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and employees, all offering accounting and professional services on

behalf of T&A.

11. At all times relevant hereto, T&A held itself out to the public, and

represented to the Plaintiffs herein, that it was an accounting firm

which possessed special expertise and knowledge concerning correct

and lawful fair market valuations for purposes of the formation and

establishment of ESOPs so that any such valuation would be in

conformance with all Generally Accepted Accounting Practices, and

all applicable laws, including but not limited to, ERISA § 406, 29

U.S.C. § 1106(a).

12. At all times relevant hereto, Stephen Jones (hereinafter “Jones”) was

a licensed, certified public accountant and a partner, shareholder

and/or employee of T&A.

13. At all times relevant hereto, Jones held himself out to the public, and

represented to the Plaintiffs herein, that he was an accountant who

possessed special expertise and knowledge concerning correct and

lawful fair market valuations for purposes of the formation and

establishment of ESOPs so that any such ESOP valuation would be

in conformance with all Generally Accepted Accounting Practices, and

all applicable laws, including but not limited to, ERISA § 406, 29

U.S.C. § 1106(a).

14. At all times relevant hereto, Michael Axelrod (hereinafter “Axelrod”)

was a licensed, certified public accountant and a partner, shareholder

and/or employee of T&A.
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15. At all times relevant hereto, Axelrod held himself out to the public, and

represented to the Plaintiffs herein, that he was an accountant who

possessed special expertise and knowledge concerning correct and

lawful fair market valuations for purposes of the formation and

establishment of ESOPs so that any such ESOP valuation would be

in conformance with all Generally Accepted Accounting Practices, and

all applicable laws, including but not limited to, ERISA § 406, 29

U.S.C. § 1106(a).

17. In November 1993, Fisher and Jones met with Plaintiffs for the

purposes of presenting Plaintiffs with the benefits of forming an ABC

ESOP.

18. On or about December 7, 1993, ABC by and through Plaintiffs, as

officers of ABC, in reliance on the advice and representations of

Green and Smith, Fisher, T&A, and Jones, decided to form an ESOP.

20. The ESOP was formally established on December 23, 1993.

22. Based upon Fisher’s advice, Plaintiffs also retained the services of

T&A and Jones to perform a correct and lawful fair market valuation

of ABC for purposes of the ESOP.

24. Jones gave advice and provided services to Plaintiffs, both in their

capacities as Trustees of the ESOP and officers of ABC.

25. Plaintiffs relied on the advice of Fisher and Jones, and Fisher and

Jones were well aware that they relied on their advice when the

ESOP was formed.  In fact, Fisher and Jones represented to the

Plaintiffs that if Plaintiffs followed their advice and counsel, the ESOP
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would conform with all applicable laws, including but not limited to

ERISA § 406, 29 U.S.C. § 1106(a).

27. One purpose of the ESOP was to effectuate the purchase of the

outstanding ABC shares of Clifford Morris (hereinafter “Morris”), a co-

founder of ABC, who personally and along with various family

members, at that time, owned approximately 47% (forty-seven

percent) of ABC’s shares.

28. Another purpose of the ESOP was to restructure ABC’s corporate

debt, whereby the ESOP would, for practical purposes, assume said

debt to take advantage of certain tax benefits.

31. Jones and T&A were retained to perform a correct fair market

valuation of ABC so that the ESOP did not unlawfully pay more than

adequate consideration for Morris’ ABC shares or the newly-issued

ABC shares pursuant to ERISA § 406, 29 U.S.C. § 1106(a).

32. Jones and T&A’s final valuation was dated March 15, 1994, and

should have incorporated information available to them as of that

date.

33. Axelrod served as an independent reviewer of the valuation prepared

by Jones.

34. On March 15, 1994, based upon the valuation performed by T&A and

Jones, and reviewed by Axelrod, and arrangements made by Green

and Smith and Crain and Crain, the two SPAs (Stock Purchase

Agreements - added by author for clarification) were closed.  The

Plaintiffs, as Trustees, participated in the closing of the SPAs in
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reliance of the representations of said Defendants that the ESOP

transaction comported with all applicable laws, including but not

limited to, ERISA § 406, 29 U.S.C. § 1106(a). 

