	
	INSPIMMCUM
	INSPDCACUM
	INSPIMMOTHERCUM
	INSPDCAOTHERCUM
	INSPSEINCOCUM

	INSPIMMCUM
	 1.00
	 0.16
	 0.24
	-0.03
	-0.13

	INSPDCACUM
	 0.16
	 1.00
	-0.02
	 0.11
	 0.03

	INSPIMMOTHERCUM
	 0.24
	-0.02
	 1.00
	-0.06
	-0.64

	INSPDCAOTHERCUM
	-0.03
	 0.11
	-0.06
	 1.00
	 0.08

	INSPSEINCOCUM
	-0.13
	 0.03
	-0.64
	 0.08
	 1.00


I think this correlation put me in a safe situation.  0.16 is not big and I am sure it is explained by those plants incorporating abatement technology. 

0.24 is consistent with the “inspections in waves hypothesis” and the signs of these two variables in the INSPIMM equation.

-0.13 and –0.64 clearly tells about the story that the IMM decreased monitoring frequency when the Monitoring Program in charge of SEINCO started.

If you see the rest of the correlation are + or – 0.0something (-0.03, -0.02, 0.03, -0.06, 0.08). I think these are good results.

