CONTRIBUTORY NEGLIGENCE IN CONTRACT LAW:
TOWARD A PRINCIPLED APPROACH

ARIEL PORATF

Introduction

Many legal systems have contended with the question of whether, and in
what circumstances, a defence of contributory negligence should be
recognized in the realm of contract law.

Courts in Commonwealth countries dealing with this issue have
tended to focus their inquiry on the question of whether a statute
admitting this defence in tort claims should apply in contractual claims
as well.

English decisions of first instance on this issue can be grouped in three
main categories: cases where a defence of contributory negligence was
found to be inapplicable to contract law; cases where this defence was
held to apply only when the breached contractual obligation was a duty
of care;? and cases where this defence was held to apply to contractual
claims only if the defendant was concurrently liable in both torts and
contract.? A recent decision of the Court of Appeal, albeit in obiter
dicta,* belongs to the third category.’
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1 Solev. Hallt, [1973) 1 Q.B. 574; Basildon District Councilv. J. E. Lesser (Properties) Ltd., [1985) 1 All
E.R. 20; A. B. Marintransv. Comet Shipping Co. Ltd., The Shinjistu maru No. 5, [1985] 3 Al ER.
442.

2 Quinnv. Burch Bros. (Builders) Ltd,, [1966] 2 Q.B. 370 (C.A.); DeMezav. Apple, [1974] 1 Lloyd’s
Rep. 508. In both cases the question of contributory negligence was decided by the High Court
and left open by the Court of Appeal. For the appeal of DeMeza case, see [1975] 1 Lloyd’s Rep.
498.

3 Forsikringsaktieselskapet Vestav. Butcher, [1986) 2 AL E.R. 488. The Court of Appeal affirmed the
decision of the High Courr, albeit in obiter dicta: [1988] 3 W.L.R. 565 (C.A.). On appeal to the
House of Lords, the question of contributory negligence was not considered: [1989] 2 W.L.R.
290 (H.L.). See also Gran Gelato Ltd. v. Richliff (Group) Ltd,, [1992) 1 All ER. 865 at p. 875;
Lipkin Gormanv. Karpnale Ltd, [1992] 4 ALE.R. 409 at p. 425 (C.A.); Youellv. Bland Welch &
Co. Lrd., [1990] 2 Lloyd’s Rep. 431 at pp. 459-60 (the issue of contributory negligence was not
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Australian courts, mostly of first instance, have rendered decisions in
all three categories,® whilst in New Zealand, a decision of first instance
belongs to the third category.”

Canadian courts have handed down decisions in all three categories.®
Other decisions, however, suggest a willingness to accept a defence of
contributory negligence without any limitations,” and an opinion to this
effect was even issued in a Canadian Supreme Court decision.’®

French and German courts tend to allow this defence in contractual
claims, although contributory negligence is still seen as applying mainly

discussed in the appeal, [1992] 2 Lloyd’s Rep. 127). Sayersv. Harlow Urban District Council,
[1958] 1 W.L.R. 623 (C.A.) wasalso understood in Forsikringsaktieselskapet Vestav. Buscher, ibid.
at p. §09, as belonging to the third category, while in DeMeza v. Apple, supra note 2, it was
interpreted as falling in the second category. Legal scholars mention several variants to the third
category. See C. Bennetr, “Contributory Negligence and Contractual Claims” (1985) 4 Litiga-
tion 195; N. E Palmer & P. J. Davies, “Contributory Negligence and Breach of Contract—
English and Australian Artitudes Compared” (1980) 29 Int’l & Comp. L.Q. 415, 443-47.

Forsikringsaktieselskapet Vesta v. Butcher, [1988] 3 W.L.R. 565 (C.A.).

A 1990 Law Commission working paper recommended that the defence of contributory
negligence be applied generally, unless it is excluded in the contract, either expressly or
implicitly: Contributory Negligence as a Defence in Contract, The Law Commission, Working
Paper No. 114, pa. 5.1 [hereinafter The Law Commission, Working Paper No. 114]. Recently
however, the Law Commission departed from its provisional conclusion, and recommended to
adopt the defence of contributory negligence only in the second category: Contributory
Negligence as a Defence in Contract, The Law Commission No. 219 (December 1993) pa. 1.4.
[hereinafter The Law Commission No. 219].

