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FURTHER SUBMISSION BY FONTERRA CO-OPERATIVE GROUP LTD ON
PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 41 TO THE MATAMATA-PIAKQ DISTRICT PLAN

To:

Name of Submitter:

Contact Person:

Address for Service:

Chief Execulive
Matamata-Piako District Council
PO Box 266

TE AROHA

Fonterra Co-operative Group Limited

Adrian Fyne

Envircnmental Management Services Ltd
P O Box 1307

HAMILTON 3240

Attention: Lucy Smith

Telephone: 0-7-B38-2150
Facsimile: 0-7-838-2170
Email; luey smithi@emslimited.co.nz

Famterra Co-operative Group Limited ("Fonterra”) provides its further submission in the

following table.

As a further submitter, Fonterra has an interest in the proposals on which it further subwmits that

is greater than the interest of the general public, for the following reasons:

= Fonterra is New Zealand's major dairy co-operative and exports over 95% of ils
products in mora than 140 countries.

* The company is owned by over 10,500 farmers throughout the country.

» Fonterra has significant assets, the value of which is in the order of $14.1 billion,

*  Annual tumover is over $16 billion,

o Of the 25 Dairy Manufactunng Sites throughout New Zealand, two are located in the
Matamata-Piako Disirict, at Waitoa and Mominswille.

* (Changes proposed by Plan Change 41 relate directly to Fontemra's core activities and
those of its shareholder suppliers.

Fonterra wishas to be heard in suppert of this submission.

If others make a similar submission, Fontema would be prepared o consider preparing a jaint

case with them at any hearing.

I



Signature:

Date: 1 June 2011

Adrian Pyne
Environmental Manager Morth
Fonterra Dairy Co-Operative Group Limited
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a0 May 2011 S& L CONSULTANTS LTD

o wae

Matamala-Fiako Distnct Council
35 Kennck Stresl

PO Box 266

TE ARCHA 3342

Matamata-Piako District Council - Further Submission to Proposed Plan
Change 41 - To Integrate Development Manual and Urban Design Elements

S&L Consultants Lid (formally Shrmplon & Lipinski) are a well established land development
firm wha have been involved in a wide range of projecls throughout tha Maorth fsland
including the Matamata-Piako District. We submit this further submission to proposed Plan
Change 41 as we are active users of this District Plan. In the form it has bean nolilied, we
balieve Lhal the requested changes are required o improve plan effectiveness and efficiancy

We would like to present at the Council planning hearing. We would be prepared to present a
jairt casa af tha haaring with other making a similar submission.

1. Further submission in support of:

Submission Ref! Number: 412
Mame of Original Submitier: Ganhlatrix
Criginal Submitters Address: PO Box 152, Te Ancha, 3320

The parl ol the submission | support is;

That the Urban Design Guidelines should be finalised first before being adopled inta the
District Flan.

The reasons for my sugport ara.

Lintil the Urbran Dasign Guidelnes are finalised, it is too difficult to consider how these would
be adaptad into subdivision proposals.

| seek the following decision from Council:

That thase guidelines ba finalized pror 1o being adopted inta the District Flan

LA A o | ' SRV EY (R MUOINEERS |
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Matzmata-Pizto Distrct Souncd A0 My 2011
Further Submssaicn o Plan Changa 41

2. Further submission in support of:

Submission Ral Numbear; 41-3
Mame of Criginal Submitier: Barr & Harris Surveyors Lid
Criginal Submitlers Address: PO Box 112, Matamata, 3400

The part of the submission | support i5.

The obhjection to the proposed inclusion of (he new section 6.2 Performance Standards.
The reasons for my suspor ara.

The proposed new provisions within Section 8.2.1 are sel oul as "Perdormance Standards” to
be met for subdivision proposals within Residential, Rural Residential, Industrial and
Business Zones, and for retirement villages, Pedormance Standards should be measurable,
or guantfiable, or at least definitive for example.

- Max haight of Buildings shall ba 8.0m or

- 2 car parks shall be provided, or

- wehicls access ta be 2.7m wids; or

- landscapng o be provided 1o X, ¥ £ dimensions and o ba thie typa.

