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1.0 Introduction

In order to assist the Federal Boundaries Redistribution Committee, the ALP submits
the following commentary on the public submissions.

The ALP believes that the equality of elector numbers is the dominating criteria to be

satisfied in this redistribution process. While a degree of latitude is allowed for in the

Act, it should not be applied for any reason other than that specifically provided for in
the legislation.

2.0 Summary

The ALP’s submission identified three key demographic/community of interest
arguments which needed to be addressed in this redistribution process:

2.1 Gawler into Bonython

The ALP proposed to incorporate the township of Gawler into the federal Division of
Bonython.

2.2 Sturt incorporates Highbury, Newton, Paradise, Dernancourt

The metropolitan suburbs of Dernancourt, Highbury, Paradise, Newton, Rostrevor
(part) and Athelstone (part) were proposed to be incorporated into the Division of
Sturt.

2.3 Kingston sheds rural areas

The ALP proposed that the areas best described as rural be excised from Kingston, ie
the primary production areas of the Willunga Basin.

The ALP notes and welcomes the general agreement in the public submissions to
points 2.2 and 2.3. The ALP suggests that this agreement is due to the force of the
logic of the proposals.

The ALP contends that point 2.1 is equally as logical, and is backed by a great deal of
submitted evidence. It is reinforced by the recognition of the same argument by the
recent State Electoral Districts Boundaries Commission’s decision in making Light (a
state district based around Gawler) a clear metropolitan district.

3.0 Comments on Submissions

3.1 Submission 1 The Hon Trish Worth MP

The submission provided by the Hon Trish Worth MP is a self serving attempt to
bolster her vote.

Ms Worth makes a number of suggestions which, in effect, request the Committee to
include suburbs into the Division of Adelaide which have a record of voting a Liberal
majority.

She offers little information and no supporting evidence to back her arguments.

For example : “Since the last federal redistribution, two state seats have been
incorporated entirely in federal Adelaide - Unley and Adelaide. This contributes to a
strong feeling of community of interest.” (p2).



One could ask How?

Ms Worth suggests that the Division of Adelaide is an inner city electorate and should
incorporate small parts of all the suburbs abutting the parklands. The ALP suggests
that this in fact breaks up discrete communities whose interests predominantly lie with
adjacent suburbs rather than with suburbs on the other side of the CBD.

For example, the suburbs east of South Road ie Mile End, Mile End South and
Thebarton, which are currently within Federal Adelaide, have much more in common
with the adjacent suburbs of Torrensville and Mile End, than they do with Unley,
Parkside, Kent Town or Walkerville (refer to attachment A-D).

A similar demographic analysis can be conducted on all areas mentioned in the Worth
submission to show that these suburbs are clearly different, one from the other.

The ALP in its submission refers to the problems associated with constructing
divisions based on CBDs (Central Business Districts), and offers a better solution.
Rather than construct a division based on the CBD and its immediate surrounds on all
sides, which inevitably result in bits of inner suburb communities being divided up, the
ALP proposes a division incorporating the CBD but with a major focus in the inner
northern suburbs.

While this may result in a division with two disparate communities, ie the CBD and
North Adelaide and the inner northern suburbs, the ALP believes this is a better
outcome than a seat with half a dozen smaller suburbs with no real shared interest
other than proximity to the CBD.

The ALP suggests that this submission by the Hon Trish Worth is not of great
assistance in the formulation of boundaries based on a community of interest.

3.2 Submission 2 Chris Pyne MP

The submission by Chris Pyne MP differs in large part from the ALP’s suggested
boundaries for Sturt and Adelaide.

The proposal to shed part of the suburb of Holden Hill, currently in Sturt, to the
Division of Mayo cannot be sustained on any argument based on s66(3)(b), (refer to
argument in 3.6h Mayo).

Mr Pyne’s submission does share one important point with the ALP’s submission, that
of including some of the metropolitan suburbs currently within the Division of Mayo
into Sturt.

