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Consultation document(sﬁ to which Core Strategy and Policies DPD
this comments form relates: Site Allocations and Policles DPD
Proposals Map
Please return this comments form to: lanningpolicy@ipswich.gov.uk or

Planning Policy Team
Planning and Development
Ipswich Borough Council
Grafton House

15-17 Russell Road

Ipswich

IP1 2DE

Return by:

11.45pm Monday 2" March 2020

This form has two parts:

Part A — Personal details

Part B — Your comment(s).

PART A PERSONAL DETAILS

1. Personal detalls

Title Mr Mr
First name Paul Matt
Last name Wranek Clarke
Job title (where .
relevant) Bursar and Clerk to the Governors Director, Head of Boyer Colchester
Organisation (where Ipswich School Boyer
relevant)
Address c/o Agent 15 De Grey Square
(Please include post De Grey Road
code) Colchester
Essex
CO5 4YQ,
E-mall c/o Agent -
Telephone No. c/o Agent

2. Agent’s details {If applicable)




PART 8 Comment(s} about the Ipswich Local Plan Final Draft Consultation

Your name or organisation (and
client if you cre an cgent}:

Matt Clarke, Boyer (on behalf of Ipswich School)

Please specify which document(s) and document part you are commenting upon.

Representations at this stage should only be made In relation to the legal compliance and the
soundness of the Ipswich Local Plan Review Final Draft.

Document({s) and
document part.

Comment({s) (expand the boxes if necessary and please ensure your name is
included on any additlonal sheats.)

Core Strategy and
Policles DPD -
Diagram 3: The
ipswich Key
Dlagram and Para.
7.2 ()

Object to identification of land west of Tuddenham Road, north of Ipswich
Miilennium Cemetery as “Land Allocoted for Sport Use” on the basis that
it Is not required for this purpose.

The release of the Ipswich School land at Notcutts Field, as part of the
allocated Ipswich Garden Suburb is not currently considered viable and is
therefore uncertain, whilst in any event the school cwns other land that
would provide suitable aiternative iand for replacement playing fields
within the vicinity and has already Invested significantly into new and
Improved facllities at its Rushmere St Andrew Sports Centre.

Instead it is proposed that the site is allocated for residential development
(21.81ha, with capacity for 500 dwellings).

Please see accompanying letter for further details.

Core Strategy and
Policies DPD ~
Policy CS2: The
location and nature
of development

Object to allocation of land at the northern end of Humber Doucy Lane
(ISPA4.1), under CS2 (b), with suggested alternative reference to allocation
of land off Tuddenham Road, north of Millenium Cemetery (21.81ha, with
capacity for 500 dwellings).

This is on the basis that land west of Tuddenham Road, north of Ipswich
Millennlum Cemetery would be more appropriate, better related to the
ipswich Garden Suburb development, and therefore more sustalnabie, by
virtue of reducing the need for travel by private car, Improving pedestrian
and cycle access and enabling a more consclidated and comprehensive
form of development.

Please see accompanying letter for further detalis.




Document(s) and
document part.

Comment(s) {expand the boxes if necessary and please ensure your name Is
included on any additional sheets.)

Core Strategy and Object to inclusion of land at the northern end of Humber Doucy Lane

Policles DPD - (ISPA4.1) within the land supply and replacement with reference to land

Policy CS7: The west of Tuddenham Road, north of Millenium Cemetery (21.81ha, with

amount of new capacity for 500 dwellings).

housing required
Object to omission of any reference to the need for Inclusion of a 20%
buffer to the 5 Year Housing Land Supply, in light of latest Housing
Delivery Test information (2019 Measurement, released February 2020);
to the need to also address the emerging delivery shortfall in this regard
(77 dwellings within the first year); and also the need for increased focus
on Identification of sites that are deliverable in the Initial 5 year period.
It is aiso felt that the allocated sltes component of housing supply should
be increased on the basis that not all of the sites relied upon will be
guaranteed to dellver within the Plan Period, having regard to the fact that
a proportlon of these have been allocated in the Local Plan since 1997
without having yet come forward, whilst others are reliant on the securing
of alternatlve sites for relocatlon of existing uses in the first instance.
Please see accompanying letter for further details.

