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Dear Ingrid, 

Per our conversation tills morning, I understand you will ensure that the two pages I enclose 
herewith, both Title (page 1) and Table of Contents (page 2), will be added to all copies of the 
referenced ANSWERING BRIEF which I fiJed on Monday May 6, 2019. Thank you for your 
help. 

Regards, 

J! 
Enclosures: two errata pages correcting pages 1 and 2 of the ANSWERING BRIEF 
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BERNIE HITTO and HANDY EMIL. 
Plaintiffs, Appellees 

On appeal from the High Court 
H.Ct. CA 21-80 and 1986-149 (Consolidated) 

Hon. Colin R. Winchester, Justice 

Answering Brief of Appellees 
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