The proposed performance standards use terms including:

- “intagrated with axisting urban context”, and

- "layout and pattern of davelopment to ba traditionally representative of exisling urban area”;
- “subdivision design shall retain key wisual linkages botween neighbournoods”™;, and

- “zafe pedesinan and cycle routes should be generally integraled within road reserve”, and
- ‘arenlation of lols should maximise salar access": and

- "design and lot layout 1o achieve casual survaillance of public open space .

Use of the proposed terms and phrases above creales immeanse ambiguity as to what exient
an applicant seeking subdivision sonsen! nesds 1o provide in onder o demeonsiraie
complianca with these performance standards. These performancs standards appear (o be
applicable for all types of subdivisions too {boundary adjustment, mfill. green field, unit title},
Unless thae parformance slandards provide clear direclion as to what Council wanis to be
achieved (hrough subdivision, then the performance standards as proposed will resuit 0
significant additional menay and time delays costs to applicants.

From a perusal of the New Zealand Urban Design Protocot document [NZUDPF), it appears
that proposad Plan Change 41 attempts to adopt the fundamental elements of the NZUDP. [t
is however believed that not enough analysis or specific research has baen undertaken 1o be
able to apply these elements inlo effeclively controlling perdormanca standards i.a. numarous
subdivigion proposals of different types should have bean hypotheticailly run through the
proposed performance standards and the outcome of each then assessed for efficency and
effecliveness,




Matamata-Fiaxo Distect Oouncd 30 May 2019
Furthor Subimession o Plan Change 41

1 seek the following decision from Council:

That proposed new provisions within Section 6.2 1 be withdrawn and redrafted such (o be
appropriately separated oul info the purposely differant areas available in @ Disirict Flan as
follows:

1. What is the Issua for Council?

Thal Council are a signatory o the “New Feafand Urhan Design Frofocol™ and “Crime
Preverfion (hrougqh Enviconmenial Deaign” initalives whereby it is desired fo integrate

inta the desinn of subdivision broposals whare possibie.

2. What is Councli's Objective 10 address fhis Issue?

That applicanis secking subdivision consant include "New Zealand Urban Design Prolocol”
and "Crime Pravention through Environmental Design” elements wilhin subdivisicn proposals
where applicable and appropnals

3. What will Council's Policies ba to achieve the Objectve?

3a) Where applicable and aporoprigis, apelicant's seeking subdivision consent will be
gncouraned 1o incorporate “New Fealend Lirhan Design Protocol” and "Crime
FPravantion through  Enwronmeontal  Design”  elements  intg  their  subdivision
proposals.

o) Urban design guidetines specific for the different Districl lownships, and aclivity
zones within these, will be produced lor applicants 1o utilise as quidance for when
designing and prepanng subdivision proposals,

3c) Where appropriate, provide pedformance standards for subdiasion proposals to
comply with lo aveid polenlial adverse elfects altributed 10 subdivision propogals
nol in accordance with tne specified Urban Design Guidelines.

Hdy To have regard to the functional, opergtional and lschnical restraints  of
subdivision aclivities when incorporaling urban design and orimg  proveniion

iminPa LT R R Py R et

4. \iha! Methods will be ulilised to achieve the Policies?

#{a) Prescrived definitive and measurable Performance Standards within  the
different activity zones { envircnments within the Distrct;

a{b)  Assign different status of Rules depending on the activity being undertaken, or
Ihe Performance Slandard / Rule not being mat:
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katamata-Piako District Council a0 May 2011
Further Submission o Flan Change 41

i. Controlled Activity = Can allow Council to impose conditions of consent specific
to incorporating Urban Design Guidelines where appropriate given there are many
differant situations and forms of subdhvision,

ii. Reslricted Discretionary Aclivily — Council can impose same conditions of
consent as enabled by Caontrolled Aclivities, but can now also decline proposal or
identify affected parties.

#c) Assessment Criteria — It is considered that many of proposed performance
standards within 6.2.1 would actually be more appropriate to be included as
azsessmaent criteria. These are what Council would uliise o consider whether a
subdivision application should be granted or declined under Section 104 of the
RMA, and il granted, then they would also provide guidance as to what conditions
of consent may be appropriate under Section 108 of the RMA to be imposed.

