGHIJKL�MNLOLN�KWEK[G_L_IYTI�NLVWNIH�WX�IYJH�ETIGNL�XT[[�WGIHJ_L�TVV[JKTIJWE�WX�IYLZWEXNWEITIJWE�Z[TGHL̀�bcdpYLE�KWEHJ_LNJE]�TE�WVJEJWE�[J\L�qrssrtuvw�JE�RYJKY�EWHJE][L�NTIJWET[L�KWxxTE_H�IYL�HGVVWNI�WX�T�xTyWNJIOS�UIYLYW[_JE]�WX�IYL�ZWGNI�xTO�̂L�QJLRL_�TH�IYTI�VWHJIJWE�IT\LEÔ�IYWHL�zLx̂ LNH�RYW�KWEKGNNL_�JE�IYL�yG_]xLEIH�WE�IYLETNNWRLHI�]NWGE_H̀a�{t|}v�~d���r��c���t��vw�ng���̀ì�fkkSf�gS����ìZÌ����S���gS�jf�l̀m_̀h_�h��S�h����f�������GWIJE]�|����~d����|�rtw�nhk��̀ì�fjgS�f���È�fjS����ìZÌ�h���Sh�hg�È�fjS�n��l̀m_̀h_�kj�S�k�h�È�fj��f�����̀�MLKTGHLEW�VWHJIJWE�NLKLJQL_�HGVVWNI�XNWx�T�xTyWNJIO�WX�IYL�yGHIJKLHSqrssrtuv�_WLH�EWI�VNWQJ_L�GH�T�]WQLNEJE]�[L]T[�VNJEKJV[L�TE_IYJH�ZWGNI�QJLRH�IYL�_LKJHJWE�TH�[JxJIL_�IW�IYL�GEJ�GL�HLI�WXXTKIH�VNLHLEIL_�JE�IYTI�KTHL̀j������d�dw���������������r��c��t��v�~d��tu�vw��fh�òg_���S��j��hE_�ZJǸh�fg������}r�v�~d��r��c���t��vw��j��̀g_�f�nS�f�����̀Z̀h�fg����Uqrssrtuv�̀̀̀KNLTILH�EW�ELR�NG[L�WX�[TR�IYTI�RL�KTE�TVV[O�JE�IYJH�KTHL̀a�̀�YL�XTKIH�VNLHLEIL_�̂O�IYJH�TVVLT[�_JXXLN�XNWx�̂WIY�{�s��c����rt�w�RYJKY�JEQW[QL_�T�KLNIJXJL_�NLVWNI�IYTI�RTH�T_xJIIL_RJIYWGI�[JQL�ILHIJxWEOS�TE_���ss��ur��w�RYJKY�JEQW[QL_�THJ]EL_�NLVWNI�IYTI�RTH�T_xJIIL_�IYNWG]Y�HGNNW]TIL�ILHIJxWEOWX�TEWIYLN�TET[OHI�RYW�YT_�EW�KWEELKIJWE�IW�IYL�NLVWNI�TE_WXXLNL_�EW�JE_LVLE_LEI�L VLNIJHL̀�{�s��c����rt�w�jj���̀ìg�jS�fh��ìZÌ�hjh�S�f�n�l̀m_̀h_�gfn����ss��ur��w�eee�̀ì�eeeeS�fgf�ìZÌ�h��jS�fk��l̀m_̀h_��f�̀�DE_LL_S�IYLXTKIH�TVVLTN�IW�XT[[�RJIYJE�WEL�WX�IYL�HKLETNJWH�J_LEIJXJL_�̂OFGHIJKL�iWIWxTOWN�TH�̂LJE]�WGIHJ_L�IYL�U[JxJIL_�NLTKYa�WXIYL�xTyWNJIO�WVJEJWE�JE���ss��ur��̀�eee��̀ì�TI�eeeeS�eeeeSfgf�ìZÌ�TI�h�f�S�h�hhS�fk��l̀m_̀h_�TI��hjeh�S��hkeg��iWIWxTOWNS�F̀S�KWEKGNNJE]�JE�VTNI�̀ZJNKGJI�KWGNIH�TE_�HITIL�KWGNIH�YTQL�_JHT]NLL_�TH�IW�IYL�VNWVLNTVV[JKTIJWE�WX�KGNNLEI�iGVNLxL�ZWGNI�ZWEXNWEITIJWE�Z[TGHLyGNJHVNG_LEKL̀����w��d�dw��tu�vw��fh�òg_�TI�����JEILNVNLIJE]VNL¡qrssrtuv�VNLKL_LEI�TH�LHIT̂[JHYJE]�IYTI�T�HITILxLEI�JHILHIJxWEJT[�JX�JIH�VNJxTNO�VGNVWHL�JH�IW�KNLTIL�T�NLKWN_�XWN[TILN�GHL�TI�INJT[�����r��c���t��v�~d���|���¢tsc�|tw��g��òg_�kkS���ne����jIY�ZJǸh�fg���_LK[JEJE]�IW�T_WVI�NL�GJNLxLEIIYTI�HITILxLEI�̂L�TKKGHTIWNO�S���r��c���t��v�~d�£�|��|w����òg_�ffk�S�ff�he�g���IY�ZJǸh�fg���KWEHJ_LNJE]�RYLIYLN�yGNOxTO�YTQL�KWEHJ_LNL_�HITILxLEI�TH�WXXLNL_�XWN�JIH�INGIY�TE_RYLIYLN�JI�RTH�TKKGHTIWNO�����||�~d���t��w�ngn�z_̀�kkS��g��̀g_