6 Inthefirst category: Belousv. Willets, (1970} V.R. 45; James Pty Ltd.v. Duncan, [1970] V.R. 705;
Harperv. Ashtons Circus Pty. Ltd., [1972) 2 N.S.W.L.R. 395. In the second category: Smithv.
Buckley, [1965] Tas. S.R. 210. In the third category: Queen’s Bridge Motors & Engineering Co. Py
Ltd. v. Edwards, [1964] Tas. S.R. 92. See also J. Swanton, “Contributory Negligence as a
Defence to Actions for Breach of Contract” (1981) 55 A.L.J. 278.

7 Rowe v. Turner Hopkins & Partners, [1980] 2 N.ZL.R. sso. A bill making a defence of
contributory negligence generally applicable has been considered in New Zealand. Sec A.M.
Dugdale, “Proposals to Reform the Law of Civil Contribution” (1984) 2 Can. L. Rev. 171. For
an opinion belonging to the second category, see Monatv. Clark Boyce, [1992] 2 N.Z. L.R. 559
(per CookeJ.). See also Dayv. Mead, [1987] 2 N.Z. L.R. 443 (C.A.), ruling that, when damages
are granted in equity for a breach of a fiduciary duty, reduction of the damages for contributory
negligence is justified by principles of fairness.

8 In the first category: Henuset Bros. Ltd.v. Pan Canadian Petroleum Ltd. (1977), 82 D.L.R. (3d)
345 (Alberta). Although this decision dealt with contribution among debtors, one may infer
from it that the defence of contributory negligence does not apply in contract. In the second
category: Cainesv. Bank of Nova Scotia (1978), 9o D.L.R. (3d) 271 (N.B.). (Only the minority
opinion dealt with the question of contributory negligence.) In the third category: Canadian
Western Natural Gas v. Pathfinder Surveys, [1980] 2 Alta LR. (2d) 135 (C.A.).

9 Doiron v. Caisse Populaire Dinkerman Ltee (1985), 17 D.LR. (4th) 660 (N.B.); Coopers &
Lybrandv. H. E. Kane Agencies Ltd. (1985), 17 D.L.R. (4th) 695 (N.B.). See also Wesz Coast
Finance Ltd. v. Gunderson (1974), 44 D.LR. (3d) 232 (B.C.); Carmichaelv. Mayo Lumber Co.
Ltd. (1978), 85 D.L.R. (3td) 538 (B.C.). The last two decisions involved a contractual duty of
care, although their holdings were not limited only to this type of case.

LV Y

10 Smithv. Melnnis (1978), 91 D.L.R. (3td) 190. This was the minority opinion of Pigeon J., and
the majority did not take a stand on this matter.
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in torts claims.'? In the United States, legislation in most states allows a
defence of comparative negligence in torts.’> While some courts have at
times refused to apply this defence in contractual claims,'? others have
ruled that it only applies when liability is concurrent in torts and
contract,’® or when the contractual liability pertains to bodily injury or
property damage resulting from the breach of an implied warranty.’” In
certain rulings, this defence has been applied even more broadly.’¢ In
states without contributory or comparative negligence legislation, some
courts have ruled that this defence is not applicable in contract law,'”
while others have ruled it is.’®

The reluctance to recognize contributory negligence as a general
defence in the field of contract law has been justified on several counts.
It has been argued that this defence is superfluous because others render
it redundant; that it would introduce an alien and unknown element
of culpability into contract law,*® making its application problem-

11 France: G. H. Treitel, International Encyclopedia of Comparative Law (Remedies for Breach of
Contract) (1976) vol. 7, chap. 16, s. 106; B. Nicholas, French Law of Contract(London, 1982) at
so-s1. Germany: International Encyclopedia of Comparative Law, ibid; Munchen Kommentar
zum Burgerliches Gesetzbuch, Band 11 (Munchen, 1985), Grunsky, 254, s. 14 [hereinafter
Grunsky].

12 Comparative negligence is the American term for a defence of contributory negligence resulting
in the apportionment of the damages between the parties.

13 Federal Savings & Loan Insurance Corporation v. Huff; 704 P. 2d 372 (1985).
14 Cline v. Sawyer, 600 P. 2d 725 (1979).

15 Breach of implied warranty is perceived to be on the borderline of torts and contracts. Haysville
U.S.D. No. 261v. GAF Corporation, 666 P. 2d 192 (1983); Broce-O'Dell Concrete Products Inc. v.
Mel Jarvis Construction Co., 634 P.2d 1142 (1981).