8  Other methods — Preparation of structure planning documents to be adopted by
Council for applicant's to utilise for guidance as to what, where, when and how Council
envisages development lo occur in particular area's in the future. These documents will
provide a framework and thereby assistance and direction for subdivision and
development to be undertaken in a coordinated and compatible manor,

6. Definitions should be also be included for “infegrated”, “traditionally representative”,
“key visual (inkage™, “landscape elements”, “maximisafion of solar access’, “casual
surveilance” and include the exact gualifications required o ba a "suilally experienced
professional in the urban design field”, Use of effective definitions reduces ambiguity of
what specific is intendad to mean, This assists both applicants in preparing applications

and Council staff whan administering the District Plan.




Malamala Piakn Digdriel Goural 30 May 2011
Furiner Subsmigsion o Plan Ghangs 41

3. Further submission in support of:

Submission Rel Number 41-7
Mame of Original Submitter Waoligang Goldbach-Fabar
Original Submitiers Address: 40 Shakespeare Sireet. Te Archa, 3320

The pan of the submizsion | suppor ig

That the proposed new Seclion 6.2.1 should sit outside of the Distncl Flan and conlained
within a non-statutory document such as a Urban Design Developmenl Guids.

The reasons for my support are:

Tha proposad new provisions within Saction 6.2.1 ane set out as "Performance Standards” o
be met for subdivision proposals within Residential, Rural Residential, Indusinal and
Business Zones, and for retiremeant villages,

Perdormanca Standards should ba measurable, or quantifiable, or at least cefinitive for
example:

- Max neight of buildings shall be &.0m; or

- 2 car parks shall be grovided: or

- vehicle access to oe 2.7m wide; or

- landscaging 1o be provided w X, Y Z dimensions and 10 oe his typa.

Tke proposed pedormance standards use terms including:

- “intepraled with exisling urban conlext”, and
- "layout and pattern of development 1o be traditionally representative of existing urban area’;
- “subdivision design shali relain key visual linkages betwesn neighbourhoods”™; and
- “gsafe pedesirian and cycle roules should be generally inlzgrated within nmad reserva”, and
- "griantation of lats should maximize sclar access”; and
"design and lot leyout to achieve casual surveillance of public open space”,

Use af the propasad lerms and phrases above creates immense ambiguity as to what extant
an applicant seoking subdivision consent needs to provide in order fo demonstrate
compliance with these performance standards. These pedormance standards appear 1o be
applicabile for ali types of subdivisions too (boundary adjustmeant, infill, grean Tield, unit Litle)
Unless the perdformance standards provide clear direction as to what Council wants to be
achieved through subdivision, then the performance standards as proposed will result n
significant additional money and time delays costs lo applicants

From a peruzal of the New Zealand Urban Design Protocol document (MZUDRP), it appears
ihat proposed Flan Change 41 atiempts to adopt the fundamental elements of the MZUDP. It
15 however believed that not enough analysis or specific research has baen undertaken 1o be
able to apgly these elements into sffectivaly controlling perdormanca standards 18, numerous
subdivision proposals of different types should have been hypothetically run throwgh the




Rlatamali-Piako Distncl Qo 30 May 2011
Furiner Submizsion to Plan Changs 41

proposad performance standards and the outcome of each then assessed for efficiency and
eflectiveness.

| seek the lollowing decision from Council:

Thal proposed new provisions within Seclion §.2.1 be withdrawn and aithar a non-statutary
Urban Design Development Guide be produced lor use by applicanis sseking subdivision
cansent. or that proposed Section 6.2.1 be redralted such (o be approprialely separated oul
into the purpasely dilferent areas available in a Districl Plan as follows.

1 What is the |ssue for Council?

Thal Coungil are a signatory o the "ANew fealand Urban Design Protocol” and “Crme
Prevanlion through Environmenia’ Design’ inibiatives whareby it is desirad o integrate
aspects of these iniliatives inta the District Plan so that these elemants are then incorporated
into the design of subdivision proposals whers possible

2. Whatis Council's Objective to address this Issua?

That applicants seeking subdivision consent include "MNew fealand Urban Desion Protocsal”
and “Crime Prevention through Envircnmenial Design” alements within subdivision propesals
where aopplicable and aporopnate.

3. What will Council's Pelicies be 1o achieve the Objective?

3(a] Where applicable and appropriate, applicant s sseking subdivision consent will ba
encouraged to incorporate “Wew Jealgnd Urban Desigo Profocol” and “Crime

proposals,

3ibl Urban design guidelines specific for the difterenl Distric] ownships, and activily
zones within these, will be produced for applicants to utiise as guidance for when
designing and prepanng subdivision proposals.