39. On September 14, 1998, Thomas Sacks, et al. v. Robert B. Jackson,

et al. United States District Court, W.D.KY, Jacksonville Division, Civil

Action No. 3:WP-591-C, (hereinafter the “Sacks Complaint” or “Sacks

litigation”) was filed, with claims arising, in relevant part, out of

Plaintiffs’ roles as former Trustees of the ESOP.

41. The Sacks Complaint alleged that Plaintiffs violated their fiduciary

duties by agreeing to cause the ESOP to purchase ABC stock from

Morris and his family and ABC at more than the fair market value,

causing financial loss to the ESOP and Plaintiffs in the Sacks litigation

who were beneficiaries of the ESOP.

58. After a bench trial lasting over ten trial days, which spanned the

period of April 16, 2001 to February 26, 2002, on or about July 30,

2002, United States District Court Judge Jennifer Ronstadt issued a

Memorandum, Opinion and Order in the Sacks litigation which held

inter alia, that Plaintiffs had violated their duties as Trustee of the

ESOP.  However, at that time Judge Ronstadt did not decide whether

the ESOP had sustained any monetary loss as a result, and

appointed a Special Master to determine damages, if any.

60. On January 26, 2004, the Special Master in the Sacks litigation issued

an Opinion which estimated that the damages sustained to the ESOP

were approximately 9.9 million dollars, plus interest and attorneys

fees.
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The adjustment had to do with the subtraction of debt from the value to determine the
1

equity value of ABC.

According to the Order of the United States District Court, Western District of Arkansas,

Jacksonville Division, dated December 1, 2004, and signed by the Honorable Jennifer B.

Ronstadt in the matter of Thomas Sacks, et al. v. Robert Jackson et al., Civil Action No.

97-123-C.

On July 29, 2002, this court found the defendants liable for breach of
fiduciary duty in their roles as trustees of an employee stock ownership plan
(“ESOP”) in violation of ERISA § 406,29 U.S.C. § 1106. Sacks v. Jackson.
The court determined that in the case of such a breach, ‘loss will be
measured as the difference between what the ESOP paid for the ABC stock
and its fair market value at the time of transaction, plus interest.’  Id. at 881.
(footnote omitted). 

A Special Master was appointed to review the reports and testimony of several valuation

professionals, Mr. Jones being one of them.  The Court adopted the Special Master’s

findings and commented “Having found the special master’s final report, with its

supplement to be thorough and well reasoned, the court will adopt the special master’s

findings in their entirety.”

The Court’s Order, citing the Special Master’s report was extremely critical of the T&A

report.  Findings were that the conclusions were “not credible” and that “the valuation

methods were applied improperly in his report SMR at 7,19.”  While discussing the

“discounted future earnings” method, The Court noted “The special master found Jones’

testimony that such an adjustment  was unnecessary not credible. SMR at 16.”1

We are not going to reiterate the Court’s or the Special Master’s findings in this report by

analyzing the Order or the Special Master’s report.  However, our independent analysis of

the T&A report indicates that there were substantially more problems than were pointed

out in the earlier litigation.  We will highlight these problems as we proceed in this report.
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Clearly, Mr. Jones’ opinions were discarded as lacking credibility, validity and

reasonableness.  In a footnote on page 7 of the Order, The Court stated:

With regard to Jones’ testimony, the court in its liability opinion expressed its
own concerns about the credibility of Jones’ testimony, including his
downplaying of time restraints, his testimony concerning the existence of a
lower draft valuation, the vagueness of his testimony, and his inability to
recall whether evidence of preliminary calculations was contained in the files.
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OPINIONS

In our opinion, T&A, Steven Jones and Michael Axelrod (hereafter collectively referred to

as T&A, Mr. Jones or Mr. Axelrod) have breached their duty to render various services in

a manner that is consistent with the standard of care required of professional accountants

and advisors in the rendering of valuation services to ABC and the ABC ESOP.  

In our opinion, the valuation services performed by T&A for ABC and the ABC ESOP

violated accounting and valuation standards.  In our opinion, Rule 201 of the American

Institute of Certified Public Accountants’ (AICPA) Code of Professional Conduct was

violated as T&A did not comply with the following:

A. Professional Competence. Undertake only those professional
services that the member or the member's firm can reasonably expect
to be completed with professional competence.

