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Congress may be frozen, but the Supreme

Courtis acting!
By Phil E. Koenig

ormally, the activity of the United States

N Supreme Court and the lllinois Supreme

Court has little effect on the work of trust

and estate lawyers. In 2009, however, there were

three decisions of note; one by the U.S. Supreme

Courtand two by the lllinois Supreme Court that

are of significance and importance to trust and
estate lawyers.

The United States Supreme Court decided
Kennedy v. Plan Administrator for DuPont, 555 U.S.
129 S. Ct, 865, 172 L.Ed2d 662 (2009), which ex-
tended previous holdings of the Supreme Court
on issue of the obligation, if any, of a Plan Ad-
ministrator to consider documents other than
Plan documents in making distribution of Plan
assets.

William Kennedy participated in DuPont’s

Savings and Investment Plan (SIP), a 401k Plan,
as an employee of DuPont. In 1974, he named
Liv Kennedy, his spouse, as the beneficiary to re-
ceive his benefits under such Plan.In 1994, when
Liv and William were divorced, the judgment for
divorce provided that Liv “is ... divested of all
right, title, interest and claimin and to ... any and
all sums ... proceeds [from] and any other rights
related to any ... retirement plan, pension plan or
like benefit program existing by reason of [Wil-
liam’s] past, present or future employment.” Wil-
liam never changed his beneficiary designation
on his SIP following his divorce from Liv; he did
change the beneficiary designation on his pen-
sion.When he died in 2001, DuPont paid the bal-

Continued on page 2

Estate tax or not: Reasons your clients still

need estate planning
By Jodie E. Distler Hanzlik'

Te 2010 estate tax “repeal” has not gone
unnoticed by most attorneys and certainly
has been the subject of intense scrutiny,
dialogue and debate among tax planning pro-
fessionals. By way of summary, in 2001, the U.S.
Congress passed legislation which put in place
the current estate, generation-skipping transfer
(“GST") and gift tax law. Under this legislation,
the estate and GST tax exemption gradually
rose (and tax rates declined), reaching a peak
exemption of $3.5 million and tax rate of 45 per-
cent. The lifetime gift tax exemption remained
constant at $1 million. The 2001 legislation also
was scheduled to“sunset”in 2010, meaning that

the changes to the transfer tax law that the 2001
legislation put in place would expire in 2010.
Therefore, beginning January 1, 2010, the estate
and GST tax are no longer applicable. However,
the estate tax repeal is, at most, a temporary
event which will end abruptly on December 31,
2010. As of January 1, 2011, without further ac-
tion by Congress, the law as in effect prior to the
2001 legislation snaps back into place with an

estate tax exemption and GST tax exemption of :

$1 million.
Practitioners have been inundated with
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Congress may be frozen, but the Supreme Court is acting!

Continued from page 1

ance of his account, some $400,000, to Liv.

William's daughter, Kari Kennedy, as exec-
utor of William’s estate, sued DuPont and the
Plan Administrator, claiming that the divorce
judgment was a valid and enforceable waiv-
er of the SIP benefits and that by distributing
the assets to the former spouse, the Plan Ad-
ministrator had violated ERISA, even though
the administrator had paid the benefits out
in accordance with the Plan documents, as
required by ERISA, 29 U.S.C. §1002(8) and
§1104(a)(1)(D).

The District Court granted the estate
Summary Judgment for the amount of mon-
ey that DuPont paid to Liv, holding that the
divorce judgment constituted a valid waiver
and that there was no need to prepare a
QDRO in order to invalidate the previous
beneficiary designation. The District Court’s
ruling was based on a series of Fifth Circuit
cases that held a written waiver of group
term life insurance that is not a part of the
Plan documents and is a part of a divorce
judgment was binding on the named ben-
eficiary.

The Fifth Circuit Court reversed the Trial
Court, observing that the cases on which the
Trial Court based its decisions were cases that
affected distribution of benefits from welfare
plans, the benefits of which are not affected
by a QDRO. Rather, the SIP Plan was a pen-
sion plan as defined in 26 U.5.C. §1002(1) and
the benefits therefrom are subject to the an-
ti-alienation provisions of ERISA, 26 U.S.C. § 1
056, which limits alienation or assignment of
benefits by the covered employee to instanc-
es where a QDRO is provided. The Supreme
Court affirmed the Fifth Circuit Court of Ap-
peals and by so doing resolved a conflict
between the circuits. However, the Supreme
Court did not adopt the analysis of the Fifth
Circuit Court. The Supreme Court held that a
waiver, like a disclaimer, is not alienation. It
is a refusal and therefore not void under 26
U.S.C. §1056(d)(1) as an effort to alienate an
interest in an ERISA Plan that does not qualify
as a QDRO.