Jic) Where approgriale, provide performance standards for subcivision progosals (o
comply with 1o avoid potential adverse effects atirbuted to subdivision proposals
not in accordance with [he specified Urban Dasign Guidelings.

3(d] To have regard to the funclional, operational and techrmical restraints of

subdivision activities when incorporating urban design and crime prevention
through environmantal design eisments into subdivision oroposals.

4. Whal Methods will be ulilised 1o achieve the Policies?

d4(a) Frescrived definitive and measurable Performance Standards within  the
different aclivily zones | environments within the District;

G
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Malamata-Piako District Council 20 May 2011
Furliser Sulsnission 1 Pian Ohange 41

4ib) Assign different slatus of Rules depending on the aclivily being undertaken, or
the Perdormance Standard ¢ Rule not being met.

i. Controlled Activity — Can aliow Council 1o impose conditions of consent specific
to incorporating Urban Design Guidelines whene appropriate given thare are many
different situations and lorms of subdmision

consent as enabled by Controdled Activities. but can now also decline propasal or
idenlify alfected parties

d{c} Assessment Criteria — It is considered thal many of proposed performance
standards within 6.2.1 would acteally be more approprate to be included as
assessment criteria These are what Council would utifise (o consider whathar a
subdivision application should be granted or declined under Section 104 of the
RMA, and if grantad, then they would alse provide guidance as to what conditions
of consent may be approgriate under Section 108 of the RMA to be imposed

5. Other methods - Preparatien of structurge pianning documants to be adopted by
Council for agplicant’s 1o utilise for guidance as to what, where, when and how Council
envisages developmeant to ocour in parlicular area’s in lhe fulure, These documanis will
provide a framework and thereby assislance and direction for subdivision and
development 10 be undertaken in a coordinated and compatible manaor,

6. Definitions shouid be also be included for “infegrated”, “tradilionally representative”,
“key visugl hnkage®, “lsndscape elements”’, “maxmsabion of solar access”. Ccasual
survailiance” and include the exacl qualifications required 1o be a “suifably expetichoed
professional in the whban design fiold”. Usa of effective definiticns reduces ambiguity of
whal specific is intended to mean, This assists both apglicanis in preparing applications
and Council stafi when administering the District Plan.
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4. Conclusion

If you would ke 1o further discuss any of the above, please feal welcome to contact ma,

Yours Faithfuliy
5 & L Consultants Limited

i

»
¥ -
o Jrf.
T

Pete Linde
Planning Consultant

Further Submifiers Details.

Name:; S & L Consultants Lid
Contact Person: Pate Linde

Address for S & L Consultants Lid
Correspondence; PO Box 231

Tauranga 3140

Phone: OF 577 8062
Fax; 07 577 6065
Email: plindafsllga. oo ne

CDosumants ani SetbogaplindeDeskopRP DU FUAher 50D 1 POAT, WPDG - pal oo
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File No "JIL!._-‘-C BARH +
31 May 2011 Documant 'ITJU. I [ARR

—_— SUERVETOES Liwn

Matamata Frako Distriet Coungil
PO, Box 260
TE AROHA

Mertameta Pako Disivict Council Further Submission o Proposed Plan Clignge 44 To

Indegrate Development Memyad apd Urban Desion Elemonty

We would like e present al the Council planning hearing, We would be prepared 1o present a
joint case al the hearing with ethers muking a similar submission,

1. Further Submission in Supperi of:

Submission Rel Number: 41 -4

Name of Original Submitier: Fonterra Co-Operative Group Lud

Uirigzinal Submitiers address. /O Envaronmental Management Services Lid

PO Baovg 1307, Hlamaleor, 3240
The parts of the submission | support ane:
B0 Scetion 9.1.2(iv) — Design and Location of Access Points

9.1 Submission

Subsection (1), relating 10 the design and location ol access points, requires that "ol
decesses shatl be designed ond Tocated to ensure relevant mininant sight distances and
seperretion distances are not fesy than those specitied in e MPDC Devedopmient Wanial
20007 This appears o unnecessarily duplicate, and be in confict with, @1 Haijai b and
Q1 i Kak which deem an aceess 1o a state highway/aneriual road or other road thal canni
comply with these standards 1o be a discretionary activity.

