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I Executive Summary

A February 2026 audit of a European banking platform revealed that a Taboola advertising pixel, approved
by the ingtitution as a trusted third party, was silently routing authenticated user session data to a Temu
tracking endpoint via a 302 HTTP redirect chain, entirely outside the bank's awareness, consent
framework, or security controls. The mechanism exploits a structural gap in how browsers enforce Content
Security Policy: once a redirect chain's first hop clears the CSP alow-list, every subsequent destination
inherits that trust transitively, meaning the bank's carefully maintained policy was bypassed by a vendor
relationship it never approved or audited. This incident signals that fourth-party supply chain risk on the
client side has reached regulated financial infrastructure, and that CSP, long treated as a meaningful
control boundary, provides less protection than most security programs assume when third-party vendors
introduce redirect chains.

I Technical Analysis

The attack surface documented in Reflectiz's February 2026 audit is structural rather than exploitative in the
traditional sense: no malware, no credential theft, no network intrusion. The bank had implemented a Content
Security Policy that explicitly allowed Taboola's pixel domain as a trusted script source. That approval is where
the bank's visibility ended. Taboola's pixel issued a 302 HTTP redirect to a Temu tracking endpoint during
normal page-load execution. The browser, following standard redirect behavior, did not re-evaluate the CSP
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allow-list at the second hop; it treated the redirect destination as inheriting the trust granted to the originating
domain. Temu's endpoint received authenticated session context passively, through the redirect chain itself,
without any additional exploitation step required. The bank had no contractual relationship with Temu, no
visibility into Temu's data handling practices, and no alert fired during the transfer.

The MITRE ATT&CK mapping illuminates the supply chain dimension clearly. T1195.002 (Compromise
Software Supply Chain) and T1199 (Trusted Relationship) describe the initial access vector: a vendor the bank
approved became the entry point for a domain the bank never evaluated. T1185 (Browser Session Hijacking)
and T1539 (Steal Web Session Cookie) map to the session context exposure, even without active exploitation.
T1090 (Proxy) captures the redirect chain's function as an unintentional data relay. T1071.001 (Application
Layer Protocol: Web Protocols) describes the HTTP mechanism carrying the session data outbound.

The CWE mapping identifies the root causes. CWE-601 (URL Redirection to Untrusted Site) is the primary
structural flaw: the browser's redirect-following behavior extends trust transitively without policy re-evaluation.
CWE-346 (Origin Validation Error) captures the CSP enforcement gap, the policy validates origin at first hop
only. CWE-1021 (Improper Restriction of Rendered Ul Layers) applies to the broader client-side visibility
problem: the bank could not observe what the pixel was doing post-load. CWE-352 (CSRF) is a partial mapping
noted in the source material; the session transmission shares structural characteristics with CSRF's cross-origin
request pattern, though no forged request was involved.

For security teams, the defensive gap this exposes is the assumption that a maintained CSP allow-list governs
what third-party scripts can do after load. It does not govern where those scripts redirect requests. PCI DSS
Requirement 6.4.3 requires that all scripts executing on payment pages be authorized, integrity-checked, and
justified; Temu's endpoint meets none of those criteria, yet received session data from a payment-adjacent
authenticated context. GDPR Chapter V prohibits transfers of EU personal data to third countries without an
adequate transfer mechanism; Temu's endpoint, receiving session data from authenticated EU banking users
without any disclosed transfer basis, creates direct Chapter V exposure. The Reflectiz report and subsequent
coverage by The Hacker News both confirm this finding was observed on a live European financial platform, not
a lab environment.

I Action Checklist

1. Assess exposure: audit every third-party pixel, tag, and script currently executing on authenticated
pages, payment flows, and post-login environments; identify all Taboola, advertising network, or analytics
pixels present and determine whether they are scoped away from authenticated sessions.

2. Review CSP enforcement: test your active CSP policy against redirect chain scenarios using browser
developer tools or a client-side security monitoring tool; confirm that your allow-list does not implicitly
extend trust to redirect destinations by mapping all 302/301 chains from approved domains.

3. Inventory fourth-party dependencies: for every approved third-party vendor executing client-side code,
request or derive a map of domains those vendors redirect to, call, or load; treat any unrecognized
fourth-party endpoint as unapproved until reviewed.