Core Strategy and Object to allocation of land at the northern end of Humber Doucy Lane

Policles DPD - (ISPA4.1), In the context of Policy ISPA4, with suggested alternative

Policy ISPA4: Cross | reference to allocation of land west of Tuddenham Road, north of

boundary working | Millenium Cemetery (21.81ha, with capacity for 500 dwellings), albeit not

to deliver sites necessarily therefore involving cross boundary working given containment

within Ipswich Borough.

This is on the basis that land west of Tuddenham Road, north of Ipswich
Millennium Cemetery would be more appropriate, better related to the
Ipswich Garden Suburb development, and therefore more sustainable, by
virtue of reducing the need for travel by private car, improving pedestrian
and cycle access and enabling a more consolidated and comprehensive
form of development.

Please see accompanying letter for further detalis.




PART B CONTINUED - Comments about the lpswich Loca! Plan Review Final Draft

Document(s)
and document
part

Comment{s) (expand the boxes If necessary and please ensure your name Is
included on any additional sheets.)

Site Aliocations
and Policles
DPD - Site Ref:
ISPA4.1

Object to allocation of land at the northern end of Humber Doucy Lane
{iSPA4.1), with suggested alternative allocation of land west of Tuddenham
Road, north of Millenlum Cemetery (21.81ha, with capacity for 500
dwellings), albelt not necessarliy therefore involving cross boundary
working given containment within ipswich Borough.

This is on the basis that land west of Tuddenham Road, north of Ipswich
Millennium Cemetery would be more appropriate, better related to the
Ipswich Garden Suburb development, and therefore more sustainable, by
virtue of reducing the need for travel by private car, improving pedestrian
and cycle access and enabling a more consolidated and comprehensive
form of develcpment.

Please see accompanying letter for further details.

Site Allocations
and Policles
DPD = Omission
Site

Object to omission of land west of Tuddenham Road, north of Millenium
Cemetery (21.81ha, with capacity for 500 dwellings) as a rasidential
allocation.

This is on the basis that the site is not required for relocation of sport use
and would represent a sustainable residential development opportunity,
able to take advantage of close proximity to the lpswich Garden Suburb
development through direct pedestrian and cycle connection, reducing the
need for travel by private car, improving pedestrian and cycle access and
enabling a more consolidated and comprehensive form of development.

The proposed site allocation could also offer additionai flexibility of supply
in light of concerns raised in our representations over the certainty with
which allocated sites could be relied upon to deliver within the Plan Period.

Please see accompanying letter for further detalis.

Proposals Map

Object to identification of land west of Tuddenham Road, north of Ipswich
Millennium Cemetery as “Land Allocated for Sport Use” on the basis that it
is not required for this purpose.

The release of the Ipswich School land at Notcutts Field, as part of the
allocated Ipswich Garden Suburb is not currently considered viable and is
therefore uncertain, whilst in any event the school owns other land that
would provide sultable alternative land for replacement playing fields




Document(s) Comment{s) {expand the boxes if necessary and please ensure your name Is
and document | included on any additional sheets.)

part

within the vicinity and has already invested significantly into new and
Improved facilities at its Rushmere St Andrew Sports Centre.

Instead it is proposed that the site Is allocated for residential development
(21.81ha, with capacity for 500 dwellings).

Please see accompanying letter for further detalls.

Please ensure that Part B of your form Is attached to Part A and return both parts to the Council's
Planning Policy Team by 11.45pm on Monday 2™ March 2020.

RECEIVING NOTIFICATION OF THE PROGRESS OF THE LOCAL PLAN

Would you like to be notified of the progress of the Ipswich Borough Councll Local Plan Review at any of
the following stages? Tick to confirm.

The submission of the Publication Draft Jpswich Local Plan Review to the Secretary of

State for Communities and Local Government for independent examination. =
Publication of the Planning Inspector's Report on the Ipswich Local Plan Review. 74|
Adoption of the Ipswich Local Plan Review. 7|

PRIVACY NOTICE

Ipswich Borough Council is the data controller for the purposes of the Data Protection Act 2018 and
other regulations Including the General Data Protection Regulation (Regulation (EU) 2016/679).