The rewsons for my supipor aee:
Agree with submissions context,
02 JUN 2011
| seek the following decision from Council:
Delete 91201

100 Appendis 3 - Matamata Piake District Council Development Manual 2000
- Bection 1.6.2 — Design Criteria

10,1 Submission

Ihe tahles in section 1.6.2 provide eriteria which will be considered when assessing an
application Tor departure from the standards of the Development Manual, Under the Pan 3
table, 1 states that there s noovarstion permitted for sight distances, with the comment tht
adeguate sight distances should be provided in all cases. This is in conllict with Sections

B DMy b and 9,010 00 which deem an access 1o & state highway/anerial road or other

|24 Deuanmar. Fosr deeee Bon 17, Maiisscs 34900 Teerinss 0.5 285 BT Facesk O T 626 3484
Foresiay Teoppoimee 0-7- 382 3350 45 Docos Sraper, Posr Orvce Due 47 Wain Beach 3611 Trceriont 3-7-853 550 Eren shim borrbunin o
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raad that cannot comply with the standards in the Development Manual to be a discretionary
activity,

Fonterra submits that discretionary activity status provades Council with the ability w assess
each case on 1ts merits, and secks that the Part 3 table be amended accordingly.

[he reasons for nyy support ane;
Apree with submissions contexl.

I seck the following dectsion from Council:
Amend Section 1.6.2, Pant 3: Roading criteria table (o clarify that vanations may be sought to
sight distances bul will be assessed as discretiomiry activities.

2 Further Submission in Support of:

submission Rel Mumber: a1 -7

Mume of Original Submitter: Wollzang Gioldbach-Taber

Chriginal Sithmiaiters address: 40 Shakespeare Street. Te Aroha 3320

The part of the submission | support 1s:

Submission
Proposed Section 1.2.20010) of the new Plan contradiets Section 4 ol the Munual {1n my
opinion the MPDC Stormywater Manogement Bylaw 20049 shouold be repealed),

Reliel Sought
The reasons lor my suppor are!

Agree that the seandards should be consolidsted and that Byluw provisions should be
excluded from development manual as they inelude contradictions to the standards,

[ seck the Follwwing decision rom Council:
Consolidate standards in development muanual

A, Further Submission (hjecting o

Submission Rel Number: 41 -8
Mame of Original Submilier; MNew Aealand Railways Comporation (KiwiRail)
Origingl Submitters adidress: Level 6, Wellington Raibway Station, Bunny Street,

PLOY, Box 395, Wellington #1440,
Atemtion. Aoaron Fldvon

The part of the submission | ebject 1o is:
Criterta in Section 2.1.
The lallewing conditions will also nesl o be met o obiain KiwiBail approval:
= Nonew driveways or adjacent accesswavs are to be localed within Mhm of the level

CrOSST
o Naosignilivant change in the number or bype of vehicles using the level erossing.




= Nosignilvant change in the number or type of pedestrians (e.p, levels ol impairment
cun be a factor i safe level crossing design) using the level crossing

o Mo nerepse inpoise that may affect the ability or mosor vehicle drivers to hear level
crossing alarms

e [he development shall not have the petential fo cause driver conlusion o distraction
(e tradlic movements, lit signs (incl. with Nashing hghting) noase).

s The developmem shall not have the potential o cause vehicles to queus over the
Crossing af certain times of day

o The angle (£} on the existing level crossing shall not be less than B85 and not greater
than ! 10"

s The degree of complignee with all ether design puidelines in NZTA Part % -
Appendix B jor its successar)

[ e reasons for my supporl dre:
Reguirement o alter type or number of velieles pedestrian maffic cnemes potential for
elimination ol any or all tlE\fh:FJ'ﬂEnl,

I seck the folloowinge decision from Council:

Replace approval with consult in specitic applications that direetly altect ral crossings. N2
Railways Corporation should not became o secondary approval authority for all resource
consent proposals.

If you would like to discuss further any of the above please contact me.