4. Evaluate PCI DSS 6.4.3 compliance posture: for any organization in scope for PCI DSS v4.0, verify that
the script inventory on payment pages accounts for redirect behavior and that no unapproved domains
receive data through redirect chains originating from approved scripts.

5. Assess GDPR Chapter V exposure: if your platform serves EU users, determine whether any third-party
pixels are transmitting session or behavioral data to endpoints outside the EU/EEA without a documented
transfer mechanism; engage your DPO with specific vendor names and redirect destinations identified in
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the fourth-party dependency inventory.

6. Brief leadership: present the Reflectiz finding as a concrete example of how approved vendor
relationships create unapproved data flows; frame the risk in terms of regulatory exposure (GDPR fines,
PCI DSS findings) rather than technical attack vectors.

7. Monitor for regulatory follow-up: track EDPB guidance and any enforcement actions arising from this
disclosure; the Chapter V dimension of this incident may attract supervisory attention from EU data
protection authorities.

I IR/ Forensic Enrichment

Triage Priority URGENT

Escalation Criteria Escalate to CISO, DPO, and legal counsel immediately if network capture or HAR analysis
confirms that session tokens, authentication cookies, or personally identifiable behavioral data
were present in query parameters forwarded to temu.com — this triggers GDPR Article 33
breach notification assessment (72-hour window) and PCI DSS Requirement 12.10 incident
response plan activation.

Recovery Notes After removing or re-scoping the Taboola pixel away from authenticated sessions, deploy a
strict CSP with explicit connect-src and img-src directives that enumerate approved domains
without wildcards, and validate using a CSP report-uri endpoint to catch future redirect
escapes. Re-run the full HAR-based redirect chain audit across all payment and post-login
pages weekly for 30 days post-remediation to confirm no residual pixel calls to temu.com or
successor endpoints. Conduct a formal fourth-party dependency review with Taboola in
writing, requiring contractual disclosure of all domains their pixel infrastructure redirects to,
before re-approving any Taboola pixel on authenticated page contexts.

Forensic Artifacts Browser HAR export from authenticated banking session: captures the complete HTTP
transaction sequence including the Taboola pixel src URL, the 302 response with Location:
header pointing to temu.com, and any forwarded session cookies or behavioral data
parameters — this is the primary evidence of the redirect chain mechanism | Web server
access logs (Nginx /var/log/nginx/access.log or Apache /var/log/apache2/access.log): filter for
requests to the Taboola pixel script src domain to establish deployment timeline and
frequency of execution across authenticated user sessions | Tag manager deployment history
(Google Tag Manager container version log or equivalent): documents when the Taboola
pixel was added to authenticated/payment page triggers, who authorized it, and whether any
change management record exists — absence of authorization is a PCI DSS 6.4.3 finding |
Raw CSP response header archive: the Content-Security-Policy header value served by the
banking platform at time of exposure, captured via curl from the authenticated page,
establishes whether temu.com was explicitly permitted or permitted implicitly through redirect
chain trust inheritance from the approved Taboola domain | Tshark/Wireshark packet capture
of test authenticated session: full HTTP request to temu.com tracking endpoint including URI
path, query string parameters, and request headers — reveals exactly what data categories
(session identifiers, user behavioral events, referrer URL containing banking context) were
transmitted to the fourth-party domain outside the EU/EEA

Per-Action IR Details

Assess exposure — audit every third-party pixel, tag, and script currently executing on authenticated pages,
payment flows, and post-login environments; identify all Taboola, advertising network, or analytics pixels
present and determine whether they are scoped away from authenticated sessions
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NIST Phase: Detection Analysis

Reference: NIST 800-61r3 §3.2 — Detection & Analysis: scope and impact assessment of adverse event

Controls: NIST SI-4 (System Monitoring), NIST AU-2 (Event Logging), NIST CA-7 (Continuous Monitoring), CIS 2.1
(Establish and Maintain a Software Inventory), CIS 1.1 (Establish and Maintain Detailed Enterprise Asset Inventory)
Compensating: Run browser-har-capturer (Node.js, free) or use Chrome DevTools Network tab with 'Preserve log'
enabled while navigating authenticated pages and payment flows. Export the HAR file and grep for 'tbn.taboola.com’,
‘temu.com’, and any 302/301 response codes: ‘grep -E '(taboola|temu|302|301)' session_capture.har’. Cross-reference
initiator column to identify which script tag triggered each pixel call. For bulk page auditing, use “wget
--server-response --spider 2>&1 | grep -E 'Location:]HTTP/" against a session-authenticated curl chain.

Evidence: Capture browser HAR exports from authenticated sessions on payment and post-login pages BEFORE
modifying CSP or removing pixels — these preserve the exact redirect chain sequence from tbn.taboola.com to
temu.com tracking endpoints. Preserve browser console network logs showing the originating script URL (Taboola
pixel src), the 302 response headers including Location: header value pointing to temu.com, and any cookies or
Authorization headers forwarded in the redirect. Snapshot the page's current tag inventory via
“document.querySelectorAll('script[src]’)" in the browser console and save output.

Review CSP enforcement — test your active CSP policy against redirect chain scenarios using browser
developer tools or a client-side security monitoring tool; confirm that your allow-list does not implicitly extend
trust to redirect destinations by mapping all 302/301 chains from approved domains

NIST Phase: Detection Analysis

Reference: NIST 800-61r3 §3.2 — Detection & Analysis: vulnerability and control gap identification

Controls: NIST SI-10 (Information Input Validation), NIST SC-7 (Boundary Protection), NIST CM-6 (Configuration
Settings), CIS 4.2 (Establish and Maintain a Secure Configuration Process for Network Infrastructure), CIS 7.1
(Establish and Maintain a Vulnerability Management Process)

Compensating: Retrieve current CSP header: “curl -s -D - https:///authenticated-page | grep -i content-security-policy .
For each allow-listed domain, trace its redirect chain using: “curl -s -L -D - --max-redirs 10
'https://tbn.taboola.com/action/...pixel-endpoint..." 2>&1 | grep -E 'Location:|HTTP/". Use the Google CSP Evaluator
(https://csp-evaluator.withgoogle.com/) to paste your active policy and identify unsafe-inline, wildcard, or missing
img-src/connect-src directives that would permit redirect destinations. Document every domain that appears in a
Location: header but is absent from the CSP allow-list.

Evidence: Capture the raw HTTP response headers from your banking platform's authenticated pages showing the
active Content-Security-Policy header value — this is the ground truth of what was enforced at time of exposure.
Archive the full redirect chain curl output from the Taboola pixel endpoint showing the 302 Location: header resolving
to temu.com, as this demonstrates the CSP bypass mechanism. Preserve web server access logs (Apache:
Ivar/log/apache2/access.log; Nginx: /var/log/nginx/access.log) for the period of Taboola pixel deployment, filtering on
requests to the pixel's script src URL to establish when the redirect chain was first active.

Inventory fourth-party dependencies — for every approved third-party vendor executing client-side code,
request or derive a map of domains those vendors redirect to, call, or load; treat any unrecognized
fourth-party endpoint as unapproved until reviewed

NIST Phase: Preparation

Reference: NIST 800-61r3 §2 — Preparation: establishing and maintaining IR asset and dependency visibility
Controls: NIST SA-9 (External System Services), NIST SR-3 (Supply Chain Controls and Processes), NIST CM-8
(System Component Inventory), CIS 2.1 (Establish and Maintain a Software Inventory), CIS 3.2 (Establish and
Maintain a Data Inventory)

Compensating: Use “urlscan.io” (free tier) to submit your authenticated page URL and review the 'HTTP Transactions'
tab — it enumerates every domain called during page load including redirect destinations. Alternatively, run Playwright
(free, open source) in headed mode with network interception: “page.on(‘response’, r => console.log(r.status(), r.url(),
r.headers()[location’))” to capture all 3xx responses with destinations. For each third-party vendor (Taboola, Google
Tag Manager, Meta Pixel), cross-reference their publicly documented data processing endpoints against your
observed fourth-party domains. Flag temu.com or any e-commerce/retail domain appearing in ad-tech redirect chains
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as requiring immediate vendor explanation.

Evidence: Before conducting vendor outreach, preserve a complete urlscan.io scan result or Playwright network trace
from an authenticated banking session — this creates a timestamped, vendor-independent record of all fourth-party
domains contacted. Export Taboola's pixel configuration from your tag manager (Google Tag Manager container
export JSON, or equivalent) to document exactly which pixel variant and version was deployed. Capture any vendor
contracts or data processing agreements with Taboola that define permitted data destinations, as these establish the
contractual baseline against which the temu.com redirect is measured.