As part of our public task, we will process your comment, and store your information securely. Your
comment and name will be made public as it will form part of the evidence base used to inform the
creation of planning policy documents, but we will not publish your emall address, contact address or
telephone number.

Please note that we are required to provide your full details to the Planning Inspector and Programme
Officer for the purposes of producing the development plan In accordance with the statutory
regulations on plan making.

The above purposes may require disclosure of any data received In accordance with the Freedom of
information Act 2000. We will use this information to assist in plan making and to contact you regarding
the planning consultation process.



Boyer

2™ March 2020

Our Ref: MC oo
Colchester
Essex

Planning Policy Team Co4 5YQ

Planning and Development

ipswich Borough Council

Grafton Houss

15-17 Russell Read

Ipswich

Suffolk

IP1 2DE

Deer SirMadam,

Re: Response to Public Consuitation for the Ipswlich Loczl Plan Revisw Final Draft
(Reguiation 19) on behalf of ipswich 8chool

1. introduction

1.1 These representatlons relate to land west of Tuddenham Road, north of the Millennium
Cemetery and bounded by rallway lines to the north and west (centred on OS Ref 178 471).
Tha land in question, which measures 21.81 ha, is owned by Ipswich Schooi, on whose
behalf these representations ars hereby made, and is currently in agricultural use. Please
see contextual map within Masterplan document provided at Appandbc 1, with the above siie
annotated as “Proposed Resldential Allocation” alongside other relevant sites owned by
Ipswich School that are referred to below.

1.2 The Ipswich Key Diagram (Diagram 3, p35 of Core Strategy and Policies DPD) shows the
above sits as “Land Alfocated for Sport Use™ and partially (northern portion) as “Gresn
Trall” albslt cn a diagremmatical lilustration.. R Is noted that the Draft Proposals Map also
designates the site as “Land Alfocated for Sport Uss.” The owners of this site wish o
object to designation of this land for sport uss on the basis that neither the need for such use
has been fully evidenced, nor has the viabllity of creating such facilities been established.

1.3  The background to this designation relates back tc allocation of the Ipswich Garden Suburb
site in the Adopted Local Pian, which Is indeed carrled forward into thls current review as
part of the development strategy for the town (Policies CS2 and CS10). Within Pollcy C810
it is stated that “the fand o the west of Tuddenham Road north of the raliway line Is
alfocated for the replacement playing flelds necessary ic enable development of the
ipswich School piaying fleld site as part of the Garden Suburb development.” This Is
elaborated upon within supporting text at Para. 8.135.

14 Ipswich Schoo! have consistently stressad that they would only release their land off Valley
Road (known as Notcutts Field) if it were viable {o do so, namely in raspact of the costs of
providing new facilities being met or excseded by receipis from the sals of the site. As the

:| —
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1.7

1.8

1.9
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viability of relocation is by no means certain at this time, the assumption of relocation of
sports facilities to land to the west of Tuddenham road Is premature and has the effect of
sterilising a viable housing allocation when another alternative site is available for sports
facilities (see below).

Furthermore, in the event that the viabliity position were to improve in the longer-term, It Is
not considered that the allocated playing flelds relocation site west of Tuddenham Road Is
definitively required in this context. This is because the School owns other land that would
provide suitable alternative options In this regard. This includes land (extending to
approximately 17ha) to the north of Westerfleld, on either side of the B1077 (Westerfield
Road).

This land Is flat and level and therefore readily capable of accommodating the requisite
sports pltches without being obtrusive in the surrounding landscape or giving rise to
unacceptable amenity impacts, with scope to provide screen planting and off-set from any
nelghbouring residential properties. This site is located only marginally further away from the
school than the Tuddenham Road site, and in fact closer than their Sports Centre facllity at
The Street, Rushmere St Andrew. Please see contextual location plan within Masterplan
Document at Appendix 1, and specifically the site annotated as “Alfernative Playing Fleids
Site.”