B. Due Professional Care. Exercise due professional care in the
performance of professional services.

C. Planning and Supervision. Adequately plan and supervise the
performance of professional services.

D. Sufficient Relevant Data. Obtain sufficient relevant data to afford a
reasonable basis for conclusions or recommendations in relation to
any professional services performed.

In addition, T&A failed to comply with the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal

Practice (USPAP), an industry standard that all appraisers are guided to follow in

publications of the AICPA, with respect to the following:
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STANDARD 9

In developing a business or intangible asset appraisal, an appraiser must be
aware of, understand, and correctly employ those recognized methods and
procedures that are necessary to produce a credible appraisal.

Standards Rule 9-1

In developing a business or intangible asset appraisal, an appraiser must:

(a) be aware of, understand, and correctly employ those recognized
methods and procedures that are necessary to produce a credible
appraisal;

(b) not commit a substantial error of omission or commission that
significantly affects an appraisal;

(c) not render appraisal services in a careless or negligent manner, such
as a series of errors that, considered individually, may not significantly
affect the results of an appraisal, but which, when considered in the
aggregate, would be misleading.

Standards Rule 9-2

In developing a business or intangible asset appraisal, an appraiser must
observe the following specific appraisal guidelines:

(a) adequately identify the business enterprise, assets, or equity under
consideration, define the purpose and the intended use of the
appraisal, consider the elements of the appraisal investigation,
consider any special limiting conditions, and identify the effective date
of the appraisal;

(b) define the value being considered.

(i) if the appraisal concerns a business enterprise or equity
interests, consider any buy-sell agreements, investment letter
stock restrictions, restrictive corporate charter or partnership
agreement clauses, and any similar features or factors that
may have an influence on value.

(ii) if the appraisal concerns assets, the appraiser must consider
whether the assets are:
(1) appraised separately; or
(2) appraised as parts of a going concern.
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(iii) if the appraisal concerns equity interests in a business
enterprise, consider the extent to which the interests do or do
not contain elements of ownership control.

Standards Rule 9-3

In developing a business or intangible asset appraisal relating to an equity
interest with the ability to cause liquidation of the enterprise, an appraiser
must investigate the possibility that the business enterprise may have a
higher value in liquidation than for continued operation as a going concern
absent contrary provisions of law of a competent jurisdiction. If liquidation is
the indicated basis of valuation, any real estate or personal property to be
liquidated must be valued under the appropriate standard.

Standards Rule 9-4

In developing a business or intangible asset appraisal, an appraiser must
observe the following specific appraisal guidelines when applicable:

(a) consider all appropriate valuation methods and procedures.

(b) collect and analyze relevant data regarding:
(i) the nature and history of the business;
(ii) financial and economic conditions affecting the business

enterprise, its industry, and the general economy;
(iii) past results, current operations, and future prospects of the

business enterprise;
(iv) past sales of capital stock or other ownership interests in the

business enterprise being appraised;
(v) sales of similar businesses or capital stock of publicly held

similar businesses;
(vi) prices, terms and conditions affecting past sales of similar

business assets;

Standards Rule 9-5

In developing a business or intangible asset appraisal, an appraiser must;

(a) select and employ one or more approaches that apply to the specific
appraisal assignments.

(b) consider and reconcile the indications of value resulting from the
various approaches to arrive at the value conclusion.
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STANDARD 10

In reporting the results of a business or intangible asset appraisal an
appraiser must communicate each analysis, opinion, and conclusion in a
manner that is not misleading.

Standards Rule 10-1

Each written or oral business or intangible asset appraisal report must:

(a) clearly and accurately set forth the appraisal in a manner that will not
be misleading.

(b) contain sufficient information to enable the intended user(s) to
understand it.  Any specific limiting conditions concerning information
should be noted.

(c) clearly and accurately disclose any extraordinary assumption that
directly affects the appraisal and indicate its impact on value.

Standards Rule 10-2

Each written business or intangible asset appraisal report must comply with
the following specific reporting guidelines:

(a) identify and describe the business enterprise, assets or equity being
appraised.

(b) state the purpose and intended use of the appraisal.

(c) define the value to be estimated.

(d) set forth the effective date of the appraisal and the date of the report.

(e) describe the extent of the appraisal process employed.