In making its decision, the Supreme Court
rejected other arguments made by the Plan
Administrator, even though the Court ulti-
mately held for the Plan Administrator. First,
the Court held that it makes no difference
that the waiver made was either a waiver

or an ineffective Domestic Relations Order.
Second, that the waiver was not a QDRO is
not by itself determinative of the question
of its validity. Third, it is not the existence of
the preemption policy that makes the waiver
invalid because such a waiver could be coun-
tenanced by Federal Common Law.

Rather, the Court held that the basis for
determining the waiver to be invalid is that
ERISA requires that a Plan be administered in
accordance with its written terms (29 U.S.C.
§1102(a)(1)) that specify the basis by which
payments are to be made by the Plan. A
claim to Plan benefits “stands or falls” by the
terms of the Plan, so that employers can es-
tablish a uniform administrative scheme for
processing claims. The Court cited its previ-
ous decision in Egelhoff v. Egelhoff, 532 U.S.
141, 121 S.Ct. 1322, 149 L.Ed2d 264 (2001).
The policy of ERISA is that an administrator is
not supposed to consider the legal effect of
any document other than the provisions of
the Plan in question. In so holding, the Court
recognized that their holding still leaves oc-
casions where the policy of adhering only to
Plan terms will not eliminate all disputes over
entitlement.

The complicated analysis of the Court
eliminates concerns as to whether non-Plan
documents must be considered in deter-
mining the proper payee of welfare benefits
where use of a QDRO is not applicable (see
Melton v. Melton, 324 F.3d 941 (CA7-2003)
or where State law automatically nullifies a
beneficiary designation following divorce.
Entitlement to Plan benefits is to be deter-
mined or based solely upon Plan documents
in an effort to streamline and reduce the cost
of Plan administration.

This decision overrules part of the hold-
ings contained in two 7th Circuit decisions.
Fox Valley v. Brown, 897 F.2d 275 (7" Circuit,
1990) and Melton v. Melton, 324 F.3d 941
(2003) both of which cases held that a des-
ignated beneficiary could effectively waive
Plan benefits with a non Plan document.

This holding makes clear the importance
of being certain that all Plan beneficiary des-
ignations should be reviewed as a part of the
estate planning process. Doing so is of great
importance because the apparent policy
seeks to eliminate litigation to determine the
legal effect documents that are not part of a

2

Plan.

The Illinois Supreme Court provided two
decisions of note; one in September and one
in October, neither of which have official ci-
tations. In Estate a/Feinberg, __Ill2d __, ___
NE.2d , Ill. Dec. (2009), resolved a question as
to whether entitlement to benefits can be
conditioned on a beneficiary’s religious prac-
tices and held that Will and Trust clauses con-
ditioning entitlement to estate benefits on
the basis of a religious preference does not
always violate public policy.

The Decedent made a Will and Trust mak-
ing his surviving spouse a lifetime benefi-
ciary of his estate and providing that upon
her death, 50 percent of the corpus was to
be held for the benefit of descendants of his
children. Further, the Trust provided that any
descendant who married outside the Jewish
faith and whose spouse did not convert to
Judaism within one year of marriage would
be deemed to died as of the date of the mar-
riage. The Trust gave Decedent’s surviving
spouse a testamentary power of appoint-
ment. Decedent’s wife exercised her power
of appointment giving a share of Decedent’s
trust to grandchildren who were not deemed
to be deceased under Decedent’s trust. Only
one of five grandchildren met the entitle-
ment provision.

One of the disgruntled grandchildren
brought suit seeking declaration that re-
quirement of marrying with the Jewish faith
violated public policy. The Trial Court invali-
dated the relevant restriction. The Appellate
Court affirmed the holding that the provision
was invalid because it limited the “rights of
an individual to marry a person of his or her
own choosing.”