In this connection, it should also be noted that in recent years significant investment in sports
facllities has already taken place at the Rushmere Sports Centre, including the creation of a
number of all-weather pitches.

It is therefore felt that allocation of the land west of Tuddenham Road for replacement
playing fields is unnecessary and unjustified, and that the site would be more appropriately
allocated for residentlal development. By extension it is also evident that the basis upon
which this site was assessed within the SHELAA {January 2020) under Site Ref: IP183, as
being considered suitable, yet unavailable and unachievable, was fundamentally flawed.

A Masterplan (see Appendix 1) has been prepared by Tate Harmer Archltects which
illustrates how development of land west of Tuddenham Road could be developed for
residentlal use, with scope to accommodate up to 500 dwellings, and therefore comparable
in scale to the Ipswich Borough element of the proposed cross-boundary ISPA 4.1 allocation.
This applles many of the key design principles of the neighbouring Garden Suburb (as
defined within the allocations policy and subsequent SPD), including the following:

» Comparable dwelling size mix covering a varied range of 1-5 bed new homes;

e A series of interconnecting linear green parks and green avenues with integral
sustainable urban drainage system (SUDS) also providing ecology benefits,

s In excess of 12% public open space (allowing for incorporation of SUDS);
o Scope for community space/bulldings;

s Average net residential density of 32 dph;

¢+ Vehicle-free strests, adopting Home Zones approach;

Boyer
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¢ Vehicular access shown indicatively as being taken from two points along
Tuddenham Road;

e Suitabie green buffers adjacent to raflway lines {to north and west}, with notable
width to the north, respecting "Green Trail” designation shown on Kay Diagram.

1.10  In promoting the avallabliiity and suitability of the Tuddenham Road site to come forward for
residential development It Is considered that its allocation could be robustly contemplatad
under a number cf scenarios.

1.11  Firstly, It would be a preferable, mere suitable and more sustainable alternative to the
proposed allocation sites that comprise ISPA4.1. It Is evident that the site west of
Tuddenham Roed !s more closely related to the Ipswich Garden Suburb and therefore abie
to take better advantage of community facllities planned as part of that development, and
indeed to supplement these through provision of further facilities. In this regard it should be
noted that direct pedestrian and cycle access can be achieved betwesn thess sites by virtue
of existing connection beneath the intervening railway line from the north-westarn cornar of
our client’s site, the nature of which could be significantly enhanced to provide an attractive
and convenient route. The locatlon of this connection would link particuiatly well to the
location of both the Secondary Schoo! and Primary School within this area of the Ipswich
Garden Suburb scheme, as shown in the Adopted SPD.

1.12 This is in stark contrast to the ISPA4.1 allocation which would Inevitably lead to access fc
such facilities belng dependent on car use, or pedestrians having to cross Tuddenham Road.

1.13 Itls also apparent that the ISPA4.1 aliccation does not comprise a single site, but rather a
series of separate and disjointed parcels that will not ultimately form a comprehensive new
community. Inclusion of the Ipswich Rugby Ciub land is also likely o iead to a need for re-
provision of land for yet more compensatory pliches.

1.14 Secondly, as set out at Para. 1.4 above, there Is an element of uncertainty regarding the
viability of releasing land at Notcutts Field (allocated as part of the Ipswich Garden Suburb),
given the need to finance alternative sports facility provision. In the event that the site off
Valiey Road were therefore unable to deliver housing, the Tuddenham Road site would
provide an effective and suitable alternative housing allocation.

1.16 Thirdly the site would provide either a sultable additional or alternative site in the context of
concems about the dsliverability of other slites relied upon in the Plan, or in the event that
additional supply is required more generally.

1.16 Inthis regard it is considered that a significant number of site allocations have been in placs
for some considsrable time, yst have not to date come forward for development. Analysls of
the proposed allocation sltes In the Draft Local Plan Review which contain a specified
indicative residential capaclty reveais that a significant number of sltes have been allocated
for comparable uses since the 1887 Local Plan was adopted, but to date have falled to be
delivered {sither in part or In their entiraly). There are some 8 sites for which this sltuation is
apparent, as iisted at Appendix 2 of this statement. The collectlve capacity from these sites
totals 885 dwsllings.

