	AOEP Consultation Question 2 . If so, Have you any comments on the upgrading of the river walls? These will be raised and strengthened ; although there will be some overtopping in the event of surge tide as happened in December 2013, breaching and damaging flooding should be avoided.   11 no comments


	
	Supportive of the proposal
	Supportive probably but particular points of concern
	Partnership Comment

	1
	I think the proposed measures are a good idea.

	I am pleased to note that FC10s is high on the list

	

	2
	I agree with the policy we are following

	Must be remembered that main route out of Orford and all associated villages towards Woodbridge need this road to be open and the bridge here may also require strengthening

	

	3
	This is to confirm that we fully support your plans for flood defence work on the Alde and Ore.
	


	

	4
	 Plan well researched and well thought through. Concept of allowing overtopping during surges such as December 2013 is a good one. It would be expensive and disruptive to build walls to cope with biggest predicted surges. Raising walls to a lower height standard, but to withstand surges seems a great cost-effective idea

	It is disappointing that the severe breaches of the River Wall at Hazlewood Marshes have not been made good. I would have thought that this would not have been too costly an exercise- has it been thoroughly costed and found impractical?

	Over £2M was quoted for reinstating the Hazlewood wall.   As an SSSI (one of the few freshwater marshes) it was the EA’s responsibility to maintain this wall.   The EA had discussions with Natural England and it was agreed neither reinstatement nor mitigation was required due to it being a result of force majeure.

	5
	An excellent idea - cost effective and realistic.  (As long as we have the ability to pump the flood water away fast enough between high tides).  I think we need to get on with this work ASAP.
I also think the idea of treating the estuary as a whole and looking at the whole area will be of advantage.

	The raising of the stretch of wall from Orford towards Gedgrave seems to have been very successful so far

	

	6
	Good idea
	
	

	7
	Case for upgrading of the river walls was very well presented and I totally agree with the necessity to do so having seen the devastation seriously high tides can cause to the riverside golf course not to mention the gardens  of some houses

	
	

	8
	Just that it seems to me critical to preserve the existing walls to prevent a breach that would lead to the whole system being changed/damaged in a very serious way. No other country in its right mind would leave the defences to 'nature' to sort out.
	
	

	9
	should have been done years ago to save Hazelwood marsh

	
	

	10
	Both river and sea wall protection is important

	
	

	11
	It seems a very well thought out idea and one to be supported.

	
	

	12
	The upgrading of the river walls is very welcome.

	
	

	13
	The plan to secure the river walls is very well construed. However, I feel we must address what comes before too.  Please see note 6 below.

	
	

	14
	I have no concerns with the plan and I believe that RSPB is wrong in taking the view that we should let nature do what it does and not protect the walls.

	
	

	15
	The resilience approach treating the whole estuary as a unit seems eminently sensible.   However the whole plan is dependent on the EA preventing a breach from the sea at Slaughden.   I think the breach in the wall at the Hazelwood marshes has also affected the flows and no further breaches north of Orford should be contemplated
Breaches further south, whilst possible increasing speed in the entrance would help to keep the entrance channel deep  (subject hydrodynamic modelling proving the contrary).

	
	Flows to the estuary were only increased by approx 6% by the Hazlewood breach which was thought at the time would not produce a significant increase in velocity or flow.   The plan has been altered (see page 21 of Final Draft)  to detail actions required to reassess the Shoreline Management Plan.   At the end of the day, however, it will come down to available finance to fund any capital scheme required.

	16
	Obviously get on with the upgrading as soon as feasible.

	
	

	17
	Only to support and endorse the priorities and plans laid out in the draft plan.
Appreciate the mat overlay and need to reduce gradient on the landward side

	
	

	18
	Proposals are clear

	
	

	19
	Strengthen so as to avoid breaches and damage – but allow overtopping if necessary

	
	

	20
	Fully approve
	
	

	21
	My greatest areas of concern are for the areas of river wall that have sunk well below the 1953 (or 54) work was done to build them up
	
	

	22
	I support the resilience proposal
	
	

	23
	The more the better. Orford lighthouse should be protected if possible
	
	

	24
	Essential that this is undertaken
	
	

	25
	As long as no preference is given to some areas over other areas e.g. Aldeburgh, Snape Aldeburgh Yacht Club etc the upgrading will be a good thing as a temporary measure – the sea will eventually gain access

	
	Flood cells will be upgraded in priority order – see appendix 11.