The Supreme Court reversed both the
Trial Court and the Appellate Court and held
that there were two competing interests to
resolve:

1. The public policy regarding the freedom
of testation, and

2. The public policy relating to restraints on
marriage.

Further, the Court emphasized that it
does not set or make public policy; it discerns
public policy from the State’s Constitution
statutes and long-standing decisional law.

In considering the breadth of the policy of
freedom to give one’s property to whom one
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desires, the Court stated that the grandchil-
dren had no protected right to inherit from
their grandparents. After considering the
Probate Code, the Trust and Trustees Act, the
Statute Concerning Perpetuities and the ab-
olition of the Rule in Shelley’s case, the Court
stated that the law protects the right to give
away one’s property with a minimum of re-
strictions. It emphasized the testator’s right
to encourage adherence to the family faith
while living, including the right to condition
gifts of money on condition of upholding the
family faith.

In considering the policy regarding terms
that affect marriage or divorce, the Court
examined three cases cited as authority by
the Appellate Court, Ransdell v. Boston, 172
Il. 439 (1898); Winterland v. Winterland, 389
Ill. 384 (1945) and Estate of Gerbing, 61 Ill.2d
503 (1975).

In reviewing the Ransdell decision, the
Court noted the distinction made by the
Court in Ransdell between a condition of
entitlement or condition precedent and a
condition subsequent which divests one's
property rights following vesting. A condi-
tion divesting one of property if he married
or one that encouraged divorce was void
as being against public policy. A condition
precedent or condition of entitlement is not
against public policy.

The Court reviewed the Winterland deci-
sion which held void a condition that prop-
erty be held in trust for a beneficiary until
his wife and he were divorced or his wife
died. Such a provision was held to stimulate
a breakup of the marriage and was thereby
void.

Similarly, it reviewed the Gehrt decision
which considered the validity of a clause
that would terminate a trust for a son and
distribute the corpus of the trust to him if his
wife died or if he and his wife were divorced
and remained so for two years. The Court ob-
served that this provision also encouraged
divorce and thereby violated public policy.

Comparing these decisions to the case
before it, the Court held that because there
was no incentive to divorce one’s spouse in
the subject provision, it did not violate pub-
lic policy. Further, the clause’s effect was not
to divest a previously vested interest. The
interests in favor of the grandchildren were
not vested when the Decedent’s widow ex-
ercised her power of appointment. Their in-
terests were a mere expectancy.

The second case of interest decided by

the lllinois Supreme Court was handed down
in October of 2009. Estate of Ellis determined
that the six-month statute of limitation for
bringing a Will contest (755 ILCS 5/8-1) does
not necessarily limit the time for bringing an
action for tortuous interference with an in-
heritance expectancy.

The Decedent executed a Will in 1964
naming Shriners Hospital for Children as the
beneficiary of her estate. In 1999, the Dece-
dentchanged herWill, giving her entire estate
to her minister, Bauman. When the Decedent
died in 2003, her amended Will was admitted
to probate and Bauman was appointed inde-
pendent executor of the Decedent’s Will. In
2006, Shriners became aware of the 1964 Will
when Bauman filed the 1964 Will in Court as
a part of a Will contest brought by heirs of
the Decedent. Shriners brought suit alleging
several instances of undue influence. Dece-
dent met Bauman in 1994, when she became
a member of the church where Bauman was
pastor. As she declined in health, Decedent
named Bauman her agent under powers
of attorney. She gave Bauman several large
gifts of property and money. Shriners sought
vacation of the Order admitting the 1999 Will
to probate and set forth a tort claim against
Bauman for interference with an expectancy
of inheritance.

The Trial Court dismissed all three Counts
of Shriners’ suit, holding that because suit
was not brought within six months of the ad-
mission of the 1999 Will to probate, Shriners
had no claim. Shriners appealed dismissal
of the Count for interference with an inheri-
tance. The Appellate Court affirmed, con-
cluding that the legislature would not pass
a law barring a Will contest, but allow a tort
claim based on the same allegations.