Boyer
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It is not necessarily advocated that these sites be de-allocated, given that the principle of
their development remains appropriate. Rather It Is suggested that a more cautious
approach is taken to the likelihood of delivery being achieved within the Plan Perlod, noting
that whilst a discount of 10% “siippage” has been applied to certain supply categories (sltes
with planning permission or resolution to grant) no such flexibility has been bullt in for
allocation sites. This is further evident when regard is had to proposed altocatlon sites where
explicit acknowledgement is given within the allocations schedule to the need for existing
uses to be displaced and alternative sites found for these to be accommodated before
development could proceed (sites IP003, IP011b, IP0O14, IP032, IP0644a, IPOGE, IP119,
IP120b).

Furthermore it is noted that within the Government’s recently published Housing Delivery
Test: 2019 Measurement data (13" February 2020) It was recorded that Ipswich Borough
Council delivered 611 net additional dwellings over the preceding 3 year period agalnst a
requirement of 1,319 dwellings. This represents just 46%, and therefore only narrowly
avoiding automatic application of the presumption in favour of sustainable development
{which would have applied at anything below 45% for this current period). As a
consequence the Borough are needing to apply a buffer of 20% to Its 5 year housing land
supply requirement.

It Is not clear that this has currently been factored into the current land supply calculations,
and Indeed It Is acknowledged that the above information was published after this
consultation draft plan was prepared. This will however need to be rectified going forward,
and whilst It is recognised that this need not necessarily affect the quantum of overall supply
across the plan period, it does clearly require a focus on the identification of sites that are
deliverable within the first 5 years. Regard will also need to be given to addressing the
backlog in supply that has already arisen since the start of the plan period (77 dwellings
during 2018/19, based on the stated 223 completions against the initial lower stepped
requirement of 300 dwellings, with data related to 2019 performance awaited).

2. Specific Pollcy Comments and Proposed Alternatives

2.1

211

21.2

In light of the comments set out above the following specific comments and objections are
made on behaif of Ipswich School.

Core Strategy and Policles DPD -Diagram 3: The Ipswich Key Diagram and Para. 7.2
()
Object to Identification of land west of Tuddenham Road, north of Ipswich Millennlum

Cemetery as “Land Allocated for Sport Use” on the basls that It is not required for this
purpose.

The release of the Ipswich School land at Notcutts Field, as part of the allocated Ipswich
Garden Suburb is not currently considered viable and is therefore uncertain, whilst in any
event the school owns other land that would provide suitable alternative land for replacement

Boyer
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playing fields within the vicinity and has already invested significantly into new and improved
facilities at its Rushmere St Andrew Sports Centre.

2.1.3 Instead it Is proposed that tha sits Is allocated for residentlal development (21.81ha, with
capacity for 500 dwellings).

Core Strategy and Pollicles DPD = Policy C82: The location and naturs of development

2.1.4 Obiject to allocation of land at the northern end of Humber Doucy Lane (ISPA4.1), under CS2
(b), with suggested alternative reference {c allocation of land off Tuddenham Road, north of
Millenlum Cemetery (21.81ha, with capacity for 500 dweliings).

2.1.5 This is on the basis that land west of Tuddenham Road, north of ipswich Millennium
Cemetery would be more appropriate, better related to the Ipswich Garden Suburb
development, and therefore more sustainable, by virtue of reducing the need for travel by
private car, Improving pedestrian and cycle access and enabling a more consolidated and
comprehensive form of development.

Core Strategy and Policles DPD - Pollcy C87: The amount of new housing required

21.6 Object to Inclusion of land at the northern end of Humber Doucy Lane (ISPA4.1) within the
land supply and replacement with refsrence to land west of Tuddenham Road, north of
Millenium Cemetery (21.81ha, with capacity for 500 dwsllings).

2.1.7 Object to omission of any reference tc the need for inclusion of a 20% buffer to the 5 Year
Housing Land Supply, In light of latest Housing Dellvery Test information (2019
Measurement, reieased February 2020); to the need to also address the emerging delivery
shortfail in this regard (77 dwellings within the first year); and also the need for increased
focus on Identification of sites that are dellverable in the Initlal 5 year period.