Evaluate PCI DSS 6.4.3 compliance posture — for any organization in scope for PCI DSS v4.0, verify that the
script inventory on payment pages accounts for redirect behavior and that no unapproved domains receive
data through redirect chains originating from approved scripts

NIST Phase: Post Incident

Reference: NIST 800-61r3 §4 — Post-Incident: lessons learned and control gap remediation driving policy and
compliance updates

Controls: NIST SI-2 (Flaw Remediation), NIST CA-2 (Control Assessments), NIST IR-8 (Incident Response Plan), CIS
7.2 (Establish and Maintain a Remediation Process), CIS 2.2 (Ensure Authorized Software is Currently Supported)

Compensating: Produce a PCI DSS 6.4.3 script inventory spreadsheet manually: for each script on payment pages,
record (1) script src URL, (2) business justification, (3) authorization record, and (4) all observed redirect destinations
from the curl chain traces in Step 2. Map each entry against the PCI DSS v4.0 requirement that scripts be authorized,
integrity-checked, and inventoried. Flag the Taboola pixel row as non-compliant if its redirect to temu.com lacks
authorization. This spreadsheet is your QSA-facing evidence artifact. Use Subresource Integrity (SRI) hash generation
via ‘openssl dgst -sha384 -binary taboola-pixel.js | openssl base64 -A" to retroactively assess whether SRI could have
detected pixel tampering.

Evidence: Retrieve your tag manager's historical deployment log (Google Tag Manager version history, or equivalent)
to establish when the Taboola pixel was first added to payment pages and whether any change management record
authorized it — absence of a change record is itself a PCI DSS finding. Preserve the payment page HTML source (curl
--cookie https:// > payment_page_snapshot.html) to document all script tags present at time of assessment. Capture
any existing PCI DSS script inventory documentation to compare against observed scripts, establishing the delta that
includes the Taboola pixel.

Assess GDPR Chapter V exposure — if your platform serves EU users, determine whether any third-party
pixels are transmitting session or behavioral data to endpoints outside the EU/EEA without a documented
transfer mechanism; engage your DPO with specific vendor names and redirect destinations identified in step
3

NIST Phase: Post Incident
Reference: NIST 800-61r3 84 — Post-Incident: regulatory notification obligations and lessons learned documentation

Controls: NIST IR-6 (Incident Reporting), NIST IR-8 (Incident Response Plan), NIST AU-11 (Audit Record Retention),
CIS 3.2 (Establish and Maintain a Data Inventory), CIS 3.3 (Configure Data Access Control Lists)

Compensating: Geolocate temu.com's tracking endpoint IP using “dig temu.com’ followed by ARIN/RIPE WHOIS
lookup to confirm jurisdiction (temu.com infrastructure is operated by PDD Holdings, registered in Ireland but with data
processing in China — confirm current routing via “curl -s https://ipinfo.io/"). Document whether a Standard Contractual
Clause (SCC) or Adequacy Decision covers the Taboola-to-Temu data pathway. Prepare a one-page DPO brief listing:
(1) pixel name and deployment date, (2) redirect destination domain and resolved IP jurisdiction, (3) data categories
observed in redirect request parameters (session tokens, behavioral data), (4) absence of documented Chapter V
transfer mechanism.

Evidence: Capture the full URL of the temu.com endpoint that receives the redirected request, including all query
parameters — these parameters reveal exactly what data (session identifiers, behavioral events, user agent) was
transmitted to the fourth-party domain and are the primary evidence for GDPR Article 83 exposure assessment.
Preserve network-level packet capture (Wireshark: “tshark -i ethO -w pixel_capture.pcap -f 'host temu.com') from a test
authenticated session to document the HTTP request/response to temu.com including headers. Archive the current
privacy notice and cookie consent records to compare disclosed data flows against the observed temu.com
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transmission.