The ALP contends that Mr Pyne’s submission does not go far enough. Why include
only some of these suburbs from Mayo? Why not all? The community of interest
argument surely extends to all these suburbs?



The ALP’s submission proposes that the metropolitan suburbs of Dernancourt,
Highbury, Paradise, Newton, Rostrevor (part) and Athelstone (part) be incorporated
into Sturt.

Further, by incorporating these extra voters into Sturt, the Committee can avail itself
of the ALP’s proposed solution to the community of interest problem in the Division
of Adelaide.

3.3 Submission 3 District Council of Loxton Waikerie

The ALP has no concerns with the Council’s submission, provided that there is no
negative impact on the quota provisions.

3.4 Submission 4 The Messinian Association of SA Inc

The ALP notes that this submission requests the Committee to take into consideration
a community of interest based around the western suburbs.

The ALP suggests that the Committee can give effect to this request by adopting the
ALP’s proposed boundaries for Adelaide and Hindmarsh.

3.5 Submission 6 Sophie Pantelios

The ALP commends Ms Pantelios for her detailed and thoughtful submision.

In common with most of the submissions, Ms Pantelios acknowledges and expands on
the case for the inclusion of the metropolitan suburbs, currently in Mayo, into the
Division of Sturt.

Ms Pantelios’ argument is in this case, however, quite inconsistent with her proposal to
take other metropolitan suburbs out of Sturt and into Mayo (Kensington, Beulah Park,
Rosslyn Park, Wattle Park, Leabrook, Erindale, Burnside, Hazelwood Park, Tusmore,

Marryatville, Heathpool, Linden Park, St Georges, Beaumont etc).

Why take metropolitan suburbs out of the Division of Mayo, a largely Hills/rural

division and place them into Sturt, only to take other metropolitan suburbs out of Sturt
to be incorporated into Mayo?

The ALP suggests that this somewhat defeats the original purpose of this proposal;
reuniting suburbs which share a community of interest.

If Ms Pantelios is attempting to create a Division of Sturt (which she suggests be
renamed Dunstan) with an east-west geographical orientation, surely a better
suggestion is to do it with Adelaide and Sturt, rather than Sturt and Mayo?

The Division of Adelaide would thus be constructed of the CBD and North Adelaide,
areas south including Unley and Parkside, and suburbs in the east perhaps following
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Payneham Road or Montacute Road (see attachment L). Electors in such a division
would share a number of socio-economic indicators.

The northern Division of Sturt/Dunstan could comprise areas north of North Adelaide
to Grand Junction Road, and the north-eastern suburbs (see attachment M). Such a
division would contain electors with a very similar socio-economic profile.

The ALP opposes this proposal, but suggests that this would be a more logical
approach, in line with Ms Pantelios’ original arguments, and sits better with s66(3)(b).

3.6 Submission 7 The Liberal Party of Australia. SA Division

The ALP notes that the Liberal Party’s proposed boundaries for the Divisions of
Kingston and Sturt incorporates 2 of the 3 major arguments advanced in the Labor
Party’s submission. '

However, we find the Liberal Party’s submission not at all helpful in that it omits any
discussion or argument on why it chose the boundaries presented.

To baldly present a set of maps and descriptions of proposed boundaries may be all
that is required of a public submission to the Committee, but we argue it doesn’t assist
the Committee in its deliberations to not have the Liberal arguments tested.

Consequently, the Labor Party believes that the proposals advanced in the Liberal
Party’s submission should be discounted.

Without an argument based on the criteria in the Act, supporting the boundaries
proposed for, say, the Division of Adelaide, one would be forgiven for dismissing the
Liberal’s proposal for Adelaide as merely an exercise in removing Labor voting areas
and replacing them with Liberal voting areas, making the seat safer for the Liberal
Party.

The same criticism applies to the Liberal’s proposal for the Divisions of Hindmarsh and
Makin.

