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. URBAN TENANTS’ PERCEPTION OF NEIGHBOURHOOD SECURITY AND |
- THE IMPLICATIONS ON RENTAL VALUES OF RESIDENTIAL PROPERTIES. .
: C IN MINNA, NIGERIA S

§

i ABSTRACT™ BT 2k Tt 5 .
| “This stiidy explores the perception of urban tenants about the Security of residential néighbourhoods in Minna and
the implications on rental values of residential properties in the city. Primary data for the study were collected from
211 tenants of residential properties in the city, using structured questionnaires. The tenants were selected randomly
| for data collection. Results of data analysis show that urban residential tém‘_’mﬁ,_z‘n}h‘e city rank armed robbery as
. the most serious crime which threaten the security of their lives and propertj}. Also, Analysis of Variance (ANOVA)
|- of rental values of residential properties selected for the study at 0.05 level: of significance shows that differences in
i rental values of residential properties within and between the. various residential neighbourhoods in the city are not
- statistically significant, the tenants’ perception of the security status of the .residential . neighbourhoods
I notwithstanding.” The study concludes thai the perception of urban tenants about the security of residential
neighbourhoods in Minna has no significant influence on rental values of residential properfjes in the city.
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'INTRODUCTION - “oe ot U Bt 2ie By R
According to Innes and Jones (2006), neighbourhood security is the condition when any actual or
perceived local risks to an individual or group’s safety are at tolerable levels. As an essential requirement
for neighbourhood security, human security is achieved when and where individuals and communities
~ have the options necessary to end, mitigate or adapt to threats to their human, environmental and social
i rights; have the capacity and freedom to exercise these options, and actively participate in pursuing these
options(GECHS, 1999).0On the other hand, neighbourhood insecurity results when people living or
working in an area perceive themselves to be vulnerable to particular risks or threats which have a
i negative impact on how safe they are or feel( Innes and Jones, 2006). However, the concept of
. neighbourhood security and its antithesis insecurity are complex. While neighbourhood insecurity is
caused by crime and disorder, neighbourhood security is the condition, that prevails in the absence of any
actual or proximate risks to an individual or group’s safety, or at least when these are at tolerable level.
~ :Wilson and Kelling (1982) established the nexus between crime, disorder and fear of crime in-what they
called ‘broken windows thesis’. This thesis argues that’ an increase in disorder leads to an increase in
crime rates. They further argued that unfreated disorder in an area that is not subject to some form of

- effective formal ‘or informal social control intervention can contribute to increased fear among the local
populace, thereby reducing the capacity for effective governance of public and semi — public_spaces.
Although most people take into account a variety of factors in terms of deciding where to live, the degree
~ of security that a neighbourhood affords to them is oné of such factors_(Logan and. Molotch, 1987). As
explained by Taub etal (1984), some people may trade a degree of neighbourhood security for good
public transport connéctions or particular local amerities. Innes and Jones (2006) al$o argued that certain
types of crime and disorder have a particularly ‘potent impact upon Tocal perceptions of neighbourhood
security. Such types of.crime alter how people think, feel or act because they are interpreted as indicators
of the local level of safety. In Minna, what are the perceptions of urban residential property tenants on the
security of their residential neighbourhoods? Do such pergeptions have significant influence on the rental
n residential properties in the city? The answers to these research questions form the basis of this
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METHODOLOGY AND DAT A
The study area was delineated into 10 residential nelghbourhoods for the purpose of data

collection. These neighbourhoods include Maikunkele, ~Maitumbi, Barkin Sale, Tunga, ‘GRA, Bosso,
Kpagungu, ‘F-Layout, Chanchaga and’ ‘Dutseri Kura.’ Prnnary data for the study were collected from
—tenants—of— selected~res1dent1al propertles in .these nerghbourhoods through ﬁeld survey _usmgsrmple :

random- samphngj
detelrnmed quan‘ v;at

level of 51gn1ﬁcance :
=51 . 3

ak (005) | e
",.n 400 2

“Thus, a total of 400 structured quest1onna1res ‘were administered to tenants of selected res1dent1al
properties in the neighbourhoods in a proport1on commensurate with their sizes, out of which 211 were -
properly completed and returned as presented in Table 1 (See’ appendix). The margm of error in, the