hjnS�h��e�f��h�fg���NL�GJNJE]�T�HITILxLEI�IW�̂L�HGXXJKJLEI[OXWNxT[J¤L_�IW�̂L�ILHIJxWEJT[�̀�YL�WE[O�KWEHJHILEI�NL�GJNLxLEI�IYTI�KTE�̂L�_JHIJ[[L_�XNWxIYLHL�_LKJHJWEH�JH�IYTI�JE�WN_LN�XWN�T�HITILxLEI¥XWNLEHJK�WNWIYLNRJHL¥IW�̂L�_LLxL_�ILHIJxWEJT[S�JI�xGHI�YTQL�̂LLE�xT_LRJIY�T�VNJxTNO�ŴyLKIJQL�WX�KNLTIJE]�TE�LQJ_LEIJTNO�NLKWN_�IWLHIT̂[JHY�WN�VNWQL�T�XTKI�TI�INJT[̀�{r�¦r�t��~d��|§t��w�j�h��̀ìgnnS�eeeeS�fgf�ìZÌ�ffngS�ffjjS�f���l̀m_̀h_��gS�f��e�k�h�ff���v���tsv��{�s��c����rt�w�jj���̀ì�TI�ghnS�fh��ìZÌ�TIhjg�en�S�f�n�l̀m_̀h_�TI�gh�eg�̀��YJH�ZWGNI�YTH�VNLQJWGH[OT__NLHHL_�IYL�_LXJEJIJWE�WX�ILHIJxWEJT[�HITILxLEIH�WE[O�JEIYL�KWEIL I�WX�HITILxLEIH�xT_L�̂O�[TO�RJIELHHLHS�RYLNLRL�[J\LRJHL�TVV[JL_�IYL�VNJxTNO�VGNVWHL�ILHI�IW�_LILNxJELRYLIYLN�T�HITILxLEI�JH�ILHIJxWEJT[̀���t���~d�̈��©�|w�fnj�D_TYWfg�S�fnnefn�S�f���ª̀g_��ffS��f�efk��h������QJ_LWITVL�WXKYJ[_�QJKIJxPH�JEILNQJLR�RJIY�VW[JKL�RTH�ILHIJxWEJT[�̂LKTGHLJI�RTH�T_xJIIL_�TH�T�HĜHIJIGIL�XWN�YLN�[JQL�ILHIJxWEO�����t���~d�¦t�}�s«�|cw�fj��D_TYW�gjjS�g�he�gS�hn��ª̀g_�jkhS�j��e����h�f����HITILxLEIH�WX�L ¡RJXL�RLNL�EWI�ILHIJxWEJT[�̂LKTGHLIYLO�RLNL�WXXLNL_�IW�LQT[GTIL�_LXLE_TEIPH�_LxLTEWN�TE_�EWIWXXLNL_�XWN�IYLJN�INGIY�̀�[IYWG]Y�IYJH�ZWGNI�YTH�EWI�VNLQJWGH[O�T__NLHHL_�IYL�NLKLEI_LQL[WVxLEIH�JE�ZWEXNWEITIJWE�Z[TGHL�yGNJHVNG_LEKL�JE�IYLKWEIL I�WX�XWNLEHJK�LQJ_LEKLS�WGN�ZWGNI�WX��VVLT[H�YTHTIILxVIL_�IW�ETQJ]TIL�IYLHL�HKTNKL[O¡KYTNIL_�RTILNH�JE���t���~d¬|tu�|w�fjg�D_TYW�h�S�h�k�ª̀g_�ngf��ZÌ�VV̀h�fh�̀��GNJE]­NTxLNPH�INJT[�XWN�_NJQJE]�GE_LN�IYL�JEX[GLEKL�WX�T[KWYW[SIYL�VNWHLKGIJWE�JEINW_GKL_�KT[ĴNTIJWE�KLNIJXJKTILH�XWN�IYLDEIW J[O¤LN�j����JEHINGxLEI�GHL_�IW�_LILNxJEL�IYL�T[KWYW[KWEKLEINTIJWE�JE�­NTxLNPH�̂NLTIỲ�bcd�TI�g�S�ghS�h�k�ª̀g_TI�nghS�ngǹ�­NTxLN�TN]GL_�IYTI�IYL�ZWEXNWEITIJWE�Z[TGHLNL�GJNL_�IYL�iITIL�IW�VNW_GKL�EWI�yGHI�IYL�KLNIJXJKTILH�̂GIIYL�[JQL�ILHIJxWEO�WX�IYL�VLWV[L�JEQW[QL_�JE�KLNIJXOJE]�IYLxTKYJEL̀�bcd�TI�ghS�h�k�ª̀g_�TI�ngǹ�DE�T�IYWG]YIXG[�TE_�RL[[¡NLHLTNKYL_�WVJEJWES�IYL�ZWGNI�WX��VVLT[H�KWEK[G_L_�IYTI�IYLKLNIJXJKTILH�RLNL�EWI�ILHIJxWEJT[�TH�IYLO�RLNL�EWI�T_xJIIL_TH�_JNLKI�LQJ_LEKL�WX�TE�L[LxLEI�WX�IYL�KNJxL̀�bcd�TI�gjeg�Sh�k�ª̀g_�TI�ng�egk��U�YL�KLNIJXJKTILH�YLNL�®HGVVWNI�WEL�XTKI�IYL�TKKGNTKO�WX�IYL�xTKYJEL��IYTIS�JE�IGNES�HGVVWNIH�TEWIYLNXTKI�IYTI�KTE�LHIT̂[JHY�]GJ[I��IYL�̂[WW_�T[KWYW[�[LQL[�̀̄�a���GWIJE]�¢�uu��°�ts�¦�~d�±�r�r���|w�nj��zTHH̀���jS��n�²̀m̀h_�f���S�f�����h�ff��̀��H�_J_�IYL�ZWGNI�WX��VVLT[HSRL�KWEK[G_L�IYTI�WGN�JE�GJNO�HYWG[_�XWKGH�WE�RYLIYLN�IYLILKYEJKJTEPH�HITILxLEIH�RLNL�xT_L�RJIY�T�VNJxTNO�ŴyLKIJQLWX�KNLTIJE]�TE�LQJ_LEIJTNO�NLKWN_�IW�LHIT̂[JHY�WN�VNWQL�T�XTKITI�INJT[̀