In reversing the Lower Courts’ decisions,
the Supreme Court noted that the limita-
tion provided by §8-1 was jurisdictional and
was not subject to tolling by concealment or
other fact. It also stated that in interpreting
the subject statute, a Court could not read
into the statute conditions or limitations that
were not a part of the text of the statute. The
statute clearly stated that an action to con-
test the validity of a Will must be brought
within six months of admission of a Will to
probate. Such a suit is not an action against
a beneficiary but is a quasi in rem proceeding
to set aside a Will. By contrast, the Court held
that an action for interference with an in-
heritance is brought against a person for in-
tentionally preventing another person from
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receiving an inheritance and is a widely recognized tort.
The Court recognized the applicability of the six-month
statute to tortuous interference actions where a poten-
tial contestant foregoes filing a Will contest in exchange
for a settlement and later brings an action for tortuous
interference. It also recognized the concern for expedi-
tiously administering the affairs of a Decedent. Neither
situation applied to the case at bar. Shriners did not
forego its right to file a Will contest in exchange for a
settlement, and a Will contest would not have furnished
Shriners with the entire relief it sought. Shriners did
not learn of its potential rights until long after the Will
was admitted to probate. Further, a Will contest would
not address the propriety of the gifts made during the
Decedent’s life. Therefore, the statute did not apply to
the facts at hand. In its opinion, the Supreme Court re-
minded its readers that a tort claim is not available as a
way remedying the failure to bring a Will contest where
a Will contest is available and that an action for tortuous
interference is not a substitute for an untimely failure to
file a Will contest.

Normally, the Probate Bar does not receive the at-
tention given it by the High Courts during 2009. Hope-
fully, the decisions reviewed have given all of us an
opportunity to review notions that do not present
themselves regularly, but are of great importance in
our practices. il
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Estate tax or not: Reasons your clients still need estate planning

Continued from page 1

queries from clients regarding the 2010 law
and the media speculation surrounding a
potential retroactive legislative fix. Currently,
many, if not most, tax planning profession-
als are repeating the same phrase time and
time again: the outcome of some tax plan-
ning strategies in the current environment is
uncertain and therefore subject to increased
risk. Many clients have happily seized upon
this as a reason to defer the process of estate
planning.

Practitioners should be wary of letting
their clients continue to postpone the prepa-
ration of their estate plans pending enact-
ment of new legislation. To aid practitioners
in their attempts to prevent their clients’in-
ertia, this article reviews some of the benefits
of estate planning which persist despite the
uncertain tax environment.

Planning for Incapacity. As demonstrat-
ed by high profile media stories and televi-
sion dramas, every adult should undergo
basic planning for incapacity, including the
execution of powers of attorney for prop-
erty and for health care. These documents
ensure that a client’s financial matters can be
attended to without the costly process of a
guardianship proceeding and ensure that an
individual familiar with the client’s wishes is
appointed to make critical health care deci-
sions. In addition to these basic documents,
individuals who are engaged in an unmar-
ried relationship should take steps to ensure
that their partner has access to residences,
vehicles, and other property during the own-
er's incapacity, if so desired.

Lifetime Gifting. The tax outcomes of
certain lifetime gifting strategies in 2010
and beyond are still being debated. How-
ever, several gifting strategies remain viable
and risk-free techniques to transfer signifi-
cant wealth tax-free during an individual’s
lifetime. Foremost among these techniques
is outright annual exclusion gifting. Each
individual may transfer up to $13,000 out-
right to another individual each year. When
combined with a spouse’s annual exclusion
gifting power, this means grandparents or
parents can transfer up to $26,000 to each
grandchild or child in a calendar year. The
transfers may be outright, to custodial ac-
counts, to 529 college savings accounts, or

to certain trusts. Another powerful lifetime
gifting technique is quite straightforward
and largely under-utilized. Section 2503(e)
of the Internal Revenue Code excludes from
taxable gifts payments for tuition and medi-
cal expenses of any person. These payments
include, but are not limited to, payments to
educational institutions for tuition expenses
and payments to an insurance company for
the cost of health insurance. Treas. Reg. §
25.2503-6(b)(2) and (3). Practitioners should
counsel clients interested in wealth transfer,
but adverse to therisk inherent in the current
tax environment, in these basic techniques
which may yield considerable estate tax sav-
ings.

Property Disposition. The primary focus
of any comprehensive estate plan is the tes-
tamentary disposition of the client’s proper-
ty. If a client fails to execute any type of estate
plan, the State of lllinois has provided one, re-
ferred to as intestate succession law. 755 ILCS
5/2-1. However, this plan rarely corresponds
to a client’s wishes. For example, if a married
client with children passes away, under II-
linois intestate succession law, the property
is allocated one-half to the surviving spouse
and one-half among the surviving descen-
dants. An explanation of the practical impli-
cations of this division of property subject to
probate can be a useful tool to demonstrate
the benefits of implementing an estate plan.