	26
	We support the principle and appreciate that much of the work on the Aldeburgh wall has already been upgraded/ taken place.

	
	Some work has taken place on the Aldeburgh wall but was not completed up to standard.   Further work is required and the EA is funding £400,000 for this repair.   It is hoped to fund further enhancement work to the wall and marsh as part of this project.

	27
	Agree we need to protect the estuary.
	
	

	28
	The Plan makes excellent sense to me.

	
	

	29
	I appreciate how much work has gone into producing the Plan-it has my whole hearted support
	
	

	30
	The plan for the river walls is excellent
	
	

	31
	The resilience seems the best route being both more affordable and practical.

	
	

	32
	Reasonable compromise
	
	

	33
	Reasonable compromise
	
	

	34
	great to see research is being done into sustainable ways of strengthening the walls

	
	

	35
	The strengthening of what is there to be able to take occasional overtopping seems the best and most cost effective way forward.

	
	

	36
	The proposal seem well thought out, although as it will take place over a period of time and driven partly by BCR, it seems to me that during this period the unimproved walls may be under greater pressure or stress

	
	All the more reason to find the funding to enable the upgrading to take place as quickly as possible.   Only limited funding will come from Government, some from enabling development, but we hope visitors, businesses and the local community will also contribute.   Donations can always be made to the Alde and Ore Estuary Trust.

	37
	This seems a good compromise.

	
	

	38
	Should have been done years ago to save Hazelwood marsh
	
	

	39
	Both river and sea wall protection is important
	
	

	40
	 It seems a very well thought out idea and one to be supported.
	
	

	41
	 It is disappointing that the severe breaches of the River Wall at Hazlewood Marshes have not been made good. I would have thought that this would not have been too costly an exercise- has it been thoroughly costed and found impractical?
	
	As answered in  4 and 15 above

	42
	The plan to secure the river walls is very well construed. However, I feel we must address what comes before too.  Please see note 6 below.
	
	

	
	
	
	

	43
	The raising of the stretch of wall from Orford towards Gedgrave seems to have been very successful so far
	
	

	44
	The resilience approach treating the whole estuary as a unit seems eminently sensible.
However the whole plan is dependent on the EA preventing a breach from the sea at Slaughden.   I think the breach in the wall at the Hazelwood marshes has also affected the flows and no further breaches north of Orford should be contemplated.   Breaches further south, whilst possible increasing speed in the entrance would help to keep the entrance channel deep  (subject hydrodynamic modelling proving the contrary).
	
	

	45
	Obviously get on with the upgrading as soon as feasible.
	
	

	46
	Only to support and endorse the priorities and plans laid out in the draft plan.
	
	

	47
	Appreciate the mat overlay and need to reduce gradient on the landward side
	
	

	48
	proposals are clear
	
	

	49
	Strengthen so as to avoid breaches and damage – but allow overtopping if necessary
	
	

	50
	Fully approve
	
	

	51
	My greatest areas of concern are for the areas of river wall that have sunk well below the 1953 (or 54) work was done to build them up
	
	

	52
	I support the resilience proposal
	
	

	53
	River walls have been allowed to deteriorate for many years 25-50. Hazlewood area now a disgrace
	
	

	54
	The more the better. Orford lighthouse should be protected if possible
	
	

	55
	Essential that this is undertaken
	
	

	56
	As long as no preference is given to some areas over other areas e.g. Aldeburgh, Snape Aldeburgh Yacht Club etc the upgrading will be a good thing as a temporary measure – the sea will eventually gain access
	
	Flood cells will be addressed in priority order – see Appendix 11 – Snape is top of the list due to the flooding, Aldeburgh then Orford etc.

	57
	We support the principle and appreciate that much of the work on the Aldeburgh wall has already been upgraded/ taken place.
	
	Although this was poorly done and is about to be repaired. 

	58
	Agree we need to protect the estuary.
	
	

	59
	The Plan makes excellent sense to me.
	
	

	60
	I appreciate how much work has gone into producing the Plan-it has my whole hearted support
	
	

	61
	The plan for the river walls is excellent
	
	

	62
	If the river walls are not maintained properly the estuary will become like the Blyth at Blythburgh.  There will then be no sailing etc. 
	