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EFFG�EEHGI�J�KLMNOP�QR�SQLPTUV�WPOUOKTOX�YZT[�R\STUUZMZ]\P�TQ�T[QUO�ZK̂_̀ab_c�[\dO�]ZeOYZUO�[O]X�T[\T�T[OTOUTZMQKf�QR�\K�OgWOPT�YZTKOUU�Y[Q�\PPZdOU�\T�\K�ZKXOWOKXOKTSQKS]LUZQK�ZU�WOPMZUUZN]O�LKXOP�T[O�hQKRPQKT\TZQK�h]\LUOOdOK�Y[OPO�QT[OP�KQKiTOUTZRfZKj�\K\]fUTU�[\dO�WPQdZXOXLKXOP]fZKj�X\T\�QP�SQKXLSTOX�WQPTZQKU�QR�T[O�TOUTZKjkl�mKǹopqrstur�vw�xyqc�T[O�z\U[ZKjTQK�{LWPOMO�hQLPT�[O]X�T[\TT[O�hQKRPQKT\TZQK�h]\LUO�Y\U�KQT�dZQ]\TOX�OdOK�T[QLj[�T[OTOUTZRfZKj�OgWOPT�|XZX�KQT�WOPUQK\]]f�QNUOPdO�T[O�]\N�TOUTUT[\T�LKXOP]\ZX�[OP�\K\]fUZU}�NOS\LUO�T[O�QLTWLT�QR�T[O�TOUTZKjV\K�O]OSTPQW[OPQjP\MV�YQL]X�[\dO�KQ�MO\KZKj�RQP�T[O�~LPfYZT[QLT�T[O�TOUTZRfZKj�OgWOPT�U�Od\]L\TZQK�QR�ZTU�UZjKZRZS\KSOk����z\U[k�X����V������k�X����V��������������k��\T[OPV�T[OWPO]ZMZK\Pf�UTOWU�ZK�\K�\K\]fUZU�\PO�OUUOKTZ\]]f�W\PT�QR�T[OS[\ZK�QR�SLUTQXfV�\KX�OdZXOKSO�QR�T[OUO�UTOWU�MOPO]f�jQOUTQ�T[O�YOZj[T�\KX�KQT�T[O�\XMZUUZNZ]ZTf�QR�T[O�POUL]Tk���w{ZMZ]\P]fV�T[O�mKXZ\K\�{LWPOMO�hQLPT�[O]X�T[\T�T[O�TOS[KZSZ\KY[Q�TP\KUROPPOX�T[O�N]QQX�RPQM�WZOSOU�QR�j]\UU�TQ�UY\NU�RQP]\TOP�TOUTZKj�\KX�\K\]fUZU�Y\U�~LUT�QKO�WOPUQK�ZK�T[O�S[\ZK�QRSLUTQXfV�\KX�\U�ULS[V�T[O�XOROKX\KT�U�PZj[T�TQ�SQKRPQKT\TZQKY\U�KQT�dZQ]\TOX�NOS\LUO�T[O�OgWOPT�Y[Q�SQKXLSTOX�T[O\K\]fUZU�\KX�WPOW\POX�T[O�POWQPT�TOUTZRZOX�\T�TPZ\]k���bb_o�vw�t̀tbc������k�k�X����V���������mKXk�����k�mK�T[OUO�S\UOUV�T[OLKXOP]fZKj�UT\TOMOKTU�XZX�KQT�[\dO�\K�OdZXOKTZ\Pf�WLPWQUOV\KX�YOPO�T[LU�KQT�TOUTZMQKZ\]V�NOS\LUO�QK]f�T[O�OgWOPT�UZKXOWOKXOKT�SQKS]LUZQK�UOPdOX�\U�OdZXOKSOk�xyqc������k�X�\T�������bb_oc������k�k�X�\T����kJ�XOROKX\KT�U�PZj[T�TQ�SQKRPQKT\TZQK�ZU�dZQ]\TOX�Y[OK�|\KOgWOPT�\STU�MOPO]f�\U�\�YO]]iSPOXOKTZ\]OX�SQKXLZTV}�\KXXQOU�KQT�WPQdZXO�\Kf�ZKXOWOKXOKT�OgWOPT�QWZKZQKk��rqtb��t̀tbo�vw��̀auo��ur�̀�b�c�ll���k�X��V���l���UT�hZPk������TOUTZMQKf�dZQ]\TOX�hQKRPQKT\TZQK�h]\LUO�NOS\LUO�OgWOPTUZMW]f�POSQLKTOX�POUL]TU�QR�\KQT[OP�OgWOPT�U�TOUTZKj�k��[OUOSQLPTU�RZKXZKj�UT\TOMOKTU�TQ�NO�TOUTZMQKZ\]�[\dO�XQKO�UQ�Y[OKT[O�OgWOPT�[\U�PO]\fOX�\KQT[OP�\K\]fUT�U�SQKS]LUZQK�T[\T�Y\UKQT�PO\S[OX�ZKXOWOKXOKT]f�Nf�T[O�TOUTZRfZKj�OgWOPTk��bbc�bwswc�t̀tb�vw��̀v̀_bttbc������k�X�����������k�mK��̀v̀_bttbc�T[OTOUTZRfZKj�OgWOPT�PO]ZOX�QK�T[O�RZKXZKjU�QR�\KQT[OP�\K\]fUT�Y[Q�SQKS]LXOX�T[\T�T[OPO�Y\U�jLKWQYXOP�POUZXLO�QK�T[OdZSTZM�TQ�XOTOPMZKO�[QY�S]QUO�T[O�U[QQTOP�Y\U�TQ�T[O�dZSTZMk��w�\T���l���k��[O�SQLPT�[O]X�T[\T�T[O�\K\]fUT�U�RZKXZKjU�YOPOTOUTZMQKZ\]�NOS\LUO�T[OPO�YOPO�EFF��EEHG �KQ�|QN~OSTZdOM\PeOPU�T[\T�\Kf�T[ZPX�W\PTf�S\K�Og\MZKO�ZK�QPXOP�TQ�OgWPOUU\K�ZKXOWOKXOKT�QWZKZQKk}���w�\T��������k�¡QYOdOPV�Y[OK�\KOgWOPT�ZKXOWOKXOKT]f�Od\]L\TOU�QN~OSTZdO�P\Y�X\T\�QNT\ZKOXRPQM�\K�\K\]fUTV�\KX�OgOPSZUOU�[ZU�QP�[OP�QYK�~LXjMOKT�ZKPO\S[ZKj�\�SQKS]LUZQKV�T[O�OgWOPT�ZU�KQT�\�SQKXLZT�RQP�T[O\K\]fUT�U�SQKS]LUZQKk��rqtb���t̀tbo�vw��yaab_oc�lll��k�X

���V�����������T[�hZPk�����k��\T[OPV�T[O�TOUTZRfZKj�OgWOPT�UQWZKZQK�ZU�\K�|QPZjZK\]�WPQXLST}�T[\T�S\K�NO�PO\XZ]f�|�TOUTOXT[PQLj[�SPQUUiOg\MZK\TZQKk}���w�\T������ZKTOPK\]�¢LQT\TZQKU\KX�SZT\TZQK�QMZTTOX�k�zO�~QZK�T[O�M\~QPZTf�QR�~LPZUXZSTZQKUSQKUZXOPZKj�T[ZU�ULN~OST�\KX�RQSLU�QLP�\TTOKTZQK�QK�T[O¢LOUTZQK�Y[OT[OP�T[O�WPZM\Pf�WLPWQUO�QR�T[O�]\N�TOS[KZSZ\K�U\ST�QR�]\NO]ZKj�T[O�U]ZXOU�\KX�T[O�ZMW]ZSZT�\UUOPTZQK�T[\T�T[OWPQWOP�UT\ZK�Y\U�\WW]ZOX�Y\U�ZKTOKXOX�TQ�OUT\N]ZU[�UQMO�R\ST�\TTPZ\]�\KX�Y[OT[OP�£Pk��QPeO�JX\MU�UOPdOX�\U�\�MOPO�SQKXLZTk¤¥�¦§§̈©ª«¬©­®�­̄�¬°±�²­®̄³­®¬«¬©­®�²̈«́µ±�«®«̈¶µ©µ�¬­·³¥�̧­³¹±º¦»«¼µ½�¬±µ¬©¼­®¶£Pk��QPeO�JX\MU�TOUTZRZOX�T[\T�T[O�U]ZXOU�U[O�Og\MZKOXSQKT\ZKOX�T[O�NP\ZK�TZUULO�QR�zk�kV�\KX�T[\T�T[ZU�TZUULO�[\X�NOOKUT\ZKOX�YZT[�T[O�\Mf]QZX�\KTZjOKk�{T\KRZO]X�SQKTOKXU�T[\T�£Pk�QPeO�JX\MU��TOUTZMQKf�PO]ZOX�QK�TYQ�\UUOPTZQKU�M\XO�NfT[O�TOS[KZSZ\K¾�����T[\T�T[O�U]ZXOU�YOPO�]\NO]OX�YZT[�T[O�SQPPOSTS\UO�KLMNOPV�\KX�T[LU�SQKT\ZKOX�zk�k�U�NP\ZK�TZUULO��\KX����T[\T�T[O�TOS[KZSZ\K�\WW]ZOX�T[O�WPQWOP�UT\ZK�TQ�T[O�U\MW]OU�ZK\SSQPX\KSO�YZT[�T[O�]\NQP\TQPf�WPQTQSQ]V�T[OPONf�WOPMZTTZKj\K�\SSLP\TO�ZKTOPWPOT\TZQK�QR�T[O�U\MW]OUk£Pk��QPeO�JX\MU�TOUTZRZOX�T[\T�U[O�POSOZdOX�zk�k�U�NP\ZK�RPQM£Pk�¿\PPZUQK�\RTOP�[O�[\X�SQKXLSTOX�T[O�\LTQWUfV�T[\T�T[ONP\ZK�TZUULO�Y\U�]\NO]OX�Y[OK�U[O�POSOZdOX�ZTV�\KX�T[\T�T[OTZUULO�U]ZSOU�YOPO�UOKT�TQ�T[O�TOS[KZSZ\K�YZT[�T[O�U\MO�]\NO]k�[O�U]ZXOU�T[\T�£Pk��QPeO�JX\MU�POSOZdOX�N\Se�RPQM�T[OTOS[KZSZ\K�YOPO�\]UQ�]\NO]OXk�JT�TPZ\]V�T[O�RQ]]QYZKj�OgS[\KjOQSSLPPOX¾À�[O�WPQUOSLTQPÁk�z[OK�T[O�TZUULOU�\PPZdOX�ZK�fQLP�QRRZSOV\PO�T[Of�M\PeOX�YZT[�Y[Q�T[O�TZUULOU�NO]QKj�TQÂ£Pk��QPeO�JX\MUk�ÃOUV�QR�SQLPUOk��[Of�PO�]\NO]OXkÀ�[O�WPQUOSLTQPÁk�JKX�Y[OK�fQL�jQ�TQ�XQ�fQLP�Og\MZK\TZQKQR�T[OUO�TZUULOUV�\PO�T[Of�UTZ]]�]\NO]OXÂ£Pk��QPeO�JX\MUk�ÃOUkÀ�[O�WPQUOSLTQPÁk�JKX�T[O�TOS[KZSZ\K�T[\T�WLT�T[O�UT\ZK�QKT[O�TZUULOUV�XQOU�U[O�YPZTO�\Kf�POWQPTUÂ£Pk��QPeO�JX\MUk��Qk�{[O�YO�YPZTO�T[O�POWQPTk�{[O�[\UXQSLMOKT\TZQK�TQ�T[O�R\ST�T[\T�U[O�POSOZdOX�T[O�TZUULOV�T[OUT\ZK�T[\T�YO�PO¢LOUTOX�[OP�TQ�XQV�\KX�U[O�KQTOU�Y[OK�U[OXZX�ZTV�\KX�T[OK�Y[OK�U[O�[\KXOX�ZT�N\Se�TQ�LUk��[QUO\PO�T[O�QK]f�WZOSOU�QR�XQSLMOKT\TZQKk��[ZU�ZU�T[O�UT\KX\PXWPQSOXLPO�ZK�T[O�]\NQP\TQPf�RQP�OdOPf�S\UOk