(f) set forth all assumptions and limiting conditions that affect the
analyses, opinions, and conclusions.

(g) set forth the information considered, the appraisal procedures
followed, and the reasoning that supports the analyses, opinions and
conclusions.
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(h) set forth any additional information that may be appropriate to show
compliance with, or clearly identify and explain permitted departures
from, the requirements of Standard 9.

(I) set forth the rationale for the valuation methods and procedures
considered and employed.

Each of these provisions will be addressed in detail within our report.

But for the negligence of T&A, Mr. Jones and Mr. Axelrod, the plaintiffs have suffered

significant economic damages.  Judge Ronstadt found that the ABC ESOP overpaid

$8,139,116 for the stock, based on a valuation at $26.31 million.  In addition, prejudgment

interest was also added to this amount.

BASIS FOR OUR OPINIONS

In order for Trugman Valuation Associates, Inc. to form our opinions in this matter,

numerous documents were reviewed.  In addition, Gary R. Trugman CPA/ABV, MCBA,

ASA, MVS, principal in charge of this engagement, attended the deposition of Steven

Jones on January 24, 25, 27 and 28, 2005.  The documents reviewed in this matter include

the following:

1. Second Amended Complaint and Petition for Declaration of Rights in the matter of
Robert B. Jackson and Milton D. Thompson, Jr. v. Goldberg and Simpson, P.S.C.
and Steven A. Crain and John J. Fox and Sherry P. Crain and Prison Systems, Ltd.
and  Tennet Axelrod & Bressler, P.S.C. and Michael Axelrod and Stephen Jones
in Washington Circuit Court, Division 1, Jacksonville, Arkansas, Case Number 12-
123456.

2. Valuation report of ABC Jail Company, Inc. as of November 30, 1993 as prepared
by Tennet & Axelrod, P.S.C. (TA 159 - TA 218).
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3. Letter of March 15, 1994 from Tennet & Axelrod, P.S.C. to Board of Directors and
Trustees of ABC Jail Company, Inc., updating the valuation of ABC Jail Company,
Inc. to March 15, 1994 (TA 155).

4. Memorandum from Steve Jones dated December 1, 1993 regarding ABC Jail
Company, Inc.’s establishment of an employee stock ownership plan (TA 676 - TA
694).

5. A representation letter dated March 7, 1994 to Tennet & Axelrod, P.S.C. referencing
the valuation of ABC Jail Company, Inc., Inc. (no specific valuation report indicated)
signed by J. Clifford Morris, Milton Thompson and Robert B. Jackson on March 10,
1994.

6. Valuation Report Checklist from the workpapers of Tennet & Axelrod, P.S.C.
relating to the valuation as of November 30, 1993 dated March 7, 1994 (TA 485 -
TA 489).

7. Report of the Special Master in the matter of Thomas Sacks, et al. v. Robert
Jackson, et al. in the United States District Court, Western District of Arkansas at
Jacksonville Division, Civil Action: 6:97:CV-123-C.

8. Amended Special Master report in the matter of Thomas Sacks, et al. v. Robert
Jackson, et al. in the United States District Court, Western District of Arkansas at
Jacksonville Division, Civil Action: 6:97:CV-123-C.

9. Memorandum Opinion and Order in the matter Thomas Sacks, et al. v. Robert
Jackson, et al. in the United States District Court, Western District of Arkansas at
Jacksonville Division, Civil Action: 97-123, signed by the Honorable Jennifer B.
Ronstadt on July 29, 2002.

10. Order in the matter of Thomas Sacks, et al. v. Robert Jackson, et al. in the United
States District Court, Western District of Arkansas at Jacksonville Division, Civil
Action:  97-123, signed by the Honorable Jennifer B. Ronstadt on December 1,
2004.

11. Correspondence dated April 26, 1996 from Stephen D. Jones to Steve Crain (GS
106-0900).

12. Deposition transcript of Stephen D. Jones in the matter of Thomas Sacks, et al. v.
Robert Jackson, et al. in the United States District Court, Weston District of
Arkansas at Jacksonville Division, Civil Action: 3:WS-667-C dated February 25,
2000.
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13. Deposition transcript of Stephen D. Jones in the matter of Thomas Sacks, et al. v.
Robert Jackson, et al. in the United States District Court, Western District of
Arkansas at Jacksonville Division, Civil Action: 3:WS-667-C dated March 23, 2000.

14. Trial transcript, Day II, in the matter of Thomas Sacks and Ferman Houston v.
Robert E. Jackson and Milton Thompson, in the United States District Court,
Western District of Arkansas at Jacksonville Division, Case Number 3:97-CV-1234
from April 17, 2001, testimony of Stephen Jones.

15. Trial transcript, Day VIII, in the matter of Thomas Sacks and Ferman Houston v.
Robert E. Jackson and Milton Thompson, in the United States District Court,
Western District of Arkansas at Jacksonville Division, Case Number 3:97-CV-1234
from July 18, 2001, testimony of Stephen Jones.

16. Trial transcript, Day IX, in the matter of Thomas Sacks and Ferman Houston v.
Robert E. Jackson and Milton Thompson, in the United States District Court,
Western District of Arkansas at Jacksonville Division, Case Number 3:97-CV-1234
from October 9, 2001, testimony of Stephen Jones.

17. Copies of the proposed regulations of the Department of Labor, Pension Welfare
Benefits Administration, 29CFR Part 2510 faxed from Steve Crain to Stephen Jones
(TA 490 - TA 501).

18. An engagement letter between Tennet & Axelrod, P.S.C. and ABC Jail Company,
Inc. regarding the possibility of forming an employee stock ownership plan, dated
November 30, 1993 and signed on December 13, 1993.

19. A presentation for ABC Jail Company, Inc. about the employee stock ownership
plan, dated December 6, 1993 as faxed from Steve Crain to Stephen Jones (TA 695
- TA 707).

20. Various research materials regarding valuation of stock for an ESOP (some of
which appears to be from Tax Management, Inc.) (TA 708 - TA 715).

21. Hand written notes from Tennet & Axelrod, P.S.C.’s workpapers regarding a
meeting on November 30, 1993 (TA 750 - TA 752).

22. Deposition transcript of the testimony of Stephen Jones in the matter Robert v.
Jackson, et al. v. Green and Smith, P.S.C., et al., Washington Circuit Court, Division
One, Case Number 12-123456 dated January 24, 2005.

23. Deposition transcript of the testimony of Stephen Jones in the matter Robert v.
Jackson, et al. v. Green and Smith, P.S.C., et al., Washington Circuit Court, Division
One, Case Number 12-123456 dated January 25, 2005.
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24. Deposition transcript of the testimony of Stephen Jones in the matter Robert v.
Jackson, et al. v. Green and Smith, P.S.C., et al., Washington Circuit Court, Division
One, Case Number 12-123456 dated January 27, 2005.

25. Deposition transcript of the testimony of Stephen Jones in the matter Robert v.
Jackson, et al. v. Green and Smith, P.S.C., et al., Washington Circuit Court, Division
One, Case Number 12-123456 dated January 28, 2005.

26. Financial results of Prison Systems, Ltd. for the third quarter 1993 (TA 4 - TA 18).

27. Illegible workpaper indicating market price of Prison Systems, Ltd. from March 2,
1994 (TA 19).

28. Prospectus of Esmor Correctional Services, Inc. (TA 54 - TA 112).

29. Research materials faxed from Smith Barney to Stephen Jones on March 7, 1994
regarding the Esmor initial public offering.

30. Two page summary of financial highlights of Prison Systems, Ltd. for the period
ended December 31, 1993 and 1992 (TA 116 - TA 117).

31. Information about ABC Jail Company, Inc. entitled ABC - A Public/Private
Partnership (TA 118 - TA 153).

32. Correspondence from Stephen D. Jones to Gary Harper at ABC Jail Company, Inc.
dated July 12, 1994 (TA 154).

33. Fax transmittal form with confirmation dated April 22, 1997 (TA 156 - TA 157).

34. Business valuation processing instructions (TA 158).

35. Cover letter dated December 17, 1993 from Milton Thompson to Stephen Jones
transmitting requested information from the company (TA 220).

36. Balance Sheet of ABC Jail Company, Inc. as of October 31, 1993 with building and
land at appraised values (TA 221 - TA 222).

