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Treasury Report:  EQC Review: Decisions Sought on Feedback from 
Natural Hazards Experts' Workshop  

Date: 28 May 2014 Report No: T2014/911 

File Number: CM-1-3-15-1 

Action Sought 

 Action Sought Deadline 

Minister Responsible for the 
Earthquake Commission 

(Hon Gerry Brownlee) 

Read before next meeting with 
officials on the EQC Review. 

4.30pm Thursday 29 May 

Associate Minister of  Finance 

(Hon Dr Jonathan Coleman) 

Read before next meeting with 
officials on the EQC Review. 

4.30pm Thursday 29 May 

Contact for Telephone Discussion (if required) 

Name Position Telephone 1st Contact 

Steve Cantwell Principal Advisor, Financial 
Markets 

 

Anna Everton Acting Manager/Team 
Leader, Financial Markets 

 

 

Actions for the Minister’s Office Staff (if required) 

Return the signed report to Treasury. 
 
 
Enclosure: Yes (attached) 
EQC Review: Table for Ministers of Issues from EQC Experts workshop, 26 March 
(Treasury:2907039) Add to worklist   
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Treasury Report: EQC Review: Decisions Sought on Feedback from 
Natural Hazards Experts' Workshop 

Purpose 

The purpose of this report is to seek decisions from you on issues raised at the recent 
experts’ workshop regarding the proposed reforms to the EQC scheme. 

Background 

At a meeting with officials on 29 January to discuss a draft Cabinet paper on the EQC 
Review, you asked for an assessment from relevant experts of predictable future claims 
complexities regarding the scheme.  Your thinking appeared to be that while natural 
disasters have an inherently unpredictable element, working through the damage 
mechanisms and interactions now may identify some claims complexities that can be 
addressed in the legislation supporting the reformed EQC scheme. 

In response to this request, EQC hosted, with support from Treasury, a day-long workshop of 
independent experts on 26 March to consider these issues. The independent experts 
included: 

• Geological and Nuclear Science (GNS): Kelvin Berryman, Gill Jolly and Chris Massey 

• National Institute of Water and Atmospheric Science (NIWA): Rob Bell 

• Tonkin and Taylor (Geotechnical and other engineering expertise): Nick Rogers, John 
Leeves, Marje Russ, Shamus Wallace, Kate Williams. 

Key Issues Raised 

 
The issues raised by participants, and officials’ recommended responses, are summarised in 
the annexed table.  Those with potentially significant policy implications include: 
 
Loss of EQC Cover Following or in Anticipation of a Natural Disaster 
 
• Payout of a total loss insurance claim on a building leaves the associated land without 

EQC land cover until fire insurance is issued on a residential building rebuilt on the site 
(we recommend no change); 

 
EQC Scheme Coverage and Repair Powers 
 
• Enhancing EQC’s ability to perform area-wide land repairs (we recommend support); 
 
• Potential for a period of extended volcanic unrest to cause private insurers to exit from 

cover in the area, or to trigger the issue of section 124 notices on affected properties 
(we recommend no change); 

 
• EQC’s treatment of gradual deterioration damage (we recommend excluding this 

damage); 
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• Limiting “physical damage” to exclude temporary effects, or changes in risk profile, 

such as changes in flood risk (we recommend excluding this damage); 
 

Connections to wider government risk management and response 
 

• EQC’s role in whole-of-government recovery needs to be considered alongside other 
recovery legislation and broader recovery issues (we recommend that the new Act 
facilitate this); 

 
• Amending the RMA to permit EQC to carry out emergency works without resource 

consent (we recommend no change and refer the issue to the Ministry for the 
Environment, who are the responsible department for the RMA). 

 
We are scheduled to meet you at 4.30p.m. on 29 May for a workshop on current design 
choices.  If time permits we could discuss this paper with you then. 

Consultation 

 
The interdepartmental governance group (Treasury, EQC, the Reserve Bank, MBIE and 
independent expert Bevan Killick) have been consulted on this paper. 

Recommended Action 

We recommend that you: 
 
Loss of EQC Cover Following or in Anticipation of a Natural Disaster 
 
Note that payout of a total loss insurance claim on a building leaves the associated land 
without EQC land cover until fire insurance is issued on a residential building rebuilt on the 
site 
 
Confirm that land cover continue to only be available to residential buildings with a qualifying 
fire insurance policy in place 
 
 
 Agree/disagree.  Agree/disagree. 
 Minister Responsible for the Earthquake  Associate Minister of Finance 

Commission 
 
Note that ongoing volcanic unrest could lead to private insurers cancelling fire insurance 
cover for an area, leaving that area with no EQC cover 
 
Agree to retain homeowners’ existing ability under the EQC Act to buy EQC cover directly 
from EQC 
 