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EFG�HI�JKL�MNOLM�IP�JKL�QNJLRSNM�SH�NJJNTKLG�JI�JKL�QNJLRSNMUVJ�RLQNSFH�WSJK�JKL�QNJLRSNMU�XKLF�JKL�HMSGLH�NRL�YRLYNRLGOZ�JKL�JLTKFSTSNF�NFG�JKL�HMSGLH�NRL�MNOLMLG�WSJK�JKL�HNQLF[QOLR�JKNJ�WNH�NJJNTKLG�JI�JKNJ�HYLTSQLF�HI�WL�\FIW�JKNJ]YLTSQLF�̂__�TNQL�PRIQ�̀IKF�]QSJKU�EFG�HI�WL�LaNM[NJLbWL�LaNM[NJL�SJc�WRSJL�N�RLYIRJc�NFG�JKNJ�RLYIRJ�dILH�SFJIJKL�YLRQNFLFJ�RLTIRGUeRU�fIR\LgEGNQH�JLHJSPSLG�JKNJ�HKL�GSG�FIJ�IOHLRaL�JKLJLTKFSTSNF�YRLYNRL�JKL�HMSGLHc�KIWLaLRc�HKL�LhYMNSFLG�JKNJ�HKLWNH�NOML�JI�GLJLRQSFL�SP�JKL�TIRRLTJ�HJNSF�KNG�OLLF�NYYMSLGijXKL�YRIHLT[JIRkU�ERL�ZI[�NOML�JI�JLMM�WKLF�ZI[R�JLTKFSTSNFYMNTLH�JKL�HJNSF�IF�JKLHL�JSHH[LH�WKLJKLR�JKL�HJNSF�KNH�OLLFYRIYLRMZ�NYYMSLG�IR�FIJleRU�fIR\LgEGNQHU�mLHU�nLTN[HL�JKLRLoH�NMWNZH�N�TIFJRIMHMSGL�JKNJ�dILH�WSJK�SJU�pIFJRIM�HMSGL�QLNFH�JKNJbSF�JKSHYNRJST[MNR�TNHLc�V�NH\LG�PIR�N�HYLTSPST�NFJSOIGZ�JI�OL�NYYMSLGJI�JKSH�JSHH[LUUUUUqL�PSMM�I[J�N�RLr[LHJ�HKLLJU�qL�NH\�HYLTSPSTNMMZ�PIR�JKNJNFJSOIGZ�JI�OL�NYYMSLG�JI�JKL�JSHH[LU�VJoH�dSaLF�JI�JKLJLTKFSTSNF�NMIFd�WSJK�JKL�HYLTSQLFU�XKL�JLTKFSTSNF�JKLF\FIWH�WKSTK�NFJSOIGZ�JI�[HLU�XKIHL�JLTKFSTNM�YRITLG[RLHNRL�GIFL�SF�JKNJ�HYLTSNM�MNOIRNJIRZUEFG�JKLF�JKNJ�YRLYNRLG�HMSGL�SH�dSaLF�JI�JKL�YNJKIMIdSHJNMIFd�WSJK�JKL�HKLLJc�JKL�stuv�sswxx�RLr[LHJ�HKLLJ�JKNJWL�QNGL�I[J�NH\SFd�PIR�JKNJ�NFJSOIGZc�YM[H�N�TIFJRIM�HMSGLcWKSTK�QLNFH�JKNJ�NFIJKLR�YSLTL�IP�JSHH[L�JKNJ�WNH�\FIWF�JITIFJNSF�JKSH�YNRJST[MNR�NFJSdLF�JKNJ�WLoRL�SFJLRLHJLG�SF�KNHOLLF�[HLG�JI�TIRRIOIRNJL�JKL�aNMSGSJZ�IP�JKL�HJNSF�PRIQ�JKL[F\FIWF�HMSGLU]I�WL�MII\�NJ�JKL�TIFJRIM�HMSGL�PSRHJ�JI�QN\L�TLRJNSF�JKNJ�JKLJLTKFSr[L�WNH�WIR\SFd�HI�JKNJ�WL�TNF�RLMZ�JKLF�[YIF�WKNJWLoRL�MII\SFd�NJ�SF�JKL�[F\FIWF�HMSGLU]I�JKLHL�NRL�NMM�HJNFGNRG�YRITLG[RLH�SF�JKL�MNOIRNJIRZc�NFGJKSH�SH�JKL�WNZ�SJ�SH�GIFL�LaLRZ�GNZ�PIR�NMM�IP�JKL�TNHLH�JKNJTIQL�JKRI[dKUeRU�fIR\LgEGNQH�JLHJSPSLG�JKSH�YRITLG[RL�WNH�PIMMIWLG�SFJKSH�TNHLUXK[Hc�eRU�fIR\LgEGNQH�KNG�YLRHIFNM�\FIWMLGdL�JKNJ�JKLHMSGLH�WLRL�HJNSFLG�TIRRLTJMZ�ONHLG�IF�KLR�TIQYNRSHIF�IPJKL�HMSGLH�WSJK�JKL�TIFJRIM�HMSGLU�nNHLG�[YIF�JKSH�JLHJSQIFZc