3.6a Adelaide

The proposal for the Division of Adelaide is basically an exercise in moving Labor
electors out in the north and moving Liberal electors into the division in the east. The
Liberal proposal doesn’t take into account the community of interest arguments
relating to Mile End/Mile End South/Thebarton and seeks to divide the eastern
suburbs community by incorporating Kent Town/Rose Park/Dulwich. ,
The Liberal Party calculates that their proposal will increase the Liberal vote, based on
the last election result, to 52.43% (2PP).

The Liberal submission would make better sense if it incorporated into Adelaide larger
sections of the eastern suburbs, thus maintaining a significant community of interest,
rather than slicing off a few small suburbs from adjacent inner suburban communities.




The ALP’s proposal achieves this objective by focussing on the inner north and north-
eastern suburbs, but we concede that Adelaide could also be constructed using the
eastern suburbs just as easily (see section 3.5).

3.6b Bonython

The Liberal Party’s submission on Bonython is seriously flawed. Not only is the great
body of evidence available on the subject of Gawler having a greater affinity with the
metropolitan area ignored, their submission also proposes to divide a community of
suburbs based around Para Hills (see attachments E and F, and a letter from Senator
John Quirke, attachment G).

The Liberal Party is well aware of the Gawler argument, having confronted it at the
most recent State Electoral Redistribution where the seat of Light was redistributed to
make it a district with a predominantly metropolitan character.

The Liberal Party’s submission totally ignores a solution that sits easily with s66(3)(b),
that is the incorporation of the township of Gawler into the Division of Bonython.
Instead it canvasses a proposal that destroys a community of interest simply to enable
it to boost the Liberal vote in Makin.

3.6¢ Boothby

The Liberal submission explains its suggested boundaries of Boothby as being
necessitated by its proposal for Hindmarsh. The ALP argues below that the Liberal’s
proposed Hindmarsh is flawed, and that no southerly movement of the boundary is
necessary.

3.6d Grey

The Liberal’s proposal for Grey adopts the standard procedure of lowering the
southern boundary into Wakefield. The ALP draws attention to the continuing
difficulties associated with this methodology in its original submission to the
Committee.

The ALP is strongly opposed to the Liberal’s suggestion that “It is reasonable to set
this Division of Grey under quota because of the difficulty of servicing its vast area.”
Labor maintains that the equality of electors criteria must not be manipulated in this

way and the Act does not countenance any such use of the quota.

The ALP proposal for Grey, and indeed the Australian Democrats suggestion, make
this artifice unnecessary and offers a long term solution to ongoing population
problems.

3.6e Hindmarsh

The Liberal proposal states that it is “natural” to move the Hindmarsh border south to
include the suburbs of Somerton Park (part) and Warradale. The ALP notes that this
“natural” movement just happens to increase the Liberal vote in Hindmarsh to 51.5%
(2PP) on the Liberal Party’s calculation. The ALP contends that the suggestion of Mr
Virgili on Hindmarsh is equally “natural”. He proposes to include in the Division of
Hindmarsh Allenby Gardens (part), Welland and Beverly (part). This proposal would
reduce the Liberal vote in Hindmarsh.



The ALP has conceded that there are many ways in which the Committee might draw
boundaries. The Committee’s job is do so as objectively as possible and to meet the
criteria of the Act in doing so. The Committee must also be concerned about an
outcome that might bring the redistribution process into disrepute.

The ALP suggests that the boundary changes necessary in Hindmarsh, other than those
based on a community of interest argument (ie Mile End), are largely contingent on the
Committee’s changes elsewhere, and will logically flow from those changes.

3.6f Kingston

The Liberal Party’s submission on the Division of Kingston largely mirrors that of the
Labor Party. However, the ALP does not support the suggested alteration to the
northern boundary of Kingston, noting that current boundary is a natural divide
reflecting the physical features of the area and local topography.

3.6g Makin

The Liberal’s proposed boundaries for the Division of Makin increase the Liberal vote
to 51.74% (2PP). The ALP believes it is simplistic indeed to argue that the “foothills
character” of the Division of Makin is the major factor relevant to s66(3)(b). There
are many other factors relating to the division that the Committee will have to
consider, some of which are presented in the other public submissions.