37. Balance Sheet of ABC Jail Company, Inc. as of October 31, 1993 (TA 223 - TA
224).

38. Income Statement of ABC Jail Company, Inc. as of October 31, 1993 (TA 225 - TA
231).

39. Audited financial statements of ABC Jail Company, Inc. for December 31, 1992 and
1991 as audited by We Do Numbers, CPAs (TA 232 - TA 243).



-  16  -

40. Audited financial statements of ABC Jail Company, Inc. for December 31, 1991 and
1990 as audited by We Do Numbers, CPAs (TA 244 - TA 253).

41. Audited financial statements of ABC Jail Company, Inc. for December 31, 1990 as
audited by We Do Numbers, CPAs (TA 254 - TA 23).

42. Audited financial statements of ABC Jail Company, Inc. for February 28, 1990 and
1989 as audited by We Do Numbers, CPAs (TA 264 - TA 277).

43. Audited financial statements of ABC Jail Company, Inc. for February 28, 1989 and
1988 as audited by We Do Numbers, CPAs (TA 278 - TA 290).

44. Form 1120S, U.S. Income Tax Return for an S Corporation for ABC Jail Company,
Inc. for 1993 (TA 292 - TA 329).

45. Form 1120S, U.S. Income Tax Return for an S Corporation for ABC Jail Company,
Inc. for 1992 (TA 330 - TA 372).

46. Form 1120S, U.S. Income Tax Return for an S Corporation for ABC Jail Company,
Inc. for 1991 (TA 373 - TA 376) (all attached schedules are not included).

47. Form 1120S, U.S. Income Tax Return for an S Corporation for ABC Jail Company,
Inc. for 1990 (TA 377 - TA 380) (all attached schedules are not included).

48. Form 1120S, U.S. Income Tax Return for an S Corporation for ABC Jail Company,
Inc. for 1989 (TA 381 - TA 386) (all attached schedules are not included).

49. Miscellaneous Schedules K-1, Form 1120S for 1992 (TA 387 - TA 392).

50. Hand written notes from the Tennet & Axelrod, P.S.C. workpapers (TA 394 - TA
395).

51. Stock Purchase Agreement by and between ABC Jail Company, Inc. Employee
Stock Ownership Plan and Trust and ABC Jail Company, Inc. as of December 1993
(no date) (TA 396 - TA 422).

52. Hand written notes from the Tennet & Axelrod, P.S.C. file relating to consulting and
non compete agreement of Cliff Morris (TA 424).

53. Consulting and Non-Competition Agreement by and between ABC Jail Company,
Inc. and J. Clifford Morris dated January 1, 1994 (TA 425 - TA 429).

54. Employment Agreement by and between ABC Jail Company, Inc. and Milton
Thompson as of January 1, 1994 (TA 431 - TA 436).
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55. Employment Agreement by and between ABC Jail Company, Inc. and J. Clifford
Morris as of January 1, 1994 (TA 437 - TA 442).

56. Employment Agreement by and between ABC Jail Company, Inc. and Robert
Jackson as of January 1, 1994 (TA 443 - TA 448).

57. Various hand written workpapers from Tennet & Axelrod, P.S.C.’s files (TA 449 - TA
454).

58. Correspondence dated March 11, 1994 between the Bank of Jacksonville and The
ABC Jail Company, Inc. and the ABC ESOP (TA 468 - TA 478).

59. Transmittal letter with correspondence dated March 8, 1994 from Stephen Jones
to James C. Ferran at the Bank of Jacksonville, providing an opinion of the value
of the ABC Jail Company, Inc. stock to be acquired by the ESOP.

60. Fax transmittal sheet and account workpapers under cover dated March 14, 1994
to Stephen Jones from Charles T. Mitchell Company (TA 481 - TA 484).

61. An engagement letter between Tennet & Axelrod, P.S.C. and the ABC Jail
Company, Inc. dated December 6, 1993 regarding the valuation of the common
equity in ABC as of November 30, 1993 (TA 503 - TA 504).

62. ABC Jail Company, Inc. ESOP summary (TA 508 - TA 510).

63. Research material from CCH - Standard Federal Tax Reporter regarding interest
on certain loans used to acquire employees’ securities (TA 522 - TA 535).