eRU�fIR\LgEGNQH�GSG�FIJ�RLMZ�[YIF�NF�SQYMSLG�NHHLRJSIFOZ�JKL�JLTKFSTSNF�JKNJ�JKL�HMSGL�KNG�OLLF�YRIYLRMZ�YRLYNRLGUXKLRLPIRLc�JKL�IFMZ�RLQNSFSFd�SQYMSLG�NHHLRJSIF�SH�JKNJ�JKLMNOLMSFd�IP�JKL�HMSGLH�RLYRLHLFJLG�JKNJ�JKL�HMSGLH�TIFJNSFLGqUyUoH�JSHH[LUEH�SF�z{|�NFG�}~������JKL�MNOLMSFd�ITT[RRLG�G[RSFd�YRLMSQSFNRZHJLYH�PIR�eRU�fIR\LgEGNQHo�PIRLFHST�LhNQSFNJSIFU�XKLJLTKFSTSNF�GSG�FIJ�QN\L�NFZ�TIFTM[HSIFH�IR�PNTJ[NM�PSFGSFdHNH�JI�NFZ�SHH[L�JI�OL�GLTSGLG�NJ�JRSNM�WKLF�HKL�MNOLMLG�JKLHMSGLH�NFG�JKL�JLTKFSTSNFoH�NHHLRJSIF�KNG�FI�YRIONJSaL�aNM[L�NHJI�]JNFPSLMGoH�d[SMJ�IR�SFFITLFTLU�fNJKLRc�JKL�NTJ�IP�MNOLMSFdWNH�QNFSPLHJMZ�PIR�N�MNOIRNJIRZbRNJKLR�JKNF�JRSNMbY[RYIHLiJI�SGLFJSPZ�JKL�HNQYMLH�WKSML�JKLZ�NWNSJLG�eRU�fIR\LgEGNQHoLhNQSFNJSIFU�y[RJKLRc�WKSML�NHHLRJSIFH�FLLG�FIJ�OL�TIFJNSFLGSF�PIRQNMS�LG�NPPSGNaSJH�IR�NGQSJJLG�NJ�JRSNM�JI�OL�JLHJSQIFSNMcJKL�PNTJ�JKNJ�JKL�JLTKFSTSNF�GSG�FIJ�YRLYNRL�N�RLYIRJ�H[ddLHJHJKNJ�KLR�Y[RYIHL�SF�MNOLMSFd�JKL�HMSGLH�WNH�FIJ�JI�LHJNOMSHKNFZ�PNTJ�NJ�JRSNMU�XKL�IFMZ�JLHJSQIFZ�JKL�JLTKFSTSNF�TI[MG�KNaLH[YYMSLG�WI[MG�OL�JI�NJJLHJ�JKNJ�HKL�GSG�FIJ�NMJLR�JKL�SFJLdRSJZIR�SGLFJSJZ�IP�JKL�JSHH[L�HNQYMLHU�XKSH�SH�N\SF�JI�JKL�JZYL�IPNHHLRJSIF�QNGL�OZ�NFZ�YLRHIF�WKIHL�FNQL�NYYLNRH�SF�N�TKNSFIP�T[HJIGZU�EH�JKL�][YRLQL�pI[RJ�KLMG�SF�����������|����JKLRSdKJ�JI�TIFPRIFJNJSIF�GILH�FIJ�QNFGNJL�JKNJ�JKL�YRIHLT[JSIFTNMM�LaLRZ�YLRHIF�SFaIMaLG�SF�JKL�TKNSF�IP�T[HJIGZU�����������|�������������{�������̂̂���U]U��_̂c�����FU��c�����]UpJU��̂��c�̂���FU��c������U�GU�G����c����g���FU�����__��Uy[RJKLRc�MS\L�JKL�TNMSORNJSIF�TLRJSPSTNJLH�SF���������JKLJLTKFSTSNFoH�NHHLRJSIFH�WLRL�FIJ�NGQSJJLG�NH�GSRLTJ�YRIIPIP�NF�LMLQLFJ�IP�JKL�TRSQL��RNJKLRc�JKLZ�WLRL�NGQSJJLG�NHPI[FGNJSIF�PIR�JKL�SFJRIG[TJSIF�IP�JKL�RLH[MJH�IP�eRU�fIR\LgEGNQHo�JLHJSQIFZ�RLdNRGSFd�KLR�LhNQSFNJSIF�IP�JKL�HNQYMLHNFG�JKL�TIFTM[HSIFH�HKL�GRLW�JKLRLPRIQc�SULUc�JKNJ�qUyU�GSLGPRIQ�FIF�NTTSGLFJNM�JRN[QNU�XKLHL�PSFGSFdH�NFG�TIFTM[HSIFHWLRL�GLRSaLG�PRIQ�eRU�fIR\LgEGNQHo�YLRHIFNM�LhNQSFNJSIFNFG�IOHLRaNJSIFH�IP�JKL�HMSGLHU��FMS\L�JKL�NFNMZHJ�SF� ���������JKL�JLTKFSTSNF�SF�JKSH�TNHL�QNGL�FI�SFGLYLFGLFJ�TIFTM[HSIFHNFG�JKL�MNOLMSFd�GSG�FIJ�YRIaL�NFZ�PNTJ�RLMLaNFJ�JI�]JNFPSLMGoHd[SMJ�IR�SFFITLFTLUyIR�JKLHL�RLNHIFHc�WL�KIMG�JKNJ�JKLRL�WNH�FI�pIFPRIFJNJSIFpMN[HL�aSIMNJSIF�OLTN[HL�JKL�JLTKFSTSNFoH�NHHLRJSIFH�WLRLFIJ�QNGL�PIR�NF�LaSGLFJSNRZ�Y[RYIHL�NFG�JK[H�WLRL�FIJJLHJSQIFSNMU�U�����¡¢�£��¤����¥�����|�¢�¦�§����¢��|����|��|̈��������¦�
