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IJIJAHUPOBAHUS HA HOBOM YPOBHE.

IIpoexTHass AOKyMEHTAalMs [OJKHA BbI-
MOJIHATBCS. HAa €IMHOM METOHOJOTMYECKOU
OCHOBE, €IMHOM MH(OPMAIMOHHON IIEeHTpa-
JTU30BaHHOU 0ase, MOJIYy4YEeHHOH B Ipoliecce
MOHUTOPHUHTA TEPPUTOPUM HA BCEX YPOBHAX
U TpaHuIaXx OOIIeH TOCYJapCTBEHHON KOH-
LENUUNA Pa3BUTHS, 4 HE BBDKUBAHUS U CO3-
JaHUS TPOOIIEM.

Teopus mnapaaurM CTaHOBJIEHUS TpPajo-
CTPOMTENBHOM IIKOJIBI YKpauHbl Oa3upyeTcst
Ha oObeMe 3HaHWI, MPOEKTHOM MpPaKTHKE,
HAYYHBIX pa3paboTKax Kak psij NepexoaHbIX
IIPUYMH 3BOJIIOIIMM METOJIOJIOTUMN, WHTErpa-
[IUY 3HAaHUI OTHOCHUTEJIBHO MPOOJIEM U 3a]ad
pa3BUTHUs 00IIECTBA.
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EVOLUTIONISM OF PARADIGMS
OF DISTRICT PLANNING IN UKRAINE
Yatsenko V.A.
Kyiv national university of building
and architecture
In this article the evolutional way of forming of
district, plan theory and practiceis analysed in
Ukraine. The enormous deposit of architects-town-
planners is marked on all the forming stages as not
result of works, and toposition of change of require-
ments of society and strategy of development of the
state. In the article given it a shootto show the concept
of the district planning as anenormous complex of
activity of scientists and specialists of different pro-
fessions.

Hocmynuna 6 pedaxyuro 20.01.2017 2.

FIXING UP IMPEDIMENTS ON THE WAY TO SUSTAINABLE MINSK

Abstract.

Minsk urban structure is a product of soviet ur-
ban planning paradigm based on planned economy
and command management model. The new
masterplan developed with the participation of the
BNTU Urban Planning Dept. in 2015 deals with
current urban challenges caused by market econo-
my and limited investments.

The Paper discusses the ability of the said doc-
ument to assure Minsk sustainable development
and next key steps that to undertake in that aim.
Urban development model of Minsk follows the
main trends that are typical for post-soviet cities.
Some of these trends such as urban sprawl, com-
mercialization and authorization of public space,
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rapid automobilization are considered to be threats
for sustainability. Nevertheless there are signifi-
cant features of urban development that can be
observed in Minsk only. Compact polycentric city
model, preservation of agricultural lands, weak but
noticeable people’s involvement into the planning
process are prosperous resources for the sustaina-
ble future.

Clear vision of the future is a necessity to shape
the city. Progressive implementation of the poli-
cies, plus local initiatives and stakeholders’ in-
volvement can drive sustainable development of
Minsk. Its character, particularly its soviet past,
transnational identity, nature and unique urban
structure can grow into a welcoming community.
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Introduction

The aim of this paper is neither giving de-
finitive solutions nor calumniating the exist-
ing master plan but triggering new directions
and extending planning paradigm. Related to
that we can start by listing some important
questions: Could conventional master plan-
ning instruments be effective to provide
Minsk sustainable development? What are
the challenges and do we cope with them
well? Can Minsk be promoter of sustainable
development in the entire region and how to
develop intelligent creative planning process
in order to make it happen?

Soviet Background

Minsk, Belarusian capital City, was prac-
tically destroyed during the WWII therefore
great plans were made to revive the city ac-

1930

1944

cording to soviet spirit and industrialization.
The most famous ensembles of avenues and
squares were created to commemorate the
victory of soviet people. The spatial structure
development implemented idea of green di-
ameter creation that followed the river
Svislach and filled the heart of the city with
fresh air coming from the north-west. Huge
plants and factories appeared to the south-
east from the city centre, fig. 1, 2. Rapid in-
dustrialization attracted hundred thousands
of newcomers (mainly with rural origin) to
Minsk therefore the city’s population grew
almost 5 times in a period of 40 years (from
1939 to 1979) that has even given its name
to ‘Minsk phenomenon’ - fast urbanization
process in the Soviet Union [1].