Brief leadership — present the Reflectiz finding as a concrete example of how approved vendor relationships
create unapproved data flows; frame the risk in terms of regulatory exposure (GDPR fines, PCI DSS findings)
rather than technical attack vectors

NIST Phase: Post Incident

Reference: NIST 800-61r3 84 — Post-Incident: lessons learned communication and organizational improvement
Controls: NIST IR-8 (Incident Response Plan), NIST IR-6 (Incident Reporting), NIST PM-15 (Security and Privacy
Groups and Associations), CIS 7.1 (Establish and Maintain a Vulnerability Management Process)

Compensating: Structure the leadership brief around two quantified risk anchors: (1) GDPR Article 83(2) maximum
fine of €20M or 4% of global annual turnover for unlawful Chapter V transfers, and (2) PCI DSS v4.0 non-compliance
finding under Requirement 6.4.3 which can trigger QSA-mandated remediation windows and acquirer notification.
Attach the urlscan.io or HAR-derived redirect chain visualization as a single screenshot showing the
Taboola-to-temu.com hop — this makes the invisible visible for non-technical stakeholders. Include the Reflectiz
disclosure date (February 2026) to establish that this is a known, publicly documented finding against the specific
Taboola pixel variant deployed.

Evidence: Compile a brief incident timeline documenting: pixel deployment date (from tag manager history), Reflectiz
public disclosure date (February 2026), and the date your organization first detected or became aware of the redirect
behavior — this delta represents your regulatory exposure window for GDPR Article 33 breach notification assessment
(72-hour clock from 'becoming aware’). Preserve the original Reflectiz research report or advisory as the authoritative
third-party technical validation of the redirect chain mechanism.

Monitor for regulatory follow-up — track EDPB guidance and any enforcement actions arising from this
disclosure; the Chapter V dimension of this incident may attract supervisory attention from EU data
protection authorities

NIST Phase: Post Incident
Reference: NIST 800-61r3 84 — Post-Incident: continuous improvement and threat intelligence integration

Controls: NIST SI-5 (Security Alerts, Advisories, and Directives), NIST IR-5 (Incident Monitoring), NIST PM-16 (Threat
Awareness Program), CIS 7.1 (Establish and Maintain a Vulnerability Management Process)

Compensating: Configure RSS feed monitoring for EDPB (https://edpb.europa.eu/news/news_en) and your national
DPA (e.g., CNIL, BfDI, ICO) filtered for keywords 'advertising pixel', 'third-party tracking', ‘Chapter V transfer', and
'‘behavioral data'. Set a Google Alert for 'Taboola GDPR' and 'Temu data transfer'. Establish a quarterly review
cadence to re-run the Step 2 redirect chain audit against all pixels that remain deployed, documenting results in a
remediation tracking log. Subscribe to the Reflectiz research blog and similar client-side security monitoring
publications (PerimeterX, Feroot) for follow-on disclosures in this research thread.

Evidence: Maintain a dated evidence package from the initial investigation (Steps 1-5 artifacts) in immutable storage
— GDPR supervisory authority investigations can be initiated months after an incident, and contemporaneous
technical evidence demonstrating when the organization detected the issue, what data was exposed, and what
remediation steps were taken is essential for demonstrating GDPR Article 5(2) accountability. Archive your CSP policy
snapshots with timestamps to show the configuration state at time of exposure versus post-remediation.

I Detection Guidance

Standard perimeter and endpoint tooling will not detect this class of exposure; the data transfer occurs entirely
within browser-executed HTTP redirect chains during normal page load. Detection requires client-side visibility.

For organizations with client-side security monitoring (Reflectiz, SourceDefense, or equivalent): configure alerts
for 302 redirect chains originating from approved pixel or tag domains that terminate on domains not present in
your CSP allow-list or vendor inventory. Flag any redirect from an advertising or analytics pixel that resolves to
an e-commerce or retail tracking domain.
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For organizations without dedicated client-side tooling: review Content Security Policy violation reports
(report-uri or report-to directives) for unexpected domain appearances; though note that CSP may not generate
violations for redirect destinations depending on browser implementation and policy mode. Browser-level CSP
reporting is an imperfect signal for this class of issue.

Log review: examine proxy or CASB logs for outbound HTTP 302 responses originating from third-party
JavaScript execution contexts on authenticated pages. Look for redirect chains where the origin domain is an
advertising network and the destination domain is outside your approved vendor list. Temu's tracking endpoint
(temu.com tracking infrastructure) should be treated as an indicator of unauthorized data transmission if
observed in redirect chains from financial platform pages.