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DEFG�HIJK�GKL�MNOPLNOQRQINO�MHRESK�NTUKFQINOV�WQROPIKHXRLYEKS�QGRQ�ZL[�\NLJK]̂XR_S̀�QKSQI_NOa�LKYRLXIOY�QGKFNOQKOQS�NP�QGK�SHIXKS�ROX�GKL�QKSQI_NOa�LKYRLXIOY�QGK�SQRIOIOYROX�RFFELRFa�NP�QGK�SHIXKS�FNOSQIQEQK�IORX_ISSITHK�GKRLSRa[WQROPIKHX�FNOQKOXS�QGRQ�ZL[�\NLJK]̂XR_S�XIX�ONQ�GRbKRO�cIOXKdKOXKOQ�TRSIS�NP�JONeHKXYK�SN�RS�QN�QKSQIPa�QGRQQGK�RSSKLQINOS�NP�QGK�HRTNLRQNLa�QKFGOIFIRO�eKLK�RFFELRQK[fgGK�WQRQK�LKSdNOXS�QGRQ�ZL[�\NLJK]̂XR_S�XIX�ONQ�LKHRaI_dKL_ISSITHK�GKRLSRa�KbIXKOFK�TEQ�LRQGKL�QKSQIPIKX�QN�QGKLNEQIOK�dLRFQIFKS�NP�GKL�HRTNLRQNLa�ROX�QN�_RQQKLS�QGRQ�eKLKeIQGIO�GKL�dKLSNORH�JONeHKXYKV�RS�dKL_IQQKX�Ta�h[\[i[�jkl[mhOIQIRHHaV�nopq�nnqrs�eK�ONQK�QGRQ�eGIHK�ZL[�\NLJK]̂XR_SQKSQIPIKX�LKYRLXIOY�GKL�HRTNLRQNLàS�LNEQIOK�dLNFKXELKSV�SGKRHSN�QKSQIPIKX�QGRQ�QGNSK�dLNFKXELKS�eKLK�PNHHNeKX�IO�QGISFRSK�ROX�QGRQ�QGK�SHIXKS�FNOQRIOKX�t[u[̀S�TLRIO�QISSEK[v�gGISQKSQI_NOa�dLNbIXKX�PRFQS�QGRQ�eKLK�SdKFIPIF�QN�QGIS�FRSK�ROXRS�SEFGV�KwFKKXKX�QGRQ�RHHNeKX�EOXKL�hXRGN�\EHK�NP�ibIXKOFKjkl[xKRLSRa�IS�XKPIOKX�RS�RO�NEQyNPyFNELQ�SQRQK_KOQ�QGRQ�IS�NPPKLKXcQN�dLNbK�QGK�QLEQG�NP�QGK�_RQQKL�RSSKLQKX[f�h[\[i[�vkz{F|[gGKLKPNLKV�ZL[�\NLJK]̂XR_S̀�QKSQI_NOa�QGRQ�dLNFKXELKS�eKLKPNHHNeKX�ROX�QGRQ�QGK�SHIXKS�FNOQRIOKX�t[u[̀S�TLRIO�QISSEK�eRSGKRLSRa[}~KOKLRHHaV�GKRLSRa�KbIXKOFK�IS�ONQ�RX_ISSITHK�RQ�QLIRH�EOHKSS�IQPRHHS�EOXKL�NOK�NP�QGK�LKFNYOI�KX�GKRLSRa�KwFKdQINOS[�h[\[i[vk���������������������zjv�hXRGN�jzvV�j��V���j��[�X�jv�Vj}k�{�kk}|[�xNeKbKLV�RO�KwdKLQ�eIQOKSS�IS�RHHNeKX�QN�TRSKRO�NdIOINO�NO��c{z|�PRFQS�eIQGIO��GKL��dKLSNORH�JONeHKXYK�{�|�PRFQS�dLKSKOQKX�QN��GKL��RQ�QLIRH��NL�{�|�PRFQS�dLKSKOQKX�QN�GKL��NEQSIXK�NP�FNELQV�TEQ�ONQ�dKLFKIbKX�Ta��GKL��dKLSNORHHaVIP�QGNSK�PRFQS�RLK�QGK�QadK�NP�PRFQS�LKRSNORTHa�LKHIKX�EdNO�TaKwdKLQS�IO��GKL��PIKHX�IO�XLReIOY�SEFG�FNOFHESINOS[f�u[\[i[mk�V�MN__KOQ�zzk��u[\[i[�lk���h[\[i[�mk���h[\[i[�lk��������������������zjv�hXRGN�RQ�j�lV���j��[�X�RQ�j}�[�hXRGN�\EHKNP�ibIXKOFK�mk��dLNbIXKS�QGRQ�gGK�PRFQS�NL�XRQR�IO�QGK�dRLQIFEHRL�FRSKEdNO�eGIFG�RO�KwdKLQ�TRSKS�RO�NdIOINONL�IOPKLKOFK�_Ra�TK�QGNSK�dKLFKIbKXTa�NL�_RXK�JONeO�QN�QGK�KwdKLQ�RQNL�TKPNLK�QGK�GKRLIOY[�hP�NP�R�QadKLKRSNORTHa�LKHIKX�EdNO�Ta�KwdKLQS�IOQGK�dRLQIFEHRL�PIKHX�IO�PNL_IOY�NdIOINOSNL�IOPKLKOFKS�EdNO�QGK�SETUKFQV�QGK