The Liberal submission on Makin is to split a group of suburbs which form a
community around Para Hills (see attachment G), and move Para Hills West and
Pooraka from Makin to Bonython.

The ALP’s submission, in contrast, is to unite similar suburbs in Makin by moving
Salisbury Plain, Salisbury South, Salisbury Park and Brahma Lodge into Makin from
Bonython, uniting them with the adjacent suburbs of Salisbury East and Salisbury
Heights.

3.6h Mayo

The Liberal’s proposal to incorporate parts of the suburb of Holden Hill into the
Division of Mayo cannot be sustained on any argument based on s66(3)(b). Most of
Holden Hill is currently in the Division of Sturt. It shares a community of interest with
adjacent suburbs (notably Gilles Plains, see attachments H and ), also currently in
Sturt. It is inconsistent to argue, as the Liberal Party does in its submission, that the
metropolitan suburbs currently in Mayo be shed to Sturt and at the same time propose
that the north-eastern suburb of Holden Hill be incorporated into Mayo.

3.61 Port Adelaide
The Liberal submission suggests ignoring the physical barrier of Port Wakefield Road

and taking the Port Adelaide boundary eastward to include the suburb of Parafield
Gardens. :

Regardless of the merits or otherwise of such a proposal in terms of community of
interest, why stop there? If the Liberal Party is ready to ignore the barrier presented by
Port Wakefield Road, why not take the Division of Port Adelaide further east into the




Salisbury area (where the Division of Port Adelaide once extended) and keep a
community of suburbs together in the same division?

The ALP does not support the Liberal’s suggestion to take just Parafield Gardens into
the Division of Port Adelaide, but would consider a proposal to take the divisional
boundaries further into Salisbury, as long as a significant section of that area was
included, such as that bounded by the Adelaide-Peterborough and the Port Pirie-
Salisbury railway lines, thus maintaining, rather than splitting, a community.

The ALP raised this possibility in its original submission to the Committee, but
discounted it on community of interest grounds. It is, of course, still open to the
Committee to examine this option.

3.6 Sturt
The ALP welcomes the Liberal’s suggestion to incorporate into Sturt the metropolitan
suburbs currently in the Division of Mayo. This sits well with s66(3)(b).

However, the ALP does not support the premise that Sturt must be adjusted to suit
their proposals for the eastern movement of Adelaide. Labor has argued strongly that
such boundary alterations do not meet the criteria of s66(3)(b), rather they cause a '
splintering of the communities of interest between inner city suburbs. The eastwards
move into Kent Town carves this suburb away from adjacent suburbs with which it
shares a genuine community of interest, in terms of socio-economic indicators,
shopping habits, recreation facilities etc.

3.6k Wakefield

The ALP’s objections to the Liberal’s submission on Wakefield have been summarised
in 3.64 Grey.

3.7 Submission 8 Australian Democrats

The ALP notes the suggestion in the submission of the Australian Democrats that the
western boundary of the Division of Adelaide be adjusted eastwards. This suggestion
is echoed in the submissions of the Messinian Association and the Greek Community
Tribune. The ALP agrees that this has significant merit in terms of s66(3)(b).

The ALP’s proposed boundaries for Hindmarsh and Adelaide offer a solution to the
Committee that satisfies this concern.

The ALP also notes the Australian Democrat’s proposal to incorporate the Yorke
Peninsula into the Division of Grey.

The ALP’s proposed boundaries for Grey support this proposal.

The ALP does not support the Australian Democrat’s suggestion that “Wakefield
should move south into the Northern Adelaide Hills and parts of Bonython and
possibly Makin.”



The ALP believes that this ignores the body of evidence presented to the Committee
relating to s66(3)(b) and the clear metropolitan nature of Gawler.

The ALP contends that the “lines dividing the communities of interest in that area” are
not “becoming increasingly blurred” as the Democrats say, but more and more defined.

3.8 Submission 9 Greek Community Tribune

The submission of the Greek Community Tribune draws the Committee’s attention to
a community of interest argument relating to the Greek community in the western
suburbs of Adelaide.