 
 Agree/disagree.  Agree/disagree. 
 Minister Responsible for the Earthquake  Associate Minister of Finance 

Commission 
 
Note that ongoing volcanic unrest could result in notices being issued under s.124 of the 
Building Act preventing homeowners from entering badly affected properties 
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EQC Scheme Coverage and Repair Powers 
 
Agree that the Bill include provisions to facilitate area-wide land repairs, where that is the 
most economical solution to meet EQC’s repair obligations 
 
 
 Agree/disagree.  Agree/disagree. 
 Minister Responsible for the Earthquake  Associate Minister of Finance 

Commission 
 
Agree that the EQC scheme only cover damage that is sustained or permanent 
 
 
 Agree/disagree.  Agree/disagree. 
 Minister Responsible for the Earthquake  Associate Minister of Finance 

Commission 
 
Agree that changes in risk profile be an insurable loss only if as a result there is the prospect 
of an imminent loss 
 
 
 Agree/disagree.  Agree/disagree. 
 Minister Responsible for the Earthquake  Associate Minister of Finance 

Commission 
 
Note officials will report further on options for clarifying EQC’s settlement obligations 
regarding land damage 
 
Agree that the EQC scheme not cover damage due to gradual deterioration associated with 
ongoing exposure to a covered peril, such as gases from hydrothermal vents or volcanism 
 
 
 Agree/disagree.  Agree/disagree. 
 Minister Responsible for the Earthquake  Associate Minister of Finance 

Commission 
 
Agree that damage from slow-moving landslips should not be considered a form of gradual 
deterioration 
 
 
 Agree/disagree.  Agree/disagree. 
 Minister Responsible for the Earthquake  Associate Minister of Finance 

Commission 
 
Note that some tsunami (meteotsunami) are caused by meteorological conditions rather than 
seismic activity 
 
Agree that meteotsunami be considered a form of storm and flood in determining EQC cover 
applicable to these events 
 
 
 Agree/disagree.  Agree/disagree. 
 Minister Responsible for the Earthquake  Associate Minister of Finance 

Commission 
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Agree that EQC cover for damage caused by fires that are caused by a natural disaster be 
retained 
 
 
 Agree/disagree.  Agree/disagree. 
 Minister Responsible for the Earthquake  Associate Minister of Finance 

Commission 
 
Note that potential weaknesses in the current “natural disaster fire” definition will be raised 
with PCO at the drafting stage 
 
Connections to wider government risk management and response 
 
Agree that EQC should participate in broader whole-of-Government recovery plans and 
processes 
 
 Agree/disagree.  Agree/disagree. 
 Minister Responsible for the Earthquake  Associate Minister of Finance 

Commission 
 
 
Agree to refer to the Ministry for the Environment for consideration the suggestion that 
Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) reforms should be made to enable EQC to legally 
carry out emergency works without a resource consent, 
 
 
 Agree/disagree.  Agree/disagree. 
 Minister Responsible for the Earthquake  Associate Minister of Finance 

Commission 
 
Opportunities for technical refinement in the new legislation 
 
Note that a range of other technical points and suggestions were made at the workshop that 
officials will pass onto PCO for consideration at the drafting stage. 
 
 
 
 
 
Anna Everton          
Acting Manager/Team Leader      
Financial Markets        
 
 
 
 
 
 
Hon Gerry Brownlee       Hon Dr Jonathan Coleman 
Minister Responsible for the     Associate Minister of Finance 
Earthquake Commission 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Treasury:2907039v1  1 

EQC Act Review:  Issues Identified at Natural Hazards Experts’ Workshop 
 
 
Loss of EQC Cover Following or in Anticipation of a Natural Disaster 
 
Issue Discussion and Analysis Recommended Action 
 
Land cover linked to 
residential building cover is 
lost when the insured 
building is destroyed. 
 
For example, where a building 
is a constructive loss and fire 
insurance is cancelled 
following an earthquake and 
before the building is replaced, 
the land is damaged by 
another peril (e.g. flood). 
 
Floods are more likely 
following significant volcanism 
as the ash clogs waterways.  
 

 
The loss of land cover when the insured building is destroyed reflects the broad objective of the EQC scheme – to provide first-loss cover on dwellings and 
the land on which they stand.  However, in the event of sequential losses of building and land, there may well be public expectations of EQC compensation 
for the land loss. 
 
However extending EQC cover to bare land that previously was covered by EQC raises a range of difficult issues: 
 
1. Precedent effects – it may be hard to not extend cover to all bare residential land. 
2. Application of the 8 metre rule when the dwelling no longer exists. 
3. It may be hard to time-limit any cover on bare residential land, diluting the scheme’s focus on funding recovery.  
4. Claims handling – the preferred reform package includes all claims being filed via claimants’ private insurers, and in this case claimants no longer have 

private insurance policies. 
 