PRFQS�NL�XRQR�OKKX�ONQ�TK�RX_ISSITHKIO�KbIXKOFK�IO�NLXKL�PNL�QGK�NdIOINONL�IOPKLKOFK�QN�TK�RX_IQQKX[�uRFQS�NLXRQR�QGRQ�RLK�NQGKLeISK�IORX_ISSITHKSGRHH�ONQ�TK�XISFHNSKX�QN�QGK�UELaTa�QGK�dLNdNOKOQ�NP�QGK�NdIOINO�NLIOPKLKOFK�EOHKSS�QGK�FNELQ�XKQKL_IOKSQGRQ�QGKIL�dLNTRQIbK�bRHEK�IO�RSSISQIOYQGK�UELa�QN�KbRHERQK�QGK�KwdKLQ̀SNdIOINO�SETSQROQIRHHa�NEQeKIYGS�QGKILdLKUEXIFIRH�KPPKFQ[h[\[i[�mk�[�gGIS�LEHK�dKL_IQS�RO�KwdKLQ�eIQOKSS�cQN�SQRQKRO�NdIOINO�TRSKX�NO�IORX_ISSITHK�KbIXKOFK�ROX�QN�IOXIFRQKQGK�YKOKLRH�ORQELK�NP�QGK�SNELFKS�NO�eGIFG�QGK�KwdKLQGRS�LKHIKXV�TEQ�ONQ�QN�XISFHNSKV�XILKFQHa�NL�IOXILKFQHaV�QGKFNOQKOQS�NP�QGK�SNELFKS�NO�XILKFQ�KwR_IORQINO�EOHKSS�QGKaRLK�NQGKLeISK�RX_ISSITHKV�NL�QGK�FNELQ�_RJKS�QGK�LK�EILKXTRHROFIOY�XKQKL_IORQINO[f����������zjv�hXRGN�RQ�j�l]�mV���j�[�X�RQ�j}�]}j[�cgGK�IOQKOQ�NP�QGK�LEHK�IS�UESQ�QGRQ�QGK�NdIOINOXNKS�ONQ�GRbK�QN�TK�KwFHEXKX�TKFRESK�dRLQ�NP�QGK�TRSIS�eRSKbIXKOFK�QGRQ�eNEHX�ONQ�TK�RX_ISSITHK�IQSKHP[f�����RQ�j�lV���j�[�X�RQ�j}��{�ENQIOY�ibIXKOFK�\EHKS�̂XbISNLa�MN__IQQKKDIOEQKS�NP�DKKQIOY�NP��NbK_TKL��V��kkz�RQ��[|[hO��kk�V�QGK�LEHK�eRS�R_KOXKX�QN�FHRLIPa�QGRQ�h[\[i[�mk��SGNEHXONQ�TK�ESKX�RS�cR�TRFJ�XNNL�PNL�YKQQIOY�QGIS�KbIXKOFK�IO�QGKLKFNLX[f�����gGK�R_KOX_KOQ�cSKLbKS�QN�dLKbKOQ�RO�KwdKLQeIQOKSS�PLN_�SKLbIOY�RS�R�FNOXEIQ�PNL�QGK�IOQLNXEFQINO�NPNQGKLeISK�IORX_ISSITHK�KbIXKOFK[f�����RQ�j�mV���j��[�X�RQ�j}j[gGK�R_KOX_KOQ�eRS�ONQ�IOQKOXKX�QN�FGROYK�QGK�_KROIOY�NPh[\[i[�mk���LRQGKLV�IQ�eRS�IOQKOXKX�QN�FHRLIPa�IQS�HI_IQRQINOS[gGESV�KwdKLQ�QKSQI_NOa�QGRQ�XNKS�ONQGIOY�_NLK�QGRO�LKHRaNQGKLeISK�IORX_ISSITHK�GKRLSRa�QN�QGK�UELa�IS�TRLLKX�Ta�h[\[i[mk�[�����xNeKbKLV�ON�KLLNL�NFFELS�IP�QGK�GKRLSRa�KbIXKOFK�QGKKwdKLQ�LKHIKS�EdNO�IS�LKPKLKOFKX�TEQ�ONQ�RFQERHHa�IOQLNXEFKX�RSKbIXKOFK�RQ�QLIRH[�����������������������������z���hXRGN���}V��lV�vjv��[�X��vmV��}j�{z}}�|[hO�������QGIS�MNELQ�EdGKHX�QGK�RX_ISSINO�NP�RO�KwdKLQ̀S�NdIOINOQKSQI_NOa�RS�QGK�FRESK�nop �nnqs¡�NP�QILK�XR_RYK�KbKOQGNEYG�GIS�NdIOINO�eRS�TRSKXV�IO�dRLQV�NO�dGNQNYLRdGS�ROXONQKS�dLKdRLKX�Ta�RONQGKL�KwdKLQ�eGN�GRX�RHSN�KwR_IOKXQGK�QILK[�����gGK�KwdKLQ�eRS�RHHNeKX�QN�QKSQIPa�cFNOFKLOIOYNTSKLbRQINOS�_RXK�Taf�QGK�NQGKL�KwdKLQ[�����RQ����]�lV�vjv�[�X�RQ��}�]}j[�¢IJKeISKV�IO£�¤�������¥�����¦�§�̈��������RFRSK�FNOFKLOIOY�R�_NQNLFaFHK�RFFIXKOQV�QGIS�MNELQ�EdGKHX�QGKRX_ISSINO�NP�QGK�QKSQI_NOa�NP�RO�KwdKLQ�eGN�NdIOKX�QGRQ�QGKRFFIXKOQ�SIQK�eRS�XROYKLNES�ROX�XIX�ONQ�_KKQ�KwISQIOY�XKSIYO
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