Probate Avoidance. “Probate” used to
have a reputation as being long, arduous,
and costly. Fortunately, this reputation is
not always deserved. Unfortunately, many
clients know this reputation is not always
deserved or believe that their estates will
not be subject to probate. Clients should be
made aware that joint ownership of property
and beneficiary designations work to avoid
probate at the death of the first spouse; how-
ever, these mechanisms most likely will not
be sufficient to avoid probate at the death of
the surviving spouse while still accomplish-
ing the couple’s dispositive goals. In addition,
estate planning is essential to avoid the pro-
bate of real property located in a state other
than the client’s state of residence. This type
of probate, called “ancillary probate,” cer-
tainly will be costly and should be avoided
whenever possible.

Naming Guardians of Minor Children.
The need to name guardians of minor chil-
drenis one of the first reasons clients seek es-
tate planning advice. The importance of this
issue does not diminish in an uncertain tax
environment. For clients who have a will in
place which names guardians, these individ-
uals should be reviewed every three years.
Not only will the minor children’s needs
change as they age, but the financial, fam-
ily, and health circumstances of the named
guardian may change, making such individ-
ual a less desirable choice for guardian.

Avoid Guardianship of Minor’s Estate.
When a minor child inherits property with
a value in excess of $10,000, the court may
require the appointment of a guardian to
protect the child’s inheritance. 755 ILCS
5/25-2.This also applies to the child’s receipt
of the proceeds of a life insurance policy or
retirement plan benefits. The appointment
of a guardian and the concomitant court
oversight likely will drain resources from the
child, since all costs associated with the ad-
ministration of the guardianship estate and
the legal representation of the guardian will
be paid from the child’s assets. Accordingly,
it is preferable to avoid formal guardian-
ship proceedings by providing for alternate
methods of payment of the inheritance to a
minor child through the estate plan, for ex-
ample, payment should be made to a trust or
custodial account for the benefit of the child.

Incentive Trust Distributions. Perhaps
one of the most powerful arguments in favor
of the use of a trust as a vehicle for wealth
transfer is the ability of the grantor to control
the terms of the distribution of the trust as-
sets. Commonly, the terms of a trust agree-
ment will provide for the outright distribu-
tion of or a right to withdraw trust property
at specific ages. Practitioners also can sug-
gest provisions which link access to the trust
property with certain life goals. For example,
a trust could provide that a beneficiary be
given a right to withdraw the trust property
upon completion of a college degree. This
type of provision provides an incentive to the
beneficiary to further his or her education, a
common desire for the grantor-parent. In-
centive distribution provisions are relatively
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simple to draft and administer, and provide
clients with peace of mind that their hopes
and goals for their children will be relevant
after death.

Special Needs Planning. As diagnoses of
special needs (which means for purposes of
this article an individual who due to a mental,
physical, or emotional disability is eligible for
government benefits) increase, more fami-
lies can benefit from additional planning to
allocate assets for the benefit of a disabled
individual in a manner which will avoid dis-
qualifying the individual from receiving fed-
eral and state aid. This can be accomplished
by creating a trust with provisions designed
specifically for these purposes. A client who is
primarily responsible for the care of a special
needs child or individual also should ensure
that his or her power of attorney for prop-
erty permits the agent to make discretion-
ary distributions to or for the benefit of the
special needs individual and to create and
fund a special needs trust for the benefit of
the individual. It is imperative that the prac-
titioner inquire whether any family members
or other intended beneficiaries are disabled

during the practitioner’s initial meeting with
the client.

Creditor Protection. Although the credi-
tor protection an individual can provide for
himself or herself is limited, that individual
can provide substantial protection for his
or her surviving spouse and descendants.
By transferring the beneficiary’s inheritance
in trust, rather than outright, and limiting
the distributions from the trust, a judgment
against the beneficiary generally should not
be satisfied from the trust assets while the as-
sets remain in the trust. The use of trusts as
a vehicle for transferring assets also is effec-
tive in keeping a beneficiary’s assets separate
from his or her spouse’s assets, thereby re-
ducing the likelihood that a divorcing spouse
could receive a portion of the beneficiary’s
inheritance through a property settlement.