	Yes very probably 

	63
	Has this 'plan' been tested? What happens to water trapped behind new wall?
	
	Sluices and pumping stations will be needed and will be assess as each scheme is discussed.

	64
	The plan sounds very sensible
	
	

	65
	I think the AOEP plan is excellent on this and other points.  I fully support it.
	
	

	66
	The resilience approach seems the best route being both more affordable and practical.
	
	

	67
	Reasonable compromise
	
	

	68
	The river walls are essential for maintaining river and its current navigability up to Snape. the thing that brings us to Aldeburgh and Orford (the immediate families of me and my partner include 17 sailing adults, and 5 sailing children and 2 babies in 4 houses)
	
	

	69
	great to see research is being done into sustainable ways of strengthening the walls
	
	

	70
	The strengthening of what is there to be able to take occasional overtopping seems the best and most cost effective way forward.
	
	

	71
	The proposal seem well thought out, although as it will take place over a period of time and driven partly by BCR, it seems to me that during this period the unimproved walls may be under greater pressure or stress
	
	

	72
	This seems a good compromise.
	
	

	73
	I am very keen that we preserve the river walks and maintain the flood marshes for the wildlife. These are a key part of the local environment and character of this part of Suffolk.
	
	

	74
	Will overtopping still flood Riverside Cottage (my property) at Snape Bridge?? How can this be prevented?
Heighten the river walls comprehensively from Shingle Street to Snape Bridge.
	
	

	75
	GENERAL STATEMENT OF SUPPORT: Dear Team
Thank you for the strenuous work you have carried out to provide protection from flooding in our area.
I fully support your proposals.
Yours sincerely
	
	

	
	
	
	

	76
	GENERAL STATEMENT OF SUPPORT: I greatly enjoyed walking the area with my late wife but am too old now to return.  However, I strongly hope that the area will remain as beautiful as I remember it and I sense that it is now safe in your responsible hands.  Good luck to all the committee, and thanks for their patient and informed work.
	
	

	77
	No.
	
	

	78
	I am very much in favour of the plan as set out. The walls badly need to be raised and upgraded, particularly to make them resilient against occasional overtopping rather than liable to catastrophic breach in these circumstances.
	
	

	79
	I support upgrading of walls to maintain the historic river walls and course of the river to maintain the landscape and usage of the river.
	
	

	80
	Strong proponent of maintaining and strengthening the sea walls where practical
	
	

	81
	The upgrade of the Orford Chantry Wall seems to be very successful and as a frequent walker along the River walls it is much appreciated from that point of view.  Hopefully more of the walls will receive the same 'treatment'. Obviously I appreciate that it primarily was done to increase height and strength to prevent overtopping but benefits were multifold.
	
	

	82
	From the information provided at the Orford exhibition, it is obvious that the repair, strengthening and raising of river walls is the immediate priority, and the major challenge. But we are all now aware that severe flood events may now occur more frequently in coming decades than previously forecast, with greater risk of over-topping. Presumably assumptions are being made about the need for temporary floodwater storage capacity, and measures to remove it again when possible.
	
	

	83
	I strongly support the new plan not just for Iken but for the whole area and support the plan to treat it as a single area of outstanding beauty and amenity value. My main fear is that the process is taking too long. The Partnership was formed over 3 years ago and each Spring brings real risks of irreversible floods. Lets get on with it!
	
	

	84
	I am very keen indeed that the river walls be up-graded as soon as possible
	
	

	85
	Nothing to add to the plan
	
	

	86
	I support the raising and strengthening of the river walls.
	
	

	87
	Protection of salt marshes and reed beds very important to overall character of estuary
	
	

	
	
	
	

	88
	Protection of salt marshes and reed beds very important to overall character of estuary
	
	

	89
	 Vital to protect our sailing, as well as the habitat of birds.
	
	

	90
	the plan to raise and maintain the river wall seems sensible.
	
	

	91
	Necessary and sensible suggestion
	
	

	92
	Ultimately I would like to ensure that the area remains as unchanged as possible but that the sea defences are reinforced.
	
	

	93
	On high tides with an easterly wind the sea the existing defences at Slaughden are barely adequate. The overflowing river by Snape Bridge in Dec 2013 caused serious damage to property, wildlife and transport links.
	
	

	94
	It is essential to upgrade the walls.  It should have been done long ago and would have saved a great deal of work in the long run.
	
	

	95
	What will happen to the sluice at Snape Bridge? Raising the riverbank will eventually lead to a situation when the sluice becomes the lowest point at the top of the estuary.
	
	

	96
	seems very sensible and practical
	
	

	97
	Our comments with regard the walls are covered below under question 3, however, we have noted a number of inaccuracies in the documents referring to the RSPB’s land holdings, particularly in the Appendices. Please could you contact Aaron Howe (aaron.howe@rspb.org.uk ) to ensure that this information is up to date and accurate.
	
	

	
	
	
	

	98
	Response from the Suffolk County Council Rights of Way & Access Team to the Alde & Ore Estuary Plan .
 
SCC ROW & Access Team welcome the recognition given in the Plan to the contribution that the rights of way network plays in supporting the local economy through leisure spending  (£96m per year from residents, second home owners, visitors and cultural/sporting activities compared to £12m per year from farming).
 
The public rights of way network enables these residents and visitors to experience and enjoy this beautiful area; this network is of fundamental importance to the tourism sector and local economy.  It is suggested that the Plan should recognise this by promoting the strategic aim of ensuring that the public rights of way and access network is both enhanced and expanded, having regard of course to not damaging sensitive habitats.  Opportunities should be taken to ensure that any works result in paths that are of a high quality in terms of their width, surfaces, accessibility, sustainability and that enhance rather than detract from the estuary landscape.
 
Suffolk County Council has issued guidance on managing public rights of way affected by coastal change and we would expect this guidance to underpin the detailed proposals within each flood cell (see attached document - Guidance on Public Rights of Way affected by Coastal and Estuarine Change or Management).   This document explains how any change to, or works affecting a public right of way would require the consent of the Highway Authority (Suffolk County Council Rights of Way & Access Team) and we welcome the opportunity to work with the AOEP.
 
It should be noted that the access network is likely to be affected by the proposed new National Trail, the England Coast Path, and this must be considered in the design and planning of works on walls that currently don’t have any right of access, but might have in future.
 
Detailed comments:
 
The AOEP Defence Upgrade Designs per flood cell (in appendices) each refer to design drawings or examples of defence upgrades and heightening but these are not provided.  These should be made available.
 
We support the restoration of the surface of rights of way to a grass sward where this is possible (footfall at a level where a grass sward can be established and be sustained).
 
Where walls are to be heightened, we expect the principles in the Guidance to be followed.
 
Where it is proposed to reinforce a wall with upvc mesh, it will be unacceptable to lay this across a public right of way or a route which could become National Trail.
 
Where footfall is high on a river wall and a reinforced surface is required, the designs describe the use of Armorflex blocks, for example on the public footpath north of Orford Quay, Iken and Aldeburgh Marshes.  The Highway Authority do not accept this design solution as a matter of course as described in the Flood Cell Defence Upgrade Designs but would work with the AOEP to agree a proven, sustainable surfacing solution.  The trial of a different type of concrete block (Ankalok) currently being undertaken at Martlesham Creek has not yet been concluded.
	
	

	99
	I am particularly concerned about risk of a breach of the sea wall at Slaughden because of its impact on river flow/potential for sailing.
	
	

	100
	Agreed
	
	

	101
	Much in favour of upgrading and would prefer the height to be increased to avoid overtopping.
	
	

	102
	Limited overtopping due to exceptional weather/tides is reasonable. Consistent overtopping that erodes the banks is not reasonable and action needs to be taken to ensure this does not happen.
	
	

	
	
	
	

	103
	These should be strengthened to preserve the integrity of the river, the entrance and surrounding land
	
	

	
	
	
	

	104
	The river wall at the top of the steps behind Quay House is very eroded and needs building up.
	
	

	
	
	
	

	105
	 A good policy.
	
	