2.1.8 ltis aiso felt that the allocated sites component of housing supply should be increased on the
basis that not all of the sites relied upon wili be guaranteed to dellver within the Plan Perlod,
having regard to the fact that a proportion of these have been allocated in the Local Plan
since 1897 without having yet come forward, whilst others are reliant on the securing of
alternative sites for relocation of existing uses in the first instance.

Core Strategy and Policles DPD - Pollcy ISPA4: Cross boundary working to dellver
gltes

2.1.8 Object to allocation of land at the northern end of Humber Doucy Lane (ISPA4.1), in the
context of Policy ISPA4, with suggested aiternative reference to allocation of land west of
Tuddenham Road, north of Milienium Cemetery (21.81ha, with capacity for 500 dwsliings),
albeit not necessarlly thersfore involving cross boundary working given containment within
Ipswich Borough,

Boyer
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2.1.10 This is on the basls that land west of Tuddenham Road, north of Ipswich Millennium
Cemetery would be more appropriate, better related to the Ipswich Garden Suburb
development, and therefore more sustainable, by virtue of reducing the need for travel by
private car, Improving pedestrian and cycle access and enabling a more consolidated and
comprehensive form of development.

Site Allocations and Policles DPD — Site Ref: ISPA 4.1

2.1.11 Object to allocation of land at the northern end of Humber Doucy Lane (ISPA4.1), with
suggested alternative allocation of land west of Tuddenham Road, north of Millenium
Cemetery (21.81ha, with capacity for 500 dwellings), albeit not necessarily therefore
involving cross boundary working given containment within Ipswich Borough.

2.1.12 This is on the basis that land west of Tuddenham Road, north of Ipswich Millennium
Cemetery would be more appropriate, better related to the Ipswich Garden Suburb
development, and therefore more sustainable, by virtue of reducing the need for travel by
private car, improving pedestrian and cycle access and enabling a more consolidated and
comprehensive form of development.

Site Allocations and Policles DPD — Omission Site

2.1.13 Obiject to omission of land west of Tuddenham Road, north of Millenium Cemetery (21.81ha,
with capacity for 500 dwellings) as a residential allocation.

2.1.14 This is on the basis that the site is not required for relocation of sport use and would
represent a sustainable residential development opportunity, able to take advantage of close
proximity to the Ipswich Garden Suburb development through direct pedestrian and cycle
connection, reducing the need for trave! by private car, improving pedestrian and cycle
access and enabling a more consolidated and comprehensive form of development.

2.1.15 The proposed site allocation could also offer additional flexibllity of supply In light of concerns
raised In our representations over the certainty with which allocated sites could be relied
upon to deliver within the Plan Perlod.

Proposals Map

2.1.16 Object to identification of land west of Tuddenham Road, north of Ipswich Millennium
Cemetery as “Land Allocated for Sport Use” on the basis that it is not required for this
purpose.

2.1.17 The release of the Ipswich School land at Notcutts Field, as part of the allocated Ipswich
Garden Suburb is not currently considered viabie and is therefore uncertain, whilst in any
event the school owns other land that would provide suitable alternative land for replacement
playing flelds within the vicinity and has already invested significantly into new and improved
facilitles at Its Rushmere St Andrew Sports Centre.

Boyer
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2.1.18 Instead i is proposed that the site is allocated for residential development (21.81ha, with
capagcity for 500 dwellings}.

3. Summary

3.1 Should you have any queries on the matters raised within these submissions piease do not
hesitate to contact me. Ipswich Schoo!l would be more than happy to discuss the
opportunities presented by thelr slte off Tuddenham Road in further dstail.