Threat hunt hypothesis: on any platform using advertising pixels on authenticated pages, enumerate all domains
contacted during a full authenticated session using a browser proxy or HAR file capture. Compare observed
redirect destinations against your CSP allow-list and vendor contract inventory. Any gap is a potential
fourth-party exposure.

Policy audit: verify that PCI DSS 6.4.3 script inventory documentation accounts for redirect behavior, not just
first-hop script sources. An authorization record for a Taboola pixel does not authorize Temu's endpoint.

I Indicators of Compromise

Type Value Context Confidence
DOMAI Pending —refer to Reflectiz published technical findings LOW
N Reflectiz report (https:// including the specific Temu tracking

waww. ref | ectiz. contlearning endpoint and Taboola pixel domains

- hub/ t abool a-t enmu-redi rect
-report/) for published
redi rect chain endpoints
and specific Temu tracking
donmi n val ues

involved in the redirect chain; exact
domain values were not reproduced in
the source material available for this
summary

I Framework Mappings

MITRE-ATTACK

e T1550.004 — Web Session Cookie

e T1185 — Browser Session Hijacking

e T1071.001 — Web Protocols

e T1090 — Proxy

* T1539 — Steal Web Session Cookie

e T1199 — Trusted Relationship

e T1195.002 — Compromise Software Supply Chain

NIST-800-53R5

¢ CM-7 — Least Functionality
¢ SA-9 — External System Services

¢ SR-3 — Supply Chain Controls and Processes
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e SI-7 — Software, Firmware, and Information Integrity
e SC-23 — Session Authenticity
e SI-10 — Information Input Validation
* SR-2 — Supply Chain Risk Management Plan
e Sl-4 — System Monitoring
OWASP-TOP10-2021
e A01:2021 — Broken Access Control

CIS-v8

e 16.10 — Apply Secure Design Principles in Application Architectures
¢ 6.3 — Require MFA for Externally-Exposed Applications
e 15.1 — Establish and Maintain an Inventory of Service Providers

e 8.2 — Collect Audit Logs
HIPAA-SECURITY

e 164.312(d) — Person or Entity Authentication
* 164.312(e)(1) — Transmission Security

SOC2-TSC

e CC6.1 — Logical access security software, infrastructure, and architectures

e (CC9.2 — Manages risks associated with vendors and business partners
NIST-CSF-2

¢ GV.SC-01 — Cybersecurity supply chain risk management program
1ISO-27001-2022

¢ A.5.21 — Managing information security in the ICT supply chain

I MITRE ATT&CK Mapping

Technique ID Technique Name Tactic
T1550. 004 Web Session Cookie Defense-Evasion
T1185 Browser Session Hijacking Collection
T1071. 001 Web Protocols Command-And-Control
T1090 Proxy Command-And-Control
T1539 Steal Web Session Cookie Credential-Access
T1199 Trusted Relationship Initial-Access
T1195. 002 Compromise Software Supply Chain Initial-Access
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Sources

Source URL Tier

Security News https://thehackernews.com/2026/04/hidden-passenger-how-taboola-rout... T3

Taboola Temu Redirect: https://www.reflectiz.com/learning-hub/taboola-temu-redirect-report/ T3

What Your Security
Stack Missed - Reflectiz

A bank-approved pixel https://www.instagram.com/p/DXMHUhRD3HU/ T3
redirected logged-in
users to Temu—without

Ad Tracking Broken https://www.cometly.com/post/ad-tracking-broken-after-privacy-changes T3
After Privacy Changes:
Fix Guide - Cometly

Taboola's Trust Center | https://www.taboola.com/help/en/articles/3878192-taboola-s-trust-ce... T3
Realize - Advertiser
Help Center

DISCLAIMER

This intelligence report is produced by Tech Jacks Solutions Security Command Center (SCC) for informational purposes only. It does not constitute
professional security advice, legal counsel, or an incident response engagement. The information herein is derived from publicly available sources and
Al-assisted analysis; while every effort is made to ensure accuracy, Tech Jacks Solutions makes no warranties regarding completeness or timeliness.
Organizations should conduct their own validation and consult qualified security professionals before taking action based on this report. Tech Jacks
Solutions is not liable for any damages resulting from the use of this information.

Generated 2026-04-16 18:59 UTC by TJS Security Command Center

Generated by TJS Security Command Center | 2026-04-16 18:59 UTC SCC-STY-2026-0061 Page 9