Snape village concerns: 
First comment: I have not found an actual plan or design in these documents for the north Bank at Snape apart for it being in red and in need of upgrading. We already know that from 2 years ago when our houses were flooded.
The EA have never committed to raising the north bank in alignment with the other banks, quite the opposite. I believe this is in their design (A weir) so topping over can occur and the excess water can bypass the big sluice gates and can carry on up stream. While this may work for small topping over, it is devastating in a tidal surge to direct the water directly towards the village of Snape with no additional defence after the water has come over the weir (north bank).
There are two points I would like to point out, with it as is and as described above.
* The village need protecting against the water that tops over directed towards the village. I.e.- a second embankment of about 2 meters high close to the properties boundaries going all the way across to the woods, it would also need to include a raised section of the road a foot or two like a hump or a floodgate that can be closed across the road in line with the second embankment.  
*With the water that comes over the weir (north bank) it is then restricted by the bank that the road is on as there are insufficient ducts under the road, ie through the bank. Surge water is quick and the restriction to flow courses the water to rise on one side of the bank until it tops over the bank and road, which will include the village being engulfed as well at this point.
In short a second wall/embankment of 2 meters close to the village and extra water ducts/tunnels under the road. Thank you for all your work in helping us in Snape it is reassuring that someone other than EA is looking into the defences and the river as a hole. sorry if my answers come across as unhappy with the situation as is but I feel we have been left in the dark over plans that affect us directly, there is just talk of meetings and then more talking it is 2 years now and I would expect a design to be in place at the very least. I know you are already finding the funding thanks, but a plan and design is the first step and we have not seen a plan or design as yet for the Snape north bank, so we cannot see the direction we are to progressing forward in.

Partnership Comment:  A great deal of work, discussion and modelling of the water levels has been undertaken recently and a plan for Snape on both sides of the river is shortly to be discussed with the community once some costs have been received.   The very low level of the wall on the north bank was rectified last year and brought up to 2.9 to allow for settlement.


Second comment:  Having read the recently published AOEP Plan, I am concerned (but not entirely surprised) that the emphasis throughout is so heavily weighted towards business, farming, tourism, leisure and wildlife with very little attention given to safeguarding residential dwellings.
We feel that the resilience approach of improving the seawalls so they can 'survive overtopping and reduce the risk of breaching' may be good for the rest of the river but is unlikely to help at Snape. Bearing in mind what happened there in 2013, we don't think the AOEP statement that "recovery from a few hours of overtopping should be relatively quick" holds much water!   It was a week before Bridge Road could be opened, Sarah's house, along with the other 26, suffered severe flood damage which took more than a year to put right, and the marshes did not drain quickly...

In Monday evening's BBC Look East report, Edward Greenwell stood on the seawall near Snape Bridge and talked about the AOEP Plan and the Consultation. He described the 2013 flood but what he did not mention was that this event followed catastrophic overtopping of the wall, NOT breaching.

Also on the AOEP statement that "...veg growing is worth £6-8 million more than if land is used for cereals and livestock." Is this true?

Partnership comment: We are sorry that you feel we have given little attention to safeguarding residential dwellings – it almost goes without saying that lives and houses are the first considerations and we are all acutely aware of the appalling time that the 27 residents of Snape have suffered due mainly to the very low wall and the drainage issues you had in 2013.   As a result of that event the AOEP has raised Snape to the top of our priority list and been involved in the scheme to raise the wall protecting the village from around 2.4m to 2.9m (to allow for settlement to 2.7 until further work is agreed). Considerable work was also done to the back of the wall which would permit further height to be added in future. We are in the process of discussing a comprehensive capital scheme with the EA for the whole of Snape so that the protection, sluicing and drainage is improved along with the wall heights – options and final decisions all yet to be agreed with all parties which obviously includes the whole community.
Property and lives are in fact the prime responsibility of the EA and with their very limited funding arrangements they are no longer able to fund the more sparsely populated rural areas, which is one of the reasons the AOEP came into existence.  Our main ethos is that in addition to lives and property we need to protect the entire local economy, which hinges on the fact that we are 
1. a farming community and rely heavily on the valuable vegetable production.  If we lose the fresh water irrigation that is protected by the walls 9/10s of the farming industry collapses with lose of jobs and knock on effect to the haulage industry etc. The East Suffolk Water Abstractors Group commissioned work from Cranfield University that concluded that the additional value of output from growing potatoes and vegetables, using irrigation water taken from marsh areas, was £6-8m greater than that from conventional unirrigated cereal rotations would be.
1. a tourist and cultural centre – Snape Maltings has 250,000 visitors a year spending around £12,000,000, plus all that sailing, birding, walking etc brings to the area in terms of tourist spend on rentals, restaurants etc which brings in an additional £60M  (see Economic survey commissioned by the Alde and Ore Association http://aoep.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2015/11/EconomicStudy.pdf )
1. the vast array of internationally recognised and designated wildlife reserves, habitats and AONB that we have here and is heavily protected by Government and EU legislation
1. and if all that goes there will be a knock on effect to all the smaller businesses, restaurants, property prices etc and the heart could well drain from the area