16 Some decisions have held that it is possible to apply the statute when liability arises due to any
sort of consequential loss: Lesmeister v. Dilly, 330 N.W. 2d 95 (1983); Mike’s Fixtures Inc. v.
Bombard’s Access Floor Systems Inc., 354 N.W. 2d 837 (1984); Petersonv. Bendix Home System Inc.,
318 N.W. 2d 50 (1982); Zontelli & Sons Inc. v. City of Nashwauk, 353 N.W. 2d 600 (1984). In
fact, the statute was applied even more broadly in the first two cases.

17 Fortierv, Dona Anna Plaza Parmers, 747 F. 2d 1324 (1984); Dancav. Taunton Savings Bank, 429
NL.E. 2d 1129 (1982); Federal Savings & Loan Insurance Corporationv. Huff; supranote 13; Arcon
Corp. v. Liberty Mutual Ins. Co., 591 F. Supp. 15 (1983).

18 American Mortgage Investment Co. v. Hardin-Stoctkton Corp., 671 S.W. 2d 283 (1984); Elan v.
Smithdeal Realty & Ins. Co., 109 S.E. 632 (1921); U.S. Fidelity & Guaranty Co.v. Franh Industries
Inc., 241 N.W. 2d 421(1976).

19 On this argument, see Palmer & Davies, supra note 3 at 447-s;; M. Bridge, “The Overlap
of Tort and Contract” (1982) 27 McGill L.J. 872; J. G. Fleming, The Law of Torts, 8th ed.
(Sydney, 1992) at 282-83; Jumes Pty Ltd. v. Duncan, supra note 6; The Law Commission,
Working Paper No. 114, supra note s, pa. 4.8; The Law Commission No. 219, supranote s, pa.
3.4°3.5. .

20 Basildon District Council v. J. E. Lesser (Properties) Ltd., supra note 1 at 30; A. S. Taylor,
“Contributory Negligence—A Defence to Breach of Contract?” (1986) 49 M.L.R. 102, 108;
The Law Commission, Working Paper No. 114, supra note 5, pa. 4.12-4.13. Cf A. Burrows,
“Contributory Negligence in Contract: Ammunition for the Law Commission” (1993) 109
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atic,”! and that contract law requires adherence to clear and simple
rules, which would be undermined by this defence.?

The most significant argument against the adoption of this defence,
however, is that it would conflict with the very essence of the contractual
agreement, viz, to enable the parties to rely on the contract and plan for
their future accordingly (hereinafter “the reliance and planning argu-
ment”).2> Were a defence of contributory negligence applicable, a
contractual party could no longer be absolutely certain of full compensa-
tion for an unfulfilled contractual promise. No longer could one party
“sit back and wait” until the other fulfils his contractual obligation, as he
might have in a regime that rejects this defence, but would have to assist,
or supervise, and possibly even take precautionary measures regarding
the performance of the other. A contributory negligence regime thus
places an additional burden on the contractual party that he had not
assumed when concluding the contract which, if left unattended, is
liable to cause him partial or full loss of his right to compensation.

The contrary viewpoint, favouring the adoption of contributory
negligence defence in contract law, can also adduce several valid claims.
It has been argued that this defence leads to fair and just results, in that it
prevents situations wherein a loss brought by the aggrieved party upon
itself befalls the party in breach.?* Adopting this defence would also
be consistent with a trend generally considered positive, striving to
unify the remedies available in both contract and tort law.?> Further-
more, a defence of contributory negligence would encourage caution,
cooperation, and solidarity between parties to a contract,*® and could

L.Q.R. 175, 177 [hereinafter Burrows, Ammunition]; The Law Commission No. 219, supra
note s, pa. 3.5.

21 N. H. Andrews, “No Apportionment for Contributory Negligence in Contract” [1986] Camb.
L. ]. 8 The Law Commission No. 219, supra note 5, pa. 3.5, 3.23, 3.30.

22 The Law Commission, Working Paper No. 114, supra note s, pa. 4.14; The Law Commission
No. 219, supra note §, pa. 3.5, 3.31-3.33, 3.40, 4.6.