In addition, increased vulnerability to hazards following a natural disaster is likely to provoke a wider policy response, as we are seeing with flooding in 
Christchurch.  
 
In some scenarios, dwelling owners would be compensated for land losses following the loss of the building under the “proximate cause” principle of 
insurance law if the land loss was a direct and inevitable consequence of the event that caused the loss of the building. 
 

 
Note that payout of a total 
loss insurance claim on a 
building leaves the 
associated land without 
EQC land cover until fire 
insurance is issued on a 
residential building rebuilt 
on the site. 
 
Confirm that land cover 
continue to only be 
available to residential 
buildings with a qualifying 
fire insurance policy in 
place. 

 
Loss of private insurance 
cover in times of volcanic 
unrest. 
 
Ongoing volcanic ‘unrest’ 
could lead to private insurers 
cancelling fire insurance cover 
for an area and so leave that 
area with no EQC cover.   
 
Such unrest could also lead to 
s124 notices under the 
Building Act 2004. 
 

 
The widespread cancellation of private insurance cover raises two risks: 
 

• EQC being swamped by many, potentially thousands, of s.22 requests for voluntary direct purchase of EQC cover; 
• Political economy pressures to increase EQC coverage caps if private top-up cover is not available. 

 
The first issue can be managed using the direct purchase provisions (s.22) of the existing Act.  The second issue can be managed by in part by increasing 
the cap as part of the Review.  Any increase in cap (and EQC premium) subsequent to insurers departing a geographical area reflecting the particular 
characteristics and scale of that event. 
 
In the event of a significant volcanic exclusion zone being imposed, future governments are likely to consider responses outside the scope of the EQC 
scheme, such as a residential red zone offer akin to that made in Canterbury. 
 
As the scheme covers “physical damage,” building unavailability due to a s.124 notice being imposed is not currently an insurable loss (this was recently 
confirmed by the High Court in Kraal  & Irvine v The Earthquake Commission & Allianz New Zealand Limited). 
 
 

 
Note that ongoing 
volcanic unrest could lead 
to private insurers 
cancelling fire insurance 
cover for an area, leaving 
that area with no EQC 
cover.  
 
Agree to retain 
homeowners’ existing 
ability under the EQC Act 
to buy EQC cover directly 
from EQC.      
 
Note that ongoing 
volcanic unrest could 
result in notices being 
issued under s.124 of the 
Building Act preventing 
homeowners from 
entering badly affected 
properties. 
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EQC Scheme Coverage and Repair Powers 
Issue Discussion and Analysis Recommended Action 
 
EQC should have powers to 
undertake area-wide land 
repairs  
 

 
Officials agree that EQC’s powers in this area should be enhanced. 
 
Appropriate scope of and constraints on the use of such powers will be informed by current EQC work on area-wide solutions in Canterbury.  Area-wide 
repairs should be a more readily available option where such repair is the most cost-effective and otherwise appropriate way of dealing with the damage.  
 
These new powers will likely infringe existing property rights by giving enhanced powers of access to conduct repairs (including to properties not insured 
by EQC, or not currently damaged). 
 

 
Agree that the Bill include 
provisions to facilitate 
area-wide land repairs, 
where that is the most 
economical solution to 
meet EQC’s repair 
obligations.  

 
Definition of “damage” 
 
The definition of “damage” should 
reflect concepts of sustained or 
permanent impact.  This would 
make it clear that temporary 
impacts are not covered (e.g. salt 
water contamination of soils after 
a tsunami).   
 
Further work is needed on 
whether and how best to address 
‘increased vulnerability’ to 
potential (future) damage that is 
not imminent and, whatever the 
approach, the Act must be very 
clear what EQC’s obligations and 
options are regarding 
settlement.    
 

 
There are three different ideas at play here: 
 
That EQC should only cover damage that is sustained or permanent.  This issue arose in discussions regarding salt contamination from tsunami.  
Although harmful it is also relatively short-lived as in New Zealand’s high rainfall environment the salt rinses out relatively quickly. 
 
There are differing views on whether a change in risk profile from an event should result in insurable losses (e.g. increased flood, liquefaction or 
rock fall risks in Christchurch). Under normal insurance principles, the change in risk would not be claimable.  From a policy perspective, affected 
homeowners have not suffered an immediate physical loss (although future risks have changed), so compensation does not advance resilience or 
recovery; it simply compensates for economic losses.   
 
Building future resilience in the face of increased risk is achieved by engineering and regulatory responses rather than by payments to affected 
homeowners.  Arguments to compensate for these losses hinge on perceptions of fairness – and the related political economy argument that if the losses 
are not covered, the government will be pressured by affected homeowners to extend coverage to include them after a disaster, in which case it would be 
better to recognise this and charge up front for the risk.  We see the political economy risks as manