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would show when comparing 1991 and 1992. Moreover, for that matter the same would

apply if the decision made & the court was correct for there would be a 68% increase
within the same period. We find that the billings after the alleged tap was removed are

lower that the alleged “steep” drop point of November 20, 1992. Mr. McCarthy states
that the period after the tap was removed would show the most pg 48.

The judge stated that complaintant had the right to undermine the calculations pg 170.
There were undermined not only by the complaintant but also by Mr. Bulanda and even
the judge if he has to depend on an experiment that does uses only one pipe as using gas

from the supply when in fact there are four pipe receiving gas in home.

The main was installed in two days pages 38-39. These two days were November 18,
and 19, 1992 and it was these workers that did the reading -arsosted on November 20,
1992 if the alleged problem with a “steep” drop in the gas usage at that point it is the

problem created by the respondant’s own workers as stated by complaintant in complaint.

Respondant placed a lien on the home but it was while Ms McCann was the owner
(exhibit 9). This further shows that the problem was with the previous owner not

complaintant.

Respectfully Submitted,
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Virginia Diehl, by her husband

Sulaiman Mansur Asim

Sulaiman Mansur Asim

650 North Central Avenue
Chicago,I11l 60644
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