Charitable Planning. Clients with charita-
ble intentions should be encouraged to pro-
ceed with estate planning as well. Without
clear direction in a testamentary instrument
such as a will, trust or beneficiary designa-
tion, gifts to charitable organizations will not
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be completed upon the death of an individ-
ual. Most sophisticated charitable planning
techniques, such as charitable lead trusts
and charitable remainder trusts, remain
largely unaffected by the tax law changes. In
addition, with the recent crisis in Haiti, many
clients already will be motivated to proceed
with the charitable plans.

The above summarizes many of the bene-
fits of estate planning separate from tax mini-
mization goals. Practitioners should counsel
their clients on these benefits in order to pre-
vent the client’s postponement of planning
due to the uncertain tax environment. When
amore stable tax regime is in place, the prac-
titioner can then propose appropriate tax
minimization and wealth transfer strategies,
with the knowledge that a proper planning
foundation already has been laid. H

1. Jodie E. Distler Hanzlik Practices at Thomp-
son Coburn LLP, 55 East Monroe Street, 37th
Floor, Chicago, IL 60603 and may be reached at
312.782.3660 or via e-mail at jdistlerhanzlik@
thompsoncoburn.com.
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and Conference Center—Practice Tips &
Pointers on Child-Related Issues. Present-
ed by the ISBA Child Law Section; co-spon-
sored by the ISBA Family Law Section. 8:25-4.
Cap 70.

Tuesday, 4/27/10- Chicago, ISBA Re-
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gional Office—Construction Law- What's
New in 2010? Presented by the ISBA Special
Committee on Construction. 9-4.

Wednesday, 4/28/10- Chicago, ISBA
Regional Office—Intellectual Property
Counsel from Start-up to IPO. Presented by
the ISBA Intellectual Property Section. 8:30-
3:30.

Thursday, 4/29/10- Chicago, ISBA Re-
gional Office—Key Issues in Local Govern-
ment Law: A Look at FOIA, OMA, Elections
and Attorney Conflicts. Presented by the
ISBA Government Section. 12:30-4:45.

Friday, 4/30/10- Chicago, ISBA Region-
al Office—Anatomy of a Trial. Presented by
the ISBA Tort Section Council. Time TBD.

May

Tuesday, 5/4/10- Chicago, ISBA Region-
al Office—Boot Camp- Basic Estate Plan-
ning. Presented by the ISBA Trust and Estates
Section Council. 9-4.1



ILLINOIS CLIENT INTERVIEW FORMS

New and improved forms to help keep you focused while interviewing
new clients. Add to or delete information from the forms so that they
conform to your personal choice of interview questions. Use them on your
computer while interviewing, or print them out before the interview. This
is the Third Edition of these forms which have been revised in accordance
with suggestions from attorneys who have used our old forms. There are 28
basic forms covering family law, estates and wills, real estate, incorporation,
DUI, power of attorney, personal injury, and other subjects. A valuable tool
for any attorney, keeping your client files uniform.

Forms are available on a compact disc (compatible with Word or Word
Perfect). Compiled by members of the ISBA General Practice Section Council,
and edited by Timothy E. Duggan. $25 members/$35 nonmembers.

Need it NOW?

Also available as one of ISBAs FastBooks.
View or download a pdf immediately using

amajor credit card at the URL below.

= / FastBooks prices:
/-r-\ Illinois Client Interview Forms
mﬁ;m $22.50 Members/$32.50 Non-Members
Microsoft Word cD Order at www.isba.org/bookstore or by calling
Format [ == )

Janice at 800-252-8908

| Documents

lllinois Client Interview Forms
3rd Edition — 2008 Update

Chris Freese — Editor (1st Edition)
\ Timothy E. Duggan - Editor (2008 Update)

Prepared on May 1, 2008 i
. Prep y P

Illinois Client Interview Forms
$25 Member/$35 Non-Member

(includes tax and shipping) some pretty good lawyers.

We're out to keep it that way.

i
&
9 'ON 96 "TOA
078 'ON Huwdd AAdvddd
“Ill ‘pRybunds 010C |
alvd 6L.1-10.79 SIONITT] ‘ATIIIDNMIS
3OVIS0d SN MILINID ¥VY SIONITT]
010 osd-oN STLVLSY ™ SLSMAL