Figure 1. Evolution of Minsk planning structure in soviet period

Population growth required effective solu-
tions due to overcrowding and housing
shortages. Decision was provided within so-
viet urban planning paradigm based on
planned economy and command manage-
ment model as well as modernist design
principles introduced through spatial separa-
tion of industrial territories and residential
districts. Minsk was developed fast, using
prefabrication and identical development
patterns.

Public transport such as bus, tram, trolley-
bus and later on underground metro allowed
spreading the functions further away from the
city centre that became a focus of administra-
tive, leisure and cultural functions. Therefore
large and dense urban blocks were placed in
the green environment served by a limited but
sufficient number of daily public services.

New kind of neighborhoods got the name
‘microrayon’ (microdistrict) and became the
basic urban planning unit in the soviet and
post-soviet Minsk. The territory of
microrayon was defined by major roads with
the developed and sometimes confusing sys-
tem of inner driveways. The standard set of
public services mainly included kindergar-
tens, schools, grocery stores and green areas
within regulated distances of proximity.

Housing was introduced by mass pro-
duced buildings arranged according to the
compositional idea, fig. 3. But despite the
theory, the idea of mass constructed
microrayon didn’t work very good, not
everything intended was actually imple-
mented. Fragmented social infrastructure,
monotonous architecture, lack of human
scale and weak public spaces became
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main characteristics for such neighbor-
hoods.

Following socialist ideology the notion of
quality of life was perceived as creation of

basic living environment for workers but it
did not play a major role in urban develop-
ment. Industry was the most important sector
in the city which gained most investments.

Figure 2. Green diameter - the main composition axis of urban structure
as well as basic eco-system of the city was founded in 1945

Figure 3. Microrayon “Vostok-1” built in 70s in the eastern suburbs

Therefore up to 1/5 of Minsk were occu-
pied by industrial territories. By the end of
80s the spatial model of Minsk could be
characterized by four major components:

a. The city centre which agglomerated
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administrative functions and non-daily ser-
vices. Limited traces of the past urban struc-
ture and absence of historical core were spe-
cific for Minsk. Residential realm was repre-
sented there by several-storeys housing areas
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with low building density (no more than
30 %). Some of the industrial enterprises
were spread there also adjacently to the main
streets and avenues.

b. The city intermediate or transient zone
which represented broad communal territo-
ries along the semi-ring of railroads (so
called ‘rusty belt’) and residential districts
crossed by major roads. Some expansion of
central functions occurred along the trans-
portation lines that resulted in certain inte-
gration of functions though the problems of
poor mobility and fragmented social infra-
structure were specific for those areas, creat-
ing weak and inactive communities.

c. City periphery, distant from the centre,
consisted of huge mono-functional units
such as industrial areas and dense
microrayons, their spatial separation was
achieved by creation of protective greenery
and regulated distances. All the units were
connected via public transportation network;
however delay of rapid transport means pro-
vision resulted in daily time-wasting and in-
convenience. In fact, microrayons gradually
became bedroom communities where there
was nothing else to do, except sleeping.

d. Green areas which enriched the image
of Minsk. Besides green diameter along the
river side there was created a semi-circle of
water channels and parks in the east side of
the city. Initially it was done to provide wa-
ter supply for the industry in the south, but
resulted in remarkable open spaces accessi-
ble for the inhabitants of microrayons.

2. Post-soviet Urban Transformations

Researchers that describe the post-soviet
transformation say: “Minsk presents a mixed
model of development that combines some
soviet features connected to the past with the
new symbolic ones that are typical for any
capital of an independent nation-state”
[2, p. 41]. There exists a steady opinion that
Minsk is the most well maintained and Eu-
ropean style city from the domain of the So-
viet Union with a spirit of soviet past. In-
deed, many positive changes and significant
improvements took place: highlighted city
centre, lively urban streets and parks, mod-

ern shopping molls and sports complexes
appeared during the last decades. However,
there are many traces from the past common
for many post-soviet cities: neglected histor-
ical monuments and cultural heritage; run
down city quarters; abandoned industrial
plants, research centers and holiday resorts
can be found all over the former Soviet
Union.