64. Miscellaneous workpapers from Tennet & Axelrod, P.S.C.’s files (TA 536 - TA 538).

65. Cover letter dated March 7, 1994 from Paul E. Donough to James C. Ferran at the
Bank of Jacksonville regarding real estate appraisals (TA 539).

66. Correspondence dated March 4, 1994 from Charles A. Brown, Jr. to James C.
Ferran, Jr. at the Bank of Jacksonville regarding real estate appraisals (TA 540 - TA
552).

67. Miscellaneous workpapers from Tennet & Axelrod, P.S.C.’s files (TA 553 - TA 554).

68. A summary of ABC facility operations (TA 555 - TA 556).

69. Correspondence dated January 7, 1994 from Steven A. Crain to Stephen Jones
regarding a preliminary offer to purchase the business of ABC Jail Company, Inc.
(TA 557).
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70. Proposal to recapitalize ABC Jail Company, Inc. (TA 558).

71. Workpapers regarding ABC revenue/cost from the periods 1991 through 1996, both
actual and projected (TA 559 - TA 572).

72. Correspondence dated December 10, 1993 from Stephen Jones to Milton Roberts
relating to additional items needed to complete the valuation (TA 573 - TA 574).

73. Schedule of officers’ compensation from 1989 through 1992 (TA 575).

74. Article entitled “Are ‘Doing Well’ and ‘Doing Good’ Contradictory Goals of
Privatization?” (TA 576 - TA 586).

75. Depreciation report for ABC Jail Company, Inc. (TA 587 - TA 595).

76. A partial contract relating to facilities in Arkansas (TA 596 - TA 634).

77. A memorandum of understanding with the Department of Correction from the State
of Florida dated November 9, 1993 (TA 635 - TA 637).

78. A copy of Florida Legislation (TA 638 - TA 640).

79. Correspondence from Robert Studebaker of Mahoney & Company, P.C. to Stephen
Jones regarding the ESOP valuation of privately operated prisons (TA 641 - TA
645).

80. Hand written notes from the workpapers of Tennet & Axelrod, P.S.C. (TA 646 - TA
651).

81. A blank valuation information request form (TA 652 - TA 657).

82. Life insurance cost summary for ESOP plan (TA 658 - TA 660).

83. Newspaper articles regarding prisons (TA 661 - TA 672).

84. Agenda for November 30, 1993 ESOP meeting (TA 675).

85. Workpaper contents from Tennet & Axelrod, P.S.C. files dated June 30, 1994 (TA
753 - TA 862).

86. Valuation workpapers from Tennet & Axelrod, P.S.C. files dated December 31,
1994 (TA 863 - TA 1016).

87. Valuation report of ABC as of December 31, 1994 (TA 865 - TA 920).
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88. Valuation report checklist dated June 21, 1995 (TA 1017 - TA 1021).

89. Miscellaneous workpapers relating to 1995 and 1996 valuations (TA 1022 - TA
1269).

90. Workpapers of Tennet & Axelrod, P.S.C. relating to the ABC forecast engagement
from 1994 to 2003 (TA 1270 - TA 1349).

91. Miscellaneous workpapers from Tennet & Axelrod, P.S.C.’s files (TA 1410 - TA
1472).

92. Printout of the schedules from the ValuSource computer system relating to the
November 30, 1993 valuation (TA 1464 - TA 1561).

93. Valuation report as of November 30, 1993 by Tennet & Axelrod, P.S.C. (TA 1563 -
TA 1623).

94. Financial statement processing instructions for the year ended December 31, 1995
with financial statements for the ABC Jail Company, Inc.’s ESOP (TA 1626 - TA
1634).

95. A checklist for financial reporting regarding defined contribution retirement plans (TA
1635 - TA 1641).

96. Other Tennet & Axelrod, P.S.C. workpapers relating to services performed for the
ABC ESOP (TA 1642 - TA 8799).

In order to address the various issues in the T&A reports, as well as the conduct of this

assignment that are problematic, we will cite the page reference, where possible, based

on the bates stamp on each page.  

First and foremost, the lack of qualifications of the appraiser must be noted.  In our opinion,

T&A and Messrs. Jones and Axelrod lacked the requisite skills, knowledge and credentials

that demonstrate professional competence required to perform the valuation portion of their

engagement.  According to the T&A report (TA 173):