The ALP has accepted as desirable an outcome which unites the suburbs of western
Adelaide in the one federal division, and has constructed the boundaries of the
Divisions of Adelaide and Hindmarsh accordingly.

3.9 Submission 10 Mario Virgilli

The ALP notes that all submissions to the Committee come from interested
organisations or persons in our community who wish to assist the Committee in its
deliberations.

The ALP agrees with Mr Virgili that all submissions should be considered on their
merit.

However, we are not convinced of his contention that Local Government boundaries
and recent debate about amalgamation is “less contrived than expressions of concern
or support provided or organised by political parties during a redistribution process.”

The ALP views such matters as pertaining to another form of government, one which
perhaps suffers just as much from political manoeuvre and manipulation as any other.

Indeed, the ALP provided evidence to the Committee relating to the debate on
amalgamation of the District Council of Light, which we contend bears all the
hallmarks of a political document (this by no means detracts from the validity of the
argument). :

Mr Virgili points out the inconsistency in socio-economic parameters between the
northern and southern ends of the Divisions of Adelaide and Sturt. He also affirms
that local government boundaries provide an indication of community of interest.

However, in the case of the Division of Adelaide, his submission ignores these two
arguments and suggests that small sections of nine Councils be attached to the CBD to
form one division. His proposed boundaries actually exacerbate the disparity between
the various sections of the inner city suburbs he attaches to Adelaide.



Mr Virgili states “The proposed boundary very neatly captures the inner city suburbs
and councils immediately surrounding the city of Adelaide who steadfastly rejected
amalgamation overtures from neighbouring suburban councils through the local
government reform process.” (p7).

On his own evidence, this is not completely accurate. Some of the nine councils he
lists surrounding the City of Adelaide are themselves a result of the amalgamation
process; West Torrens, Charles Sturt, Port Adelaide Enfield and Norwood Payneham
and St Peters.

Mr Virgili also makes a very similar suggestion to that of Ms Pantelios on the nature of
the Division of Sturt. He suggests, as does Ms Pantelios, that the new division he
proposes be called Dunstan.

Unfortunately, Mr Virgili’s proposal suffers from the same inconsistency as does Ms
Pantelios’. Mr Virgili suggests that the metropolitan suburbs, currently in the Division
of Mayo be incorporated into Sturt, but that other metropolitan suburbs currently in
Sturt be sent to Mayo.

Such a round about rotation of suburbs defeats the purpose of attempting to unite
communities of interest.

In relation to Mr Virgili’s boundaries for the Division of Makin, the ALP notes that he
proposes to excise one section of the Hills face zone (Banksia Park, Tea Tree Gully
and Vista), but not the other similar area immediately to the north (Fairview Park and
Yatala Vale- see attachments J and K).

The ALP sees merit in including true Hills face areas in Mayo, but argues that all of
that area currently in Makin should go into Mayo, not just part. A consistent approach
allows a federal Division of Mayo to be constructed such that it incorporates almost
the entire Hills face zone.

Mr Virgili’s use of Hancock Road as an eastern border for Makin has merit, and is
reflected in the ALP’s proposal for Makin.

Mr Virgili’s guesses at likely political outcomes on his proposed boundaries are not
viewed as being accurate by the ALP. Our calculations show that his proposed Makin
and Hindmarsh remain marginal Liberal seats, not 50/50 or marginal Labor as he
contends.

4.0 Conclusion
The ALP understands the difficulties the Committee faces in determining draft
boundaries for federal divisions in South Australia, and in juggling the different public

suggestions for each division and the requirements of the Act.

We hope that our submission and our arguments, and the other public submissions are
of assistance to the Committee in highlighting some of the key issues in each division.



It is, for this reason, regrettable that the submission of the Liberal Party did not declare
the chain of logic behind its proposed boundaries.