23 See The Law Commission, Working Paper No. 114, ibid, pa. 2.4-2.5; The Law Commission
No. 219, ibid, pa. 4.2-4.4, 4.11-4.12.

24 Doironv. Caisse Populaire Dinkerman Ltee, supranote 9 at 679; Coopers & Lybrandv. H. E. Kane
Agencies Ltd., supra note 9 at 707; J. S. Ballas, “Use of the Comparative Negligence Doctrine
in Warranty Actions” (1984) 45 Ohio St. L. J. 763; The Law Commission, Working Paper No.
114, supra note s, pa. 4.20. See also A. S. Burrows, Remedies for Torts and Breach of Contract
(London, 1987) 74-75. A defence of contributory negligence would be fair not only to
defendants but also to plaintiffs, who may lose the case without it. Schering Agrochemical Ltd. v.
Resibel NVSA (26 November 1992), (C.A.) [unreported], and Burrows, Ammunition, supra
note 20.

25 On some support for this argument, see Taylor, supra note 20 at 108; The Law Commission,
Working Paper No. 114, supra note 5, pa. 4.28.
26 On these goals in modern contract law, see P. S. Atiyah, The Rise and Fall of Freedom of Contract

(Oxford, 1979) 681-779; 1. R. Macneil, The New Social Contract: An Inquiry into Modern
Contractual Relations New Haven & London, 1980).
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thus lead to the fulfilment of contracts that might have been breached
otherwise.?”

These countervailing arguments have yielded the intermediate ap-
proaches endorsed in Commonwealth countries, where contractual
breaches are classified in line with two questions: Is the duty breached
one of care or an absolute one? Is there concurrent liability in torts and
contract?

The purpose of this article is to suggest a different method of
classification. This method presents a range of situations in which it
would seem unjustified for the aggrieved party to “sit back and wait” for
the other party’s performance, thus supporting the recognition of a
contributory negligence defence. This analysis also shows that, in some
of these cases, the courts have traditionally attached legal effects to the
actions of the aggrieved party, and a recognition of this defence might
thus serve to make court decisions more discerning.

“Contractual” versus “Tortious” Contributory Negligence

In the typical case of contributory negligence in torts, the victim’s
carelessness is assumed to have contributed directly to his loss, a loss he
could have avoided merely by changing his behaviour, without influenc-
ing that of the tortfeasor. In the parallel case in contract law, it is
assumed that the plaintiff failed to take reasonable steps prior to the
breach of contract so as to prevent the loss he eventually incurred, and
that he could have avoided this loss had he changed his own behaviour,
without affecting that of the party in breach.

In the realm of contract law, however, another type of unreasonable
behaviour on the plaintiff’s part might also be defined as contributory
negligence: the failure of the aggrieved party to take reasonable steps to
prevent the other party’s breach, thus indirectly contributing to his own
loss.

The second type of contributory negligence is unique to contract law
as, for several reasons, it is rare for the aggrieved party in a torts case to
have a share (whether by act or by omission) in the injurious actions of
the tortfeasor.?®

First, the contractual relation enables the aggrieved party to identify,
prior to the occurrence, the party whose eventual breach of contract
might cause him a loss; he may thus be able to take precautionary

27 At the same time, it may be argued that a contributory negligence defence may encourage the
performing party to delay contract performance until assistance is forthcoming'from the other
party, as required by the principle of contributory negligence.

28 Although rare, such circumstances may nevertheless be present in torts, as is true in instances of
provocation by the victim.,
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measures to prevent the breach and not merely its injurious effects. In
the typical torts case, however, the injured party does not know the
tortfeasor,?® and is hence unable to take steps that might prevent the
tortfeasor’s injurious behaviour, although he might prevent or mitigate
its effects.

Second, unlike the circumstances prevailing in a typical torts case,
contractual relationships can sometimes create mutual trust, and one
party can plausibly be expected to aid the other, even though not
contractually bound to do so.