[bookmark: _GoBack]It is not the intention to stop overtopping – we can’t ever do that, but we can try and ensure that in the worst storms/surges it doesn’t overtop for very long (ie getting the walls to the right height) and with proper drainage and pumping, water can be evacuated quickly – neither of which happened in Snape in 2013. A similar event in Snape now would have considerably less damaging impact.

Wider comment: The failure to plug the Hazelwood marshes gap will have a serious impact on navigation IF it results in a significant of silting (the nightmare scenario, wildlife interests apart, is the creation of greater Minsmere). One low cost approach would be to use old ISO containers (filled with mud) etc. The underlying cause of this breach was the cumulative result of a century or so of neglect, with the December 13 surge being the final straw.  Even the much worse surge in 1953 failed to achieve a permanent breach. 
The Suffolk Wildlife Trust is obviously more interested in a saltmarsh than in navigability and hence their view on river wall upkeep costs etc.  
Has Professor Pye‘s conclusion, which is based on a hydrological modelling approach, that serious silting and a consequent loss of navigability is unlikely to happen, been challenged and/or subjected to peer review?  If so, with what outcome? If not, this needs rectifying. What is the probability of his conclusion re silting being significantly wrong? I think it boils down to the Plan, having catered for property flood protection and wildlife aspirations, has left the river with two big weaknesses.
My suggestions for these would be:
 
•       The EA should be responsible studying in much greater detail silting risks in the upper reaches and possible negative impacts on navigability. They or someone suitable should also monitor changes, say, annually through appropriately placed gauges and keep the A&O/AYC in the picture, in a similar to how the mouth is surveyed annually. Even Professor Pye’s conclusions omit the channel between Iken and Brick Dock which may be the bit most at risk. I would have liked the AYC to have pressed very strongly for the Hazelwood gap to be plugged, instead of apparently accepting it as a fait accompli.
 
•       The EA should as a matter of urgency assess the seawall weakness south of the Martello Tower and the extent to which the conjunction of a weak river wall and the Lantern Marshes with the seawall could be making things worse. At the same time they should come up with a credible long term strategy for preventing a sustained breach here. In 1953 I seem to recall that the river broke out, not vv. Should this fail then bye-bye river, as we know it (exit AOEP and AYC and bring on the twitchers). In the course of a century there are probably less than a 100 days to worry about: those when a combination  of a high winter spring tide, a deep depression (e.g. Desmond plus), a suitably aligned jet stream and probably a strong El Nino plus a lot of bad luck could produce a really destructive surge. This may seem a small percentage but the odds on it have to be worsening with time and as the weather becomes more boisterous and sea levels rise &/or east Britain sinks. This year so far the Atlantic gales have been quite impressive and it’s early days yet.
 
Overall the river maybe deserves a little more respect. There seems to be a hint of a bureaucratic weakness within the EA which is leading to a less than holistic approach when it comes to the seawall/river. The Alde is pretty well unique in Britain in having a vital frontage where sea wall and river wall are essentially the same. This may not fit comfortably with the EA’s division of responsibilities between inland waterways and coastline departments. Surmounting it may be outwith the AOEP but may nonetheless be part of the problem. The surrender of the river wall along the Hazelwood marsh looks high risk re silting etc. and if possible a last ditch effort to avoid this course is highly desirable if the upper reaches of the Alde are to have their best chance of preservation (loss of this very attractive sailing area would be a huge loss). The conclusion that risk of silting is insignificant seems to have been reached on the basis of the views of a professor, his model, and wildlife interests, with the latter having no interest in preserving the river as a navigable waterway.
“Hold the line” should mean just that.  Somewhat surprised the AYC is not taking this more seriously, though it is quite right re the sea wall, which leaves the A&O Association as the last line of defence.
 
Given the fragility of the river banks after a century or more of neglect, allowing wildlife interests too much priority seems dangerous/foolhardy?

Partnership comment:  

13
Question 2