sample is 5% and was determlned as, follows

gy 20
" The propemes selected for the study comprise tenements o g bedroom selmf
bungalows 2= bedroom sem1 - detached bungalows and 2= bedroom detac ed bunga
' re51dent1al property types were selected because they are found 1n “all the resrdentlal nelghbourhoods

tal g

nerghbo 1
a hst of 9

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
8 Responses of the responden S on the rankmg of senous crlrnes
lives and property were analysed using a 9 — point likett scale and the result'is presented m;Ta
while the respondents’ responses on the assessment of the security status’ of their resrdentlal
neighbourhoods were analysed using a 5 — point likert scale . The result is presented in ‘Table 9 (§ee

App(mdix). “ £isn : vikisy X et s g yatd U e h A ann gnnni s




¥ to occupy_es1dent1a,lr,propert1es'
© very insecure statlstlcally significar

Journal of Geography, Environinent & Planning, Vol. 6 No. March, 2010

s

—
<)

B
The composite index/mark — off points-for the interpretation of the mean values i in Table 9 (see
appendix) are: 1 00 —1 49 (very msecure) 1.50-2.49 (msecure) 2 50 3 49.. saldnd

secure 1e51dentral nelghbourhood n- the CIty But are the dlfferences in rents pa1d by tenants .tooccupy
residential properties in residential nerghbourhoods perc_erve_d_to be secure and very secure 2 and.rents paid

The single — factor AnalySIS of Variance (ANOVA) statlstlcal tool

was used to answer this research. questlon The ANOVA result is presented in Table 10. -

As presented in Table 10, the.calculated F- ratios: are greater-than the: crltrcal F— rvalues at- O 05
level of significance and at appropriate-degrees of freedom-for all the resrdentlal property types selected
for the study. Thus, variations in rental values of residential propertres n the various res1dent1a1
neighbourhoods in the city-are not statistically significant, the tenants’ perception about the security status
of the neighbourhoods notwithstanding. The implication of this is that, the perception of urban residential
tenants aboiit the'security of tesidential neighbourhoods  in Minna has no significant influence on rental

values of residential properties in-the city. Also, the frend in rental values of residential propertles selected
for the study was measured thwugh rental index analysis, using 2002 as the base year. Rental index
constructed-for the residential properties shows upward trend in rental values of residential propertres in

all the neighbourhoods under study as plesented in Tables 11, 12, 13 and 14.. T

FINDINGS g I 1 . |
Differences in-rental values of- reSIden‘nal ‘proper ties in the 'various remdentlal nelghbourhoods in

the city are not statistically significant, thetenants™ “perception about the security “statts of  the
neighbourhoods notwithstanding.” This ‘is explained by the results of the ANOVA test for, the study in
which the calculated F- ratios are greater than the critical F- values at 0.05 level of significance and at
‘appropriate degrees of. freedom for all the residential property types selected for the study (see Table 10).
This implies that there is no statistically-significant difference in rents paid by. tenants to occupy
residential properties in residential neighbourhoods perceived to be secure and very secure and rents paid
to occupy residential properties in residential neighbourhoods perceived by tenants to be insecure and
very insecure in the city. Also, rental index constructed for the properties shows very high upward rental
trend in neighbourhoods such as Barkin Sale and Dutsen Kura which tenants perce1ve are very insecure.
This indicates that tenants. pay open.I market rent to occupy residential properties in these areas, wrthout

considering their perception about the secunty of the neighbourhoods:

CONCLUSION ‘
Based on the results of data analysed for this study, the perceptlon of urban tenants about secunty

of their residential 11e1ghbourhoods in Minna has no significant influence on rental values of residential
properties in the city. This-scenario may ‘be attributed to effective demand in the res1dentlal property

market, coupled with shortage of res1dent1al accommoda’non in the 01ty, among other factors whlch are
subject to further research.” . . : S,
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Table 1: Dlstrlbutmn of Questwnnaires in the Study Area FrbEl 4 i
| iResidential :: io224:No.of Questionnaires - No. onuestxonnau'es T LT e e : =
Nelghb,ourhoods .- .| . Administered . " . |.Returned . s ia T e TR &
Maikunkele ..~ - |35 2 RN B R 8
Maituimbi ~ 7" 35 P e O SRRT  NOE A
. Barkin Sale'' " - MIRAEES Ll ; 6 T = A Yl Y ; e A
oin)] ATiiRgab er 20005 ] 90 o S T
o “GRA:: o ¢ fat20: SR dHIE it
Bosso T IT6S. Gt an A Al
Kpagungu ]38 & [l w el it
F-Layout . . - |20 " N T ey
Charnchaga ] 40 23 T LTI AR o
“DutsenKura’'~ - 7357 - i s G S e T T e
SOUTetall BUCYET AT 4oo . R PR i ) e
'“f"»Source' FteldSul vey 2008. . IR X i
- Table 2 Respondents Assessment of the securlty status of; Resndentlal Nelghbourhoods in; the Study Area
—Res;dentml————{—_@p:monrand No*ofkRespondents-‘—A e A : §
i Nelghbourhood Very Secure Secure Undecided | Insecure Very
! L 7Y Insecure i i
o T.M'aikun'keleww———r--~ R T i o 1 <46 ol I ek s e V
Maitumbi | ; 1 2 ] Bl - Fiag {
" Barkin Sale i < 1 3. 12 {
Tunga. 11 48 4 5 3 ‘ ‘
GRA 4 1 - |- 1 -
[/Bosso’ " 107 25 2 4 1 !
Kpagungy 7 |3 - ' 7 I ! 11 ;
"R Layourt 0|75 12 NEE TH 20 2h| L 0 !
- Chanchaga:: v/, |1 - DA 3. IS isaia2s ' i
.| :-Dutsen Kura- il 1 - - 2o et 1] 8 i L AnETGE _ 5
Sour ce: Field Survey (2008) . i oL i T e ‘ ' ‘
Table 3: Respondents Ranking of Serious Crimes which threaten the securlty of their lives and proper(y '
[ Serious Crime LRanl\s and No. of Respondents
s 1 2 3 4 |5 |6 7. 8 .19 °
Murder 18 11 142 | 18 12. 1.7 3 ¢ llaal
: Armed Robbery. 124 68 5 3 2 R L. oo e i . i ]
Assault - - . 1 3 1 5 |10 ] 191 5o o RS i
Burglary and House 27 102 128 |23 |13 12 {6 |- [-" * : B i
z Breaking ) . ! i . o
Unlawful Posscssnon of 2 1 1 1 - 5 izl 3 186 | 12 by Gl R
Firearmsis » jizeziog rigeile Yoo ) R e R s e T N i
Rape . ... ... 11 13 10 4 il 2100561 sh] Bini e Tt : SRS |
. Man Slaughter ' .| 8 20 7 154 | L1 4. |1 =
Kldnappmcr ] ) 4 5 3 g 73 TS A
MARGh A e h S T A i Vo L e o el B | B
Source: Field Survey (2008) 2 T
Table 4: Weighted Rents in Tenements in Minna, 1998 — 2007
Residential Year and Weighted Rent in 2’000 o ‘ {4 ' i3 !
|-Neighbourhood | 1998 | 1999 | - 2000.] 2001 ] 2002 ]-2003 | .2004 | - 2005 ]--2006.] 2007 !
Maikunkele 0.4 0.5 0.5 0.53 061 0.681 08 0.87 ] 0871 093 b
Maitumbi . +..048 | 0.5 0.55 - 0.63 | - 0:65.|...0.70..],..0.90. |..:20.95 131,04 | 13 ‘
Barkin Sale' 046 046 | 046] 052].060] 072] 074] 0907 090.] 093]
‘“Tunga 0.67 | 0.68 0.70 0.72 | 091 1.00 |- 1.03 119 | 1.46.|. 1.46
_Bosso = 0.57 | 0.61 0.64 0.76 1.01 1.04 | - 1.21 elB( ’_,‘]v.69 !
Kpagungu © 044 044 ] 048] 070 070 071 | 074 | 088 1 . Too]
Chanchaga 048 | 0.48 0.60 0.60 ] 0:65 " 0.68.] 0.93] -0 L1373 113
Dutsen Kura 0457 045 053] 060 060 ]70607] 075] 087 7087 | 0093 ]
Source: Field Survey (2008) : 2 ; ' ;‘
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T able 5‘We1ghted Rents in ] = Bedroom Seml—Detached Bungalows m ana,
i " Residential Year and Weighted Rent in 8000 - ;= oot LT -
Neighbourhood | 1998 1999 | ~20007 ~2001.]:2002° ;-:?20'03 2004 200
i Maikunkele™ | “ 0.7 | 1177 183 330 2275 DTS
Maitumbi——" [ ;5[ 15 20 "ii28?8‘”"‘36_3_». 31
Barkin Salé— | - 267 | 283 28.87 177338 ‘363
Tunga ., =225 228 | 228 ’ 3617
Bosso PR~ [~-775| 204 | 369 | 406 | -428] 45 46.
_Kpagungu’“'“""'" I3 133 20 233 i WA ETVA
F - Layoui~— -~ |-28: 6 “2931 307 ] 428
Chanchaga™~~-|~—[1:7 [ 11,7 267 | N
i Dutsen Kura™ =]~ J1.3 [ “167 ] 175 I w3 PSRRI
| Source: Fie{d‘SLi'r‘véy"(ZQ'Q&): S T
7 Table 6: Weighted Rents in 2 — Bedroom Semi — Detached Bungalows in ana, 1998 2007
| Residential .. o ].Year and Weighted Rent in 27000~ , ... -.. FoZ Y Y ERAREOT R BT lan: %
: ghbou’rhoo | 1998 ] 1999 2000 _2001 2002 | 2003 2004 2005 |- 2006, 22007
‘.“ MikEnkele 333 —35 367050 <=5k 377688738 | L
i Maitumbi - | 333 35 367 483 . 68.8] T5
'Barkin.Sale 16.7 18.3 20 613~ 67:5
l - ~fTunga—— o ST [ r—533 i6‘318_ ©96.7 | 106.7
! |!GRA - . 62. 5"' 65| 1615 S122.5: 0135
1 ‘Bosso TV o IR =100 | 113 Bojnzi
’ ‘Kpagungu | . 195 v “g54]iron85s
| JiFsCayout T T 48.8 O R 105;:;.‘,,115‘1 o8-8
i i,Chanchaga | 30 | 35 146.3 83.8 92,54 —1 933 |0 96iT [ v
i |iDutsen Kura 17.5 1950 1225 27.5|135:52) 1355 4330 60s) 663 - 663
_ : =~Sau'rce: Fié‘l?f.&‘—z?ﬁ?éj) (2008) Frgn el ! BB R T Twfunig EHOHS ot Clmariia
r ‘Table 7: Welghtcd Rents in: 2 Bedroom Detached Bungq]ows in ana, 1998 -2007... |
i “Residential " | Year and Weighted Rent in 27000 ' AL RO
! Neighbourhood [ 1998 ] 1999 2000 | 2001 | 2002 2003 | 2004 l 2005 | 2006 ] 2007
i |:Maikunkele 1 45, 45 488« 554 60| 663 663 | - 763 775 788
Maitumbi E 45 45 45 55 05 65 05 78.8 78.8 92.5
1 Barkin Sale ] 22.5 25 25:l it 35 45 - 45 451 663 | 675 713
} Tunga:? ot | sss 55.. 60 S160 | 1807 80| 80| ,93.3 110 | -2 115!
GRA ! § R {2070 [0 070 700 -80 100 4100 |7 100 113.3+)+% 115 | “117.5"
i Boss6 (71 | [=io85 [ 55 55 65 | 75 85| 85 2:57 110"
Kpdgungu | 7 {07135 35.] 45 45| © 770 701 70°(07 933" 957"
; FiLayout @ : i+ CA6S 6?[ - 754 ~-11.90 =907 100 |, 100 |- 125
i Chaitcliaga  © - ! 275 ] 275 ] 45 fgs | 70 1700 707 [RE o 100 | -
| Dutsen®ura 2 . | . 17.5 |, 2275 | 22.5 (i35 | o4 | rgs o 71 BEER 71 JIs
Souree: Field:Survey (2008) AT R R <LiF "
Table : ] pond(_ents Consensus Rdnkmg of: SL"IOUS Crlmes whlch threaten the sculrlty oft
based on 9- point Likert Scale Lo AU PR AL :
Scrious Crime Sum of Responses Mean Respondents’
Consensus Rank
Murder 1449 6.87 3
Armed Robbery 1751 8.30 I
Assault - 251 1.19 9
B Burglary and House : 1524 7.22 2
‘! ‘Breuking
' Unlawlul Possession of 452 2.14 . 8
Fifcarms . -
! Rape - ) 981 ) 4.65 6
| Man Slaughter 1128 5.35 5
' Kidnapping 697 ) 3.30 z
i Arson 1262 - 5.98 4.
I : Source: Computed from Data in Table 5
s Y




6. , Nanmso,B.,_U('/f(,)_ek(ln‘e.m;‘ S A _

Dulsen Kura
Source: Computed. f rom Data-in Tab/e 4

e

Source of 1 Sum
| Variance ol ofer

F -ratio __

| Squares_"

| Betwéen groups ~. 159091 2 i 340
Within groups' 5 ' —~

! | Between groups. . 'i' 4.31.
DeLachedBunUalows' - Within groups. '~ | .17 =
7.13

DL Bedl'oom Semi- 0!

2| Betiveen groups . | :
DetachedBunﬂalows : it L i

~1 400526360007

Ay s 2.0 Within groups. °! s 01290 44502 2 .
2—Bedroom Detached | Within groups 27:15386'2500 : 59 30[7095833 PR 5.30
Bungalows . : 3

Within groups’. - =" «:512]0685000" 111~

Sourc'é' C ulec/ﬁ om Data in, Tables 6 7 $ (md 9 L

Table 11: Rental Index for Tmements in Resxdentml Nexghbourhoods in ana for the )erlod 1998 — 2007 usmg 2002 as

the base year
Residential. . - .. - i . Rental Index £& 5
9.] 200 i 2003 | 2004 2005 2006 2007

chghbourhood Gl 1998 | 19991 2000 2001 2002 ;
18667 | 833 | 8333 83.33] 4000 113.33 | 13333 ] .~ 145 45| 1557 ©

73857692 84.61 | 9692 | i -100 | 107:69 | 13846 | - 146.15" 160 | 173.85 - =

| 76167 [ 76:67 | 76.67 | 86:67| _ -100 | ' :120 [ 12333 | 7: 150 150 | 155

7363 | 7473 | 76.92-] 79.12 | 100 | 109.89 | 113:19 | 130.77 | 16043 | 16043 | .
; 127.72 | ©167.33 | 16733 " .

Tunga )
Bosso | 75643 60.40 6337 75.25 2100 | 102:97 | 119:80 [I

Kpagungu £ 6286 | 6286 | 68.57 | 100 | . 100 | 10143 [ 10571 | 42571 [ 134.29 | 142.86 |~

Chanchaga | 73.85 | 73.85 | 9231 9231 100 | 104.62 | 143.08 | 153.85 | 173.85 | 17385

50 l:i75, 0 ] 88331 800 1100 7] 100-, {425 #i|-145% > [ 148+ [55 ]

Dutsep Kura', w1t

Source: Cony, r'l ‘0/71 DatainTable6 .
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Table [2: Rental Index for 1- Bedroom Semi- l)ctached Bungalows m Resndentml Nexghbourhoods in Minna for the

period. 1998

2007, using 2002 as'the base yeir

'Ré(i‘tal:ln_dex

Rosdential L S §Y

’ ; ?\Al.z:hlmurlmml 1998 1999 | 2000 | 2001| 2002 | |2003 2004 | .2005 2006 2007

g akunicie 50.21 | 50.21 | 78.54 | 78.54 100 | A18.03 | 118.03 | 128.76 | 145.06 | 150.21

\atumbi 52.08 | 52.08 | 69.44 | 86.81 |- '10Q 100 | 126.04 | 134.72 | 13472 | 143.40 |

! Barkm Sale 89 | 94.33 | T 06-[196- [ £ 100 |k 2 112167 121 125 | 141.67 | 141.67

Tungu 66.37 | 67.26 | 67.26 | 82.01 100 | 106.49 | 111.50 | 156.34 | 172.57 | 172.57

: Bosso 64.25 | 68.69 | 86.21.| 94.86 . 100.| 105.14 | 109.11 | 136.21 | 150.70 | 150.70
4| Kpagungu 41.96 | 41.96 | 63.09 [,73.50 | 100 100 100 | 11451 { 138.17 | 138.17

g E - Layout 74.67 | 76.50 | 80.16 | 85.64" | 100 ~111.75 | 128.98 | 148.04 | 177.02 178:33

i .. | Chanchaga 39 39 89 89 100 .'105 67» Coopdn| 13333 | 15833 | 162.67

| ”“DutsenKura 4520 |- 66.80 |~ 70-|.85.20 |° U100 | FFIOTF 11520 [ 11520 v 180°{% . 180 |

P DR
19 v

“Source: Computed from Data in Table7

81

; _bh. 1,3 Rental Inde‘( tor 2- Bedroom Seml— Det'xched Bungalows in- Resxdentnl Nughbourhoods in. Minna for the
penod 1998 — 2007, using 2002 as the base year Ja

o Resndcntml - - 1% Rental lndcx . )
'—Nenghbourhnnri 1003 1999 2000__] 2001_] 2002 ] 2003 _ | 2004 2005 | 2006 | 2007
‘Maikunkele ... . 66.60 70 | 73.40 80 100 | 106.60 110 | 126.60 | 137.60 | 147.60
| Maitumbi 66.60 70 | 73.40 | 96.60"| " 100 110 |- 130°| 136.60 | 137.60 145
il fBanl\m Sale — - 45.50-] 49.86 | 54.50.].95.37 100 | 113.62 | 131:61 | 154.50 | 167.03 | 183.92
B Thnga 0w 72517 7475 | 8948 91.16 | 100°| 112.20 °|-131.84 | 134.64 | 135:62 | 149.65 |..
75.76 | 7879 81.82] 96.97 [ 1004][v115:15 [1121:21 12727 | 14848 | 163.64.
282019 }:783.56 |7 :84:93:[ 9315 | 100 }:106.85 [ 124.66.].-135.62 | 136.99 | 155.21
4493, | 4824 | - 51:76 | 68:94 |...:100:| 107.04 |::127.74 | 144.93..| 175.98 | 175.93
1 F- Layout 62.08 64 | 78.08 80 100 | 102.08 128 | 138.08 168 184
= [-Chanchaga "~ |~52.17 | --60:87 |~ -80.52 | -86:96 *|--100- | "132:70~ 145.74-|- 160:87-| -162:26 | 168.17
_Dutsen Kura "' 4930 | 49.30 | 163.38 | 7746 100 100 | 12197 | 169.01 | 186.76 | 186.76
Source: Computred from Data in Table § !
Table:14: Rental Index for 2- Bédroom Detached Bungalows in: - ‘Residential -
‘Neighbourhoods in Minna for-the period, 1998 — 2007, -using 2002-as thc b‘lSC year - .
. Residential Rental Index .
Neighbourhood 1098 1999 | 2000 | 2001 | 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 |
| Maikunkele 75 75 | 81.33° . 91.67 100 | 110.50 | 110.50 | 127.17 | 129.17 | 131.33
" Maitimbi o 69.23 69.23 | 69:23 | 84.62 100 S100°F 100 ] 121.23 ] 121.23 | 142.31
Barkin Sale _]050-| - 55.56.55.56 | 7778 100: 100 0 160.].147.33 150 | 158.44
17 Tunga - - . 68.75 |- 68.75 75|+ 275100 100:|: 100 | 116.63 | 137.50 | 143.75
=700 70| 70, 80 100 |. 100 | .. 160 | 113.30 115 | 117.50
7333 | 7333 | 73.33 |.86.67 | 100 | 113.33 | 11333 | 123.33 140 | 146.67
50 50| 64.29 | 64297 100"~ 100 [ 100--133:29 | 135.71 | 135.71
72227 772.22.1°83.33 7 1007 1007 - FELEE TR 136,11 ) 138.89
: Chdndmg’[ﬂ S il 10)039.29000 39.291]°64.291|-64.29 ]« 100 | 100 oo 1000 135.71 -] 135.71.[ .142.86
“t7] Dutsén Kura i e]38:89, 50 =50-1,.77.78.] ..100 100 | 15844 | 158.44 | 158.44 | 166.67
Som ce: Compu/ez/ﬁom Data in Table 9 '