Another common feature that is character-
istic for the cities in the post-soviet period is
the planned development indicating urban
sprawl and decentralization. Since 1991 cit-
ies literally have been exploding in size,
therefore they were getting more dependent
on road and public transport infrastructure to
move between active parts of the city. The
role of mobility patterns based on private
automobile came to play a dominant role in
urban transformation as it did in other post-
socialist cities [3]. For example, every big
Belarusian city that accommodated more
than 100 thousand inhabitants got the master
plan that stipulated population growth in
terms of 7%, territorial growth - 36% and
96% increasing of the street infrastructure!

Here comes the structural problem of the
Soviet city development model as it always
“..treated each development as a secluded
entity connected to one arterial transport cor-
ridor. With the enormous increase of cars, a
system that - unlike a network - does not
have much redundancy, a lack of traffic
management and long postponed upgrades of
transport infrastructure all cities are suffering
from severe transport problems causing epic
traffic jams” [4, p. 36].

In Minsk logistics terminals, ware-
houses and other commercial activities
started to cluster along the main roads of
national and international importance. New
big shopping areas were created. Car use
grew in numbers. Residents moved further
away to suburbia. New residential devel-
opments moved out in the region in forms
of low density housing in the open coun-
tryside or more organized suburban devel-
opments and village extensions. Unfortu-
nately, road and services provision was
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postponed or even didn’t appear due to the
lack of financing.

Nevertheless, housing has mostly been
built in the periphery of the city, fig. 4, 5. A
lot of residents got affordable accommoda-
tion — since the mid-1990s residential devel-
opment in Minsk has increased on 55% that
allowed achieving the highest level of hous-
ing provision in Belarus (but still lower than
in European capitals).

Figure 4. New housing development in Minsk
in 1990-2010

Figure 5. New housing development
in the city centre (left)
and periphery of Minsk (right) in 1990-2010

New types of microrayons with high rise
buildings represented by mass produced typ-
ical blocks were provided for about 250
thousand citizens who were in the queue to
improve their housing condition.

While the model has not changed dramat-
ically since soviet times, the quality has im-
proved significantly. Not only the buildings
offered more variety but also housing was
executed at much higher quality. It was the
time when idea of open-space hierarchy was
revised thus leading to provision of more
structured public, semi-private and private
spaces. Contrary to western experience pe-
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ripheral microrayons accommodated the
middle class and therefore were more stable
and suffered less from vandalism, crime and
social deprivation than socially deprived
counterparts in the western modernist es-
tates [4].

Is Master Planning a Tool to Achieve
Sustainable Development?

Liberated from the rigorous political-
economical restrictions of the socialist peri-
od, the city in the post-soviet period gradual-
ly became dominated by liberal market con-
ditions. That caused an explosion of the
structure that suddenly became more spread
and diverse. In many post-soviet cities the
process of decentralization and commerciali-
zation directed their transformation. As
I. Tosics states: “While Europe is looking
towards sustainable development for future,
cities in post socialist countries appear to be
moving opposite direction - away from sus-
tainability” [5, p.78]. This questions the idea
of Minsk’s sustainable development itself. In
terms of keeping its identity and preservation
of historical features from at least previous
soviet period development of the city can be
marked as sustainable one. But what is about
promoting compact urban model and im-
provement of life quality?

Since early 1991 Belarus entered the in-
dependent process of change and transfor-
mation but unlike the neighbouring countries
that process was far from radical. The transi-
tion towards market economy, pluralism and
democracy in terms of urban development
was limited by pyramidal administration and
investment schemes. As a result, in one hand
there’s no such a significant income gap or
social tension as in Russia and Ukraine. On
the other hand, urban middle class is grow-
ing too slowly and living condition is still far
from the example of Poland or Baltic coun-
tries. The process of urban development is
hit by many crises Belarus has been experi-
encing since the late 1980°s. Though it
should be admitted that despite these ups and
downs during the last decade the country
passed the phase of industrialization. In
terms of spatial structure the situation when
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1/4 of the whole industry was concentrated
in Minsk transmitted into the one demon-
strating escape of the enterprises from
the city.

As many post-industrial cities Minsk is
striving for becoming more sustainable place
to live and work. This aim could be ideally
achieved by improving the well-being of the
residents, by raising their income while im-
proving their quality of life through accessi-
ble social services and environmental ameni-
ties. But spatial fragmentation, lack of func-
tional integrity, incoherent spatial transfor-
mations, commercialization and authoriza-
tion of public space, rapid automobilization
are still challenges for Minsk urban devel-
opment. Here we reach the next question: Do
we possess the urban planning instrument to
facilitate and manage changes?

The planning paradigm hasn’t changed in
Belarus since soviet time though it is de-
clared that the system is in transition from
the socialist regime to a new, yet not fully
defined model. Current planning system in
respect to the city planning consists of three
types of planning documents, which corre-
spond to two different levels. ‘General
Plans’ (masterplans) define land use patterns
and ‘Special Plans’ are usually prepared on
the scale of the city while ‘Detailed Plans’
are prepared on the very local levels of the
neighbourhood. The planning process is or-
ganized in a strictly hierarchical manner with
the top leader deciding on most issues - big
questions and small details. Planning is ra-
ther iterative and ad hoc and decision mak-
ing is not always consistent and based on
knowledge but on authority of the leader.
Planning is very technically driven and fo-
cusing on target numbers. Quality objectives
are underrepresented in the planning system.
The same is true for the scene of profession-
als [4]. People participation in planning is
declared by law, but in fact public discus-
sions of the projects are fictions or don’t
have any influence on the result. This leads
delays, contradictions and failures that a
more horizontal and democratic system
probably could avoid. Ultimately, every 3-5

years we face revision and correction of the
main legislative planning document —
Masterplan.

The latest Minsk masterplan was devel-
oped in 2010. Before that there were numer-
ous editions in 2003 and 2007. One might
argue that it was a testimony of system’s
flexibility and quick reaction. Unfortunately,
we observe that the authorities yet were not
able to guide developments, services and in-
frastructure in a strategic way. Shortcomings
of the socialist urban development model,
urban sprawl, deindustrialization, transport
breakdowns, are still on the Minsk agenda.
Plus dilapidated housing stock makes it im-
possible to promote sustainable development
without improving living conditions in the
existing residential microrayons.

The above situation is addressed by the
government by adopting, promoting solid
densification, consolidation of investments
and minor territorial expansion. Minsk
masterplan (edition 2003) promoted the main
prevailing principles of growth:

Expansion of the city territory by means
of the suburban area from 266 to 418 km®.
The territorial growth is to be restrained by
means of the inferior buildings breaking in the
central and intermediate parts of the city, fig. 6.

Concentric expansion, densification and
development of public service centers, insti-
tutions of political representation.

Rise of a normative of the total living
space per one person from 15 m® to 20 m*
and achieving 62 millions square meters
housing stock in 2030 by means of building
1,2 millions square meters per year.

Development of transport infrastructure
instead of industries, moving out industrial
enterprises and attracting foreign and private
investment to build on vacant territories.

Year 2004 was famous for adoption of
Strategic Plan of Minsk Sustainable Devel-
opment for the Period to 2020.

There was suggested a sustainable devel-
opment of Minsk concept which was reflect-
ed by a ‘5 cities in one’ formula [6, p. 122]:

1. Minsk is a city of healthy people and
high social standards.
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2. Minsk is a knowledge and high tech-
nologies based city.

3. Minsk is a centre for international
communications.

4. Minsk is a city attractive for business
and investments.

5. Minsk is a city of developing democ-
racy with citizens’ wide participation.

In our opinion, it gave a good idea of the
principal strategies of Minsk development.
Unfortunately by the current moment we ob-
serve poor implementation of the concept
due to lack of necessary content.

.
LT L

Figure 6. Major directions of Minsk development according to masterplan, 2003:
a — agglomerated city centre, b — transient zone, ¢ — periphery

Following corrections of the masterplan
in 2007 and 2010 mainly reproduced the
same principles: provision of 4 ring roads,
densification and intensification of the cen-
tral zone and main corridors of development.
Expansion of the city territory was limited
by 1 hour proximity by public transport [7].
Masterplan have set directions for develop-
ment of Minsk agglomeration on the basis of
9 satellites cities, fig. 7. It was believed that
this decision would reduce population of
Minsk that had reached almost 2 million
people by that time. We can’t analyse the
impact of this idea as it was not realized yet
because of economic crisis that had hit the
region. Selected satellite cities got master-
plans and generated certain development ac-
132

commodating Minsk industrial enterprises.
Although in terms of providing housing for
Minsk residents it was supposed that satel-
lites would propose cosy, human sized dis-
tricts in natural environment that didn’t
come true by now. Several multi-storey
buildings built by the same company that
produced generic housing in Minsk didn’t
attract Minskers to leave the capital.

In fact, compaction and intensification of
the inner city would be a positive trend for
Minsk. As it could be seen from the residen-
tial density map, there are large areas of low
density morphology patterns in the central
and intermediate zones of the city. On the
contrary, the highest densities could be
found in the modernistic housing estates in
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the periphery of the city. However, densifi-
cation plans caused unusual activity and pro-
test of local central residents. Endeavours to
limit Minsk sprawl were based on command
decisions that were not supported by the

KUANLHOE CTPOMTE
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community and resources. At the same time,
this could be interpreted as a certain poten-
tial for people’s introduction into design
process.

Figure 7. Minsk agglomeration development according to masterplan, 2010

Furthermore, things got even more com-
plicated because of economic crisis and
President’s decree that limited development
activity on agricultural territories.

Conversion of the agricultural land to ur-
ban uses has got reinforced legal restraints
and in 2015 another corrections of Minsk
masterplan has been produced to meet cur-
rent challenges. In particular, development

of satellite cities was limited from 9 to 6
sites, building of new housing in Minsk was
planned to reduce by 2019 till 0,6 millions
square meters per year, agricultural territo-
ries within city boundary were left unbuilt.
Developers of the masterplan draw spe-
cial attention to preservation and develop-
ment of Minsk eco-system, fig. 8. Green di-
ameter along Svislach River together with
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semicircles of parks and water channels
should get legislative status and protection.
In general, a compact polycentric city model
was proposed emphasized on the develop-
ments within the city (urban restructuration
and regeneration), development of sub-
centres, and improvements in public trans-

Ha MRaen.

portation system. Therefore, there is a huge
need for redevelopment and quality im-
provements of existing districts as well as
working out a sustainable framework of new
mixed-use districts and open spaces with a
special emphasis on diversity, flexibility and
quality of life.

- 4

i |7 -

Ha wa
"Munex®

wa Momens

Figure 8. Development of Minsk eco-system by corrections of masterplan, 2015

Summarising the characteristics of the
masterplan that could drive Minsk urban
structure to sustainability we would name as
follows: compactness in form and density,
defined boundaries of the city, orientation to
high usage of public transportation, suffi-
cient residential density to support public
facilities and infrastructures, developed spa-
cious open spaces (parks, squares and
streets), large share of land under public
ownership.

Clear vision of the future is a necessity to
shape Minsk development. As a center of
metropolis it has potential to take a more
important role in the whole region. We be-
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lieve that progressive implementation of the
policies, plus local initiatives and stakehold-
ers’ involvement can drive sustainable de-
velopment of the city.

Conclusion

Recognizing Minsk’s urban development
from perspective of sustainable development
allows understanding transformation trends.
Minsk follows the line of the socialist tradi-
tion, just adjusted to regulated market prin-
ciples. It could be also noticed that demand
for sustainability influences shaping future
of the city. Therefore there is no better time
than now to be critical about planning prin-
ciples and tools and to bring new ideas for a
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sustainable alternative. The current challenge
is to identify and find ways to employ the
potential legacy of the post-soviet city to the
future vision of a sustainable city. Minsk’s
character, particularly its soviet past, trans-
national identity, nature and unique urban
structure can grow into a welcoming com-
munity.

In this way it is needed to facilitate key
steps that should be undertaken to provide
Minsk sustainable development. First step is
development of national level strategy aimed
to establish ways of favorable transformation
leading to the more sustainable urban struc-
ture. It is necessary to create workplaces and
raise life quality in the settlements besides
Minsk. Having awareness of sustainability as
a complex concept encompassing social,
economical and environmental spheres the
strategy is expected to bring particular focus
on social and environmental sustainability.
So, the second step is to decrease threats of
socio-spatial fragmentation on the city scale
and promote modernization of the housing
estates. And it is vitally needed to introduce
participatory planning techniques. Third step
is in terms of environmental sustainability -
improvement of regional mobility and updat-
ing transport infrastructure.
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YCTPAHSASA NTPEIIATCTBUSA HA ITYTHU
K YCTOMYMBOMY MUHCKY
B.A. CricoeBa
KaHIMIAT apXUTEKTYphI, fo1eHT Begopycckoro

HAIMOHAJIBHOT0 TEXHUYECKOI'0 YHMBEPCHTeTa

IIpocTpancTBeHHas opraHu3anuss MMHHCKa SBIS-
€TCsl IPOAYKTOM COBETCKOM NMapagurMbl ILIAaHUPOBA-
HUS, OCHOBAHHOW Ha IUIAHOBOM HSKOHOMHKE H KO-
MaHIHOW aJIMUHHUCTpaTUBHOM Monenu. Koppektypa
TeHEpAIbHOTO IUIaHAa TOpoja, pa3paboTaHHAs ¢ yda-
CTHEM Hay4YHbIX CHEHUaTNCTOB Kadenpsl «I'pamo-
crpoutenbectBo» BHTY, HaueneHa Ha COBEpLIEHCTBO-
BaHHEe MMHCKa C y4eTOM COBPEMEHHBIX TpeOOBaHUI
B YCIIOBUAX prHO‘{HOﬁ OKOHOMHWKH U OTPaHUYCHHBIX
WHBECTULUH.

B cratbe paccmarpuBaetcs mpobiiema obecreue-
HUSl YyCTOMYMBOIO Pa3BUTUS MUHCKa, HACKOJIBKO OHA
pemaeTcs B HOBOM I'eHEpaJbHOM IIaHEe U KaKue J0-
MOJHUTENbHBIE IIaru TpeOyeTcs NPEeaNpHHATH I
YCTpaHEHHUsI NPENSATCTBUN HAa MYyTH K JOCTHXKECHHUIO
MOCTaBJICHHBIX LENEH.

I'panoctpontensHoe pasBuTHe MHHCKAa BO MHO-
TOM COOTBETCTBYET TEHICHLMAM, XapaKTEPHBIM IJIs
MIOCTCOBETCKUX TOPOJOB: pa3pacTaHHE TOPOACKHUX
TEPpUTOPUH, KOMMeEpIMaIu3anus OOIIeCTBEHHBIX
MPOCTPAHCTB, POCT aBTOMOOMJIM3AIMHM CUUTAIOTCS
yYrpo3amu AJi1 YyCTOMYMBOTO pa3BUTHS ropoja. MuHCK
uMeeT psA IUIAHUPOBOUHBIX OCOOEHHOCTEH: KOM-
IIaKTHasA TOJIMICHTPUYIHAA MOACIIb, COXpaHCHUEC
CEJIbCKOXO35IIICTBEHHBIX 3€MENb B TFOPOACKON uepTe,
YTO HapsALy C BBICOKMM COL[MAIIbHBIM MOTEHINAIOM U
YHHMKAIIbHOM HAIMOHAJILHOW MJIEHTUYHOCTBIO TOpoja
SBISIETCS TTOTEHIMAJIOM ISl 00eCHedeHus] YCTOMIH-
BOTO pa3BUTHs MUHCKA B OyAyIIEeM.

Iocmynuna 6 peoaxyuro 5.01.2017 e.
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