Yours faithfully

Matt Clarks
Director, Head of Boyer Coichastaer

Boyer
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APPENDIX 1 - MASTERPLAN DOCUMENT

Boyer
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APPENDIX 2 - SITES ALLOCATED IN DRAFT LOCAL
PLAN WHICH HAVE FAILED TO DELIVER DESPITE
ALLOCATION SINCE 1997

Boyer



(eBueupiw

llews pue euuely Bugsixe

egzZNa) episbuoje aoeds uedo pue
1 udpool 12¥ | (%0L 9) 209 | Buisnoy Joj peyedolly SiS puejsi 2£0dl
ydp
00Z puncse jo
Aysuep Jayby (uod 88)2d i8)
N e Je egznNg 98 | (%08) ¥6'0 | suoung /eue Je|g /)eans Aey SEO0dI
{abueu jo pus
Jaybly egzna)
N ydpoi L GE Ze0 weeu) 89| §.19)9d Ziodl
-sdiysisumo
oy peyea o} Jids usaq
(eBues sey q1.10dI eNS Juewdojsaap
10 pud famoy lepuapisal 1o} pejesolly (ULON)
W | ecZNa) ydpo6 L 80°0 | 1984S UoREPUNO ‘JealS JewsS oL LodI
uonexo]
ueqingns
pepyel
o] Aysuep
mo (ogZINa) peoy
) ydpoe Zk 6E°0 | PISUie]SOM "SOUISINN BUOJOIA 600dl
(sops esn
(1'w's) pexjui uo
® |easalup) (sewoy) | |epuUepjses
Kenrjep eoUepIA® Kyoedes %) uonduasep
AN Ayoedeg SADRDIPU] | By BZIS 8Y)G | Juewdojeaep pue sureu ayg 184 0)iS




ING IN0 JIng ueaq sey AHUNWWOD yed
POOMSUSABY O JOpUIBIBY spods M (pouurd Jejsew oq
osn paxjw jo 0] — AJuo JueIsel)) LWnogseuly
19 Jau &yis Jo ped Hed se Aysuep 0} Jusoefpe Led) yued spods
SE UBld |ed07 2661 Ul pajeoojly MO| "2 £ZNa e gL — POOMSUBAEY JO Uinas puen POSLdI
*(Renpy Guope
SaWIeYoSs JoYo
LA Juensisuod
Aysuep
ebeiear uey)
layBuy pue
BEZNQ) s100y
1661 M) JBMO]
20Uuls UoREDO|[E 3)|dSep ‘PIEMIO) Uuo Bruewwd
Buwo9 Jo subis ou ym Aouedea M
Aybuej pue sBuping pebewep aul uewdoaasp
Aauqys O}
"€'S Jau a)is Jo ped ungim Jooy Jed
SB Uelq [eD07 /6861 Ul pejeso)ly Sjey g swnssy er | (%082)91°0 Jeans abejioD ‘olis geldl
(=au
o[eos [jews
166} saus e
uopesojje aydsep ‘puemio) Bujwod esn Soyjo eLg
10 suBis ou yum Asusoea Aubusr] W) sweyos
asn paxjw
"€'G el ays jo ped e jo jed se leens abpug ¥ ‘ens
SB UB|d [e307 /66 Ul pajedo)y sBuljlemp £2 el g8L0 SSNOYaIB A Siajad )§ Jeuuo) eeidl
01°S Pue §°G :sjaJ ajs jo ped (oq SUET JE1S pue 1peW
Se uBid |8907] /661 Ul PSIEIOHY £2Na) ydpoy €2 | (%09)80'L efIeD PIO Usamieq pue arS0di
JuRASUOD Jusseudel
Aew pue pejou | sjuswabueue ‘auoz asuisjue

SS800E [EUORIPPE J0) podU Y |

yoddns 0} sesn [epieuod




$98 &L
‘padojaaspun
ulewa. siaoled |RIeASS sasn
Inq N0 JNg uUeaq SBY AUNWIWCD Euswm_as:__,ﬂ
DOMSLIBA 0 Jepulelwl .
. FHm s asn pexjw jo peuueid Jajsew aq o} — (peoy
1°9 :jou ayis jo ed ped se Asusp uojoeN Bupuoy eese Suppnioxo)
Se Uejd [e207 2661 Ul pajesoliy. MO| "2 §ZNG 9zl 9¢ POOMSUSARY JO LJNOS pue] e0Sidl

‘pedojeaspun
ulews) spdled [Blaass