Yours faithfully
H.-'ﬂ_":_l;l. CHARRIS SURVEYOQRS LTI

U
(il Fharris
Regisiered Professional Surveyor
tBachelor of Surveving, MUSMNA, MMNATS)
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NZTA Further $ubmissicns on Proposad Plan Change 41 ta the Matamata-Piako Operalive District Plan

Submitter | Mame | submisalon Detalls {Summary} Support or | Reasans for Support or Opposition

Mo & Mame Qppoie

g 05 MZ |

Transpoet |

|Agency) | et | Ll R T il g b [Ngr 0 | Sy 4= Al

al-hb sorl Harvey-Webh = [istriet Plan, Part B, 3.5 4 Non Dppais The META i conjuncton with Couneil, hee
Complying Signace - May nood well documented standards perlaming to
to proside Tor animated signs sigrage in the wicimity of state highways. Tha
on state Righways =g flaskhing WZETA corsiciers thal il & approsriate any
sign near the Murray Oaks departure [rom: these standargs shoukd be at a

Raibweay Bridge in Maimins<ilie ] | PR | Mon-Camplying actiivy

File Relerence: (E-0d-iln
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Diistrict Plan Proposed Plan Change
Further Submission Form

Please read the notes overleal before completing this form and use a
separate form far each topic, You may use additional paper if nesded.

Further Submitier's Details

Mama: Mr Wolfgang GOLDBACH-FABER
Caontact Person (including organisation it applicatila):

Addrass far Corespandencea: 40 SHAKESPEARE STREET
TE ARQHA 3320

Phonea: Home: 078844541
Fax: SAME
E-maill addrass: ACONITUMBEXTRA.COMZ

This is my further submission in supgort ofin opposition 1o the
submission of:

Submission Baf Number: 41-8

Proposed Plan Change Number: 41
Mame of Original Submitter (from tha summary form):

FEDERATED FARMERS OF NEW ZEALAND

Original Submitters Address (from the summary form):

P BOX. 447

HAMILTON

The part of the submission | oppose is (from the summary of submissions):
ALL OF IT

Mote: Your submissian can not be considered it you have not included the
submission number of the original submission you support/oppose,

The reasons for my opposition are (Attach additional pages if necessary);

THE SUBMISSION IS SELF SERVING THE LOBBY GROUP AND DOES NOTHING TO
GIVE THE GENERAL PUBLIC
BETTER SERVICE THROUGH THE PROPOSED CHANGES;

I seek the fallowing decision from Council (Please give precise defails)

ﬁ-D MOT IMPLEMENT THE PROPOSED CHANGES UNTIL THE PLANMED
DEVELOPMEMT

GUIDELINES HAVE BEEN ADQPTED THROUGH A SUBMISSION PROCESS,

I wish to presant at the council planning hearing (Please tick):
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Yes |
Iwould be prepared to present a joint case at the heanng with others making a
similar submission | Please tick);

No
Signed: WOLGANG GOLDBACH-FABER



Plan Change 41 to the Matamala Piaka Distriot Pan: Further Submissions
Suberitter B: KiwiRail

1% dune 2007

CONNACHonE ¥ new davalopmant,

Trea siomitiar i rol seedly any refiel for their
sunmissian. Therelone we cannct support or
appose thig submission. Hosever we acknoedecis
that tha submitiar's ecest to netal large capacity
ulifly crogsngs o ducls acneas (he rad coridar
R M and aepensa.

Ad-rog inglallatons of Thess orosangs/ducts may
recqure KiwiFail to dose the railway ar mpase
Epaad resliciong. each Hma ane ol thasaia
nstalled. Adoptrg a co-crdinaled approach
rechues operafionsl impacts oo KiwiRail and is
fond planning

‘Mame ol  |Submission | Support’ | Reason Declsion Sought
_Submitier | Number :
Bar & Hams | Submisson poinl | Neulral KranFiai has clanlied with tha suomitier thal their A 1he subarmvlter s ncl
Sureyans 9.2 UM BReks ¥ BNCOUTAgS matwark uilfies sepsatilind oy ridial B is
Limitad and ckrsiopsrs 10 instal muttipl ullity orossings or | 9MEUl [0 560 Bas 2
ducts acoss the ralway coridor as par of a SUHHE N Prowiion oukd
Submittar 3 it b ntexgied by 1he Couresl
Homsseser i windd b
Tha SUBMIIErS TES0NNG for e .10 DIomale. | Lot SOt 3
graaar etficiancees in e supply of futue uility I the meialasnn ol

uliily crossnga of
acroas th railway comidar.

In ihe amsonce of rebo!
proviced by e submitlarn,
w BugEpasd ha holming fos
similar] wording:

Page 1ol

107