The ALP believes that the equality of elector numbers, s66(3)(a), is the dominating
criteria to be satisfied in this redistribution process. While a degree of latitude is
allowed for in the Act, it should not be applied for any reason other than that
specifically provided for in the legislation (ie not because of the difficulty in servicing a
large electorate as the Liberals propose for the Division of Grey).

It is the ALP’s view that once elector quotas are satisfied, then the secondary criteria
of s66(3)(b) must be satisfied. The ALP believes that the allowable quota variation
may be used to, for example, maintain a community of suburbs in the same electorate,
which would satisfy the community of interest criteria.

Finally, the ALP understands that a community of interest argument can very much be
in the “eyes of the beholder”, that is, often quite subjective. It is possible to advance
two different community of interest arguments for the same area with different
outcomes in mind.

It is the Committee’s task to weigh these competing arguments as objectively as
possible. However, the ALP maintains that a consistency in approach is called for and
the Committee should be wary of submissions that advance an argument for one
division and ignores the same argument in another.
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PARLIAMENT OF AUSTRALIA - THE SENATE

SENATOR JOHN QUIRKE
Labor Senator for South Australia

25 March, 1999

Mr Ian Hunter

State Secretary

ALP Office

11 South Terrace
ADELAIDE SA 5000
FAX: (08) 8231 4095

Dear Ian

The great weakness in the Liberal Party submission concerns the Federal
Division of Makin.

In essence the submission argues for the removal of Para Hills West and its
addition to Bonython.

Para Hills is one indivisible community built and settled during the middle
sixties into the early seventies. The only High School that services the Para
Hills area is situated in Para Hills West and allows 800 students from the
whole Para Hills region to attend.

The South Australian Housing Trust has built a large proportion of Aged
Care accommodation in the west. Residents of this complex in general

bought homes in Para Hills, and, after the death of a partner, sought
smaller less maintenance intensive accommodation.

Many of the above mentioned residents have extended family in the rest of

Para Hills. On voting days whole families go to vote in a common area
together. ' '

Yours SutCorely,

John Quirke
Labor Senator for South Australia

762 ANZAC HIGHWAY, GLENELG SA 5045 - TELEPHONE: (08) 82952735 - FACSIMILL: (08) 8295 2952
CANBERRA TEL (02) 6277 3715




108 96V1vQad sgv :33inog

66°Gl 6€66°Sl 0.21 60.°CL (3)e3e1 JuBWAo|dwaun
v6 LY €lel £8°EY £602 (3)a0104 4nogef ay) u|
£2'6E €0L1 9z'8e 1281 (3)pakojdwz
) oLz IS 99z (}}pakoidwaun
899 1602 0089 lvze 1ano pue siesf g| pabe uaziyo ueljessny
6v'68 208z 8.'68 182¥ uszZiIo ueljRISNY
19°¢l 8CY Lrsl 6.8 8h g pebe % (a)ysiibu3 ueyy tayjo ‘Buej syesds
6v°9. S6ET v6'LL GEVE 1aA0 pue siesh g pebe pue Ajuo ysibu3l syeads
€52 89/ 29'/2 6LEL |BJOL (SEBSIBAO Ulog
LGEL €Ty 19'91L £6. (p)Anunos Jayjo seasieno uiog
201l Gve zo'Ll 9zs ‘BON)Y YIS 'ZN ‘puelel| ‘epeue) seasisno ulog
AN 1122 1569 6lee uloq ue|jensny
000 0 £L0 9 (q)sepueis| yeng salio]/jeuibuogy yiog
620 6 £io 9 Jspue|s| Jleq)g sallo]
¥8°¢C 68 vZ'i 65 jeuibuoqy
6L8L JAS| 24 €908 0s8¢e (e) 1210 pue sieak g} paby
001 LELE 00} GLLY (e) suosiad [ej0|
% suleidsa|ilo  |% H1H uapjoH

sa)suaoeIeys oydesbowsaq pajos|as




(|

14
8
daA0 @ 000Z$

Ge ot Vi1 1783 s
4 961 v9Z bLe (474
6661 - 00S1$ 66¥L - 000L$ 666 - 00.$ 669 - 00S$ 66F - 00E$

SP|OYasnoH o 1oquinpy

8ve St
8.y 0c
662-02Z1$ 6LL-1$

sule|d safiio
1i1H uspjoy
qingns

(€29 96V1VAD SAY) awoou| £}aap pioyasnoH




108 86v.1vaDd sdy :83ihog

lE9 Ge'9 LE'S Zr'8 ¥5'9 (s)ere1 Juswufoldutaun
82°65 19¢ 15695 8512 1885 85 02725 0s9l v6°LS 9zZLe (3)2210) 1noQe) BYY U
05°65 gee 86°CS 1202 §1'55 £56 oz'sy 1161 gL'¥s 1861 (1)pefojdwzy
8L°€ €2 65°€ €1 gl'e e 47 6<l 6.°€ 8el {s)patojdwaun
¥9'89 8iv 1259 06v2 o104 069 66'89 0912 0£'89 9062 A0 pue sieaf g| pabe ueziio uelensny
G6'L6 095 10'68 86€¢ €Z'L6 506 85°06 982 z.'68 z62e uszjjio ueljelisny
€8 LS 6v'€ £el gL'9 19 £5°S ell IAA 7 vol e 2 (a)ysybuz ueyy Jayjo ‘Bue| syesdg
12'98 525 Lv'68 Live 25'68 888 Ge'/8 5.2 2068 89Z¢ sieak g pabe pue A|uo ys)jfu3 syeadg
z9'se o5l 162 656 69'€2 GEZ £2'sZ 06/ 0Z've 888 {e}0) :SE8SIAAOD ulog
ov'9 6E 61°G 1zz 99/ 9z 859 902 159 6€C (P)ANuUnod J18Yi0 Se8sIaA0 ulog
12’61 L) vE6L 8g. £0°9) 651 5981 85 69721 69 IS 'ZN ‘puE[s!| 'BPEUED (SEBSIaA0 Li0g
ov'eL Loy Zr'el £9/2 06'v. £yl 69'2L 9.22 8¢ Z692 uloq ueljensny
000 0 000 0 000 0 000 0 000 0 q)iepuejs| yengS sauo}/eulbuogy yiog
000 0 80°0 £ 000 0 000 0 000 0 lapue|s| Jens seuo]
000 0 oL'0 9 000 0 £8°0 oz 8£°0 i feutbuoqy
v6°18 66¥ 8108 650€ r'es 8e8 8028 0252 8618 800€ (e) 18n0 pue sieaf g| peby
001 609 001 GL8e 00l 266 00} LELE 00l 699¢ (e) suostad (ejo
% slea ejeien |% Hied mataled |% e31SIA % Aiino % Aded

29l ea] eisjueg

sonsiia)oeleyn oydesbowaq pajosias




34
[42)
gl
(34
09

19A0 8 000Z$ 6661 - 00GL$ 66¥L - 000L$ 666 - 00L$ 669 - 005 66¥ - 00ES

6
8Ll
A
09
col

44
£9C
69
€02
vie

ov
| X4
VL
11574
15144

sployasnoy jo Jaqunn

oc
98l
0s
€61
191

8¢
981
oy
6.1
96|

cc

901

€e

191

96

66Z - 0C1$

ajeA ElEIBA

yled malane

BISIA

AlIng sa14 B3]

yied eisyueg

LL-1$ qingns

N OO omm

(€29 96V.LVvQD SQV) swoou] Apjaapm pjoyasnoy




A eoth - e ondrrocion Cor -‘\c).Q&o.‘ de_

&E“SLQ"n ba\l-\plurf

('umpls:- [ 4y Cuun::{

&fl.\;iﬁ’f\ ‘9 U\Aﬂn‘-\";’
&“""‘,OULA. (\bu-\tx.‘




A eost - et onerractionm G Sruck / Porstrein

c‘sw/:l'\‘.“ e
rd.

Sealtern bouadosle
of Prespoct and
Waike{xx.‘_’lt Comnc i tg