Third, one party may breach the contract in reaction to the other’s
actual or anticipated behaviour, as a result of a factual or legal mistake, or
due to some difficulty or inability to perform the contract; in some cases,
the aggrieved party can control, or even prevent, the influence of these
factors. Obviously, it is not the case that whenever the aggrieved party is
in a position to prevent a breach and fails to do so, his behaviour
constitutes contributory negligence; in fact, the aggrieved party is not
required to act in order to prevent a breach, even when he might have.
Nevertheless, as the aggrieved party can often exert some measure of
control over the causes of the breach, he becomes, factually, a direct
cause of it, and an indirect cause of his own loss. This factual relation-
ship between the aggrieved party and the breach that eventually causes
him a loss, which is a necessary condition for finding him contributorily
negligent, is absent in torts; tort victims are generally powerless to
control the circumstances leading to the tortious conduct.

The following analysis suggests, in my view, that a persuasive argu-
ment can be made for a recognition of contributory negligence as an
appropriate defence in the cases discussed in the next sections. In some
of these cases, the negligence of the aggrieved party contributes directly
to the loss while, in others, it contributes to the contract breach and only
indirectly to the loss. In none of these cases does the reliance and
planning argument require us to reject this defence.

Group 1: Non-Cooperation in Contract Performance

In a contractual situation, the party entitled to performance (hereinafter
“the recipient”), can often assist the party bound to perform. It is not
thereby implied that the recipient is either obligated to help or that, ifhe
fails to do so and a breach of contract ensues, he loses the remedies
available to an aggrieved party. Often, cooperation should not be

29 This is not the case, however, when the tortfeasor and the injured party had a previous relation,
as is the case with accidents in the workplace.

HeinOnline --- 28 U. Brit. Colum. L. Rev. 146 (1994)|




1994 CONTRIBUTORY NEGLIGENCE IN CONTRACT LAW 147

expected; in fact, the recipient may have entered the contract expecting
to be released from any demands, and is entitled to require that the other
party fulfil his part in the contract unassisted.

Nevertheless, in some cases, it may become clear when the contract is
created that performance is either impossible or extremely difficult
without some measure of cooperation from the recipient. In such
circumstances, it is a matter of interpretation whether a duty of coopera-
tion is implied.® If the contract is interpreted to mean that the recipient
was required to cooperate, and that his failure to do so prevented the
other party’s performance, it is the recipient who will be considered the
party in breach. The performing party will not be liable, and his non-
performance will not constitute a breach of contract. If, however, the
contract is not interpreted to require the recipient’s cooperation, it is the
performing party who will be in breach and the recipient will be entitled
to all the remedies available to an aggrieved party. Cooperation may also
be a condition precedent to the obligation of the performing party; in
this case, rather than constituting a breach of contract, non-cooperation
will serve to legitimize non-fulfilment on the part of the performing
party.3!

It may not be possible, however, to resolve the issue of cooperation
under the terms of the contract. Let us presume, for instance, that the
parties did not anticipate the need for cooperation when the contract
was created. According to the traditional approach of contract law, the
courts will interpret the contract and decide on the basis of what the
intention of the parties would have been had they considered the issue of
cooperation. The court can then choose to assign full responsibility for
the loss due to non-fulfilment of the contract to the performing party or,
alternatively, to leave the recipient to carry the entire loss.

I will argue that, in these cases, it is appropriate to recognize an
additional option, whereby non-cooperation might be seen as an in-
stance of contributory negligence, resulting in reduced damages to the
aggrieved party, namely, the recipient. This option would enable the
court to reach fair and just results in apportioning damages when the
court feels that, on the one hand, the recipient should have cooperated
and not stood idly by but, on the other, it would be inappropriate to use
non-cooperation so as to release the performing party from all respon-

30 Chirty on Contracts— General Principles, 26th ed., vol. T (London, 1989) at 911.

31 On the general issue of co-operation between the parties to a contract see Chirty, ibid;
Restatement Contracts 2d 205, comment d; E. A. Farnsworth, Contracts, 2d ed. (Boston, 1990)
551, §92-93, 637; Y. F. Burrows, “Contractual Co-operation and the Implied Term” (1968) 31
M.L.R. 390; S. J. Stoljar, “Prevention and Co-operation in the Law of Contract” (1953) 31 Can.
Bar Rev. 231.
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sibility for the loss. Admitting this defence would not only be fair, but
would also encourage cooperation between contractual parties, thus
inducing fulfilment of their contractual obligations.

A case brought before the Supreme Court of the State of Minnesota
illustrates the use of a contributory negligence defence when the ag-
grieved party failed to cooperate in the fulfilment of a contract.?? A
building was built by a professional team with the active participation of
the plaintiff owner. The building was found to be defective and, as a
result, consequential loss was incurred by the plaintiff (damage to the
corn stored in the building), as well as expectation loss (expressed in the
difference between the building’s actual and expected value, had it been
built in accordance with the contract terms). It became apparent that
the plaintiff had stored corn in the building prior to the end of construc-
tion; moreover, he obstructed the work of the building team by giving
them confusing directions. This behaviour, however, does not qualify as
a breach of contract on the plaintiff’s part. The court held that the
defendants were the party in breach, but applied a law originally
intended to enable apportionment of damages in cases of contributory
negligence in torts, and reduced the plaintiff’s damages. By adopting the
contributory negligence defence, the court was able to imply that the
plaintiff’s non-cooperation constitutes inappropriate behaviour, which
should be discouraged, without entirely releasing the defendants from
their obligation to perform the contract.?®

The burden of cooperation should not, as a rule, be placed on the
recipient; as long as the contract does not specify otherwise, the onus of
performance usually rests solely on the party who assumed the obliga-
tion to perform. Nevertheless, if cooperation is urgent, and if the
burden of cooperation does not substantially encumber the recipient,
damages awarded to a non-cooperating plaintiff should be reduced.
Keeping these two factors in mind, particularly the second, will ensure
that recognizing a defence of contributory negligence will encourage

32 Lesmeister v. Dilly, supra note 16.

33 The courtused the phrase “failure to mitigate the damages” instead of contributory negligence.
Another example in which a defence of contributory negligence would have been legitimate is
A. B. Marintransv. Comet Shipping Co. Ltd., The Shinjistu Maru No. 5, supranote 1. In this case,
the ship’s charterers suffered losses due to deficient loading of their cargo. The shipowners were
responsible for the loading, but stevedores employed by the charterers had also participated in
the loading. The stevedores were negligent, and contributed to the loss. The court held that the
Law Reform (Contributory Negligence) Act, 1945 does notapply in this instance, and liability was
placed entirely on the owners. Indeed, the issue of cooperation in this case did not hinge on
non-cooperation (an omission), but rather on negligent cooperation (an act). A defence of
contributory negligence is more easily admissible in the latter than in the former instance, even
if the plaintiff was not, b initio, obliged to cooperate.
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fulfilment of contracts when the parties encounter difficulties in per-
formance and, at the same time, will not unduly undermine reliance and
planning ability.

Group 2: Refusal to Clarify Misunderstandings

Parties sometimes disagree regarding what constitutes fulfilment of the
contract: what are their rights and duties, what actions constitute a
breach, etc. These disagreements, which may jeopardize the contract’s
performance and result in loss to one or both parties, may be the result of
their own actions; had they shown greater flexibility and tolerance
toward one another, they might have enabled performance as planned.
Problems tend to escalate as contracts become more complex, as per-
formance times extend, and as unexpected obstacles arise due to issues
left open in the contract. Should any legal significance be ascribed to the
parties’ behaviour when the misunderstanding between them becomes
apparent? Should the legal system encourage certain modes of behaviour
and discourage others during negotiations on contract performance?

These questions arise whenever the aggrieved party chooses not to
help the party in breach to understand his obligations, although he
could easily have done so. For instance, one party may simply forget to
perform her duties on the date required by the contract and the other,
although aware of it, stands idle; or one party may inadvertently rendera
defective performance on a matter that is a precondition for the per-
formance of the other, who then fails to deliver counter-performance
without offering explanations. It is assumed that, had the first party
drawn the second party’s attention to the defect, the latter could have
corrected it or changed it in time.

Negotiations between the parties during contract performance, or the
absence of such negotiations due to the unreasonable behaviour of one
of the parties, are generally ignored in traditional contract law. Out-
comes are determined only in line with the substantial rights of the
parties as specified in the contract. When a misunderstanding arises
during performance, both parties are at risk of having mistaken the
nature of the legal relations between them. The conventional view of
contract law could reject a contributory negligence defence in this case,
on the grounds that it is untenable: the failure of the right party to draw
the other’s attention to a mistake, even if a breach of contract could
thereby have been prevented, cannot be grounds for granting partial
compensation, or for denying compensarion altogether. Were the legal
system to allocate burdens in this way, the argument continues, the
parties would need to engage in constant clarification of their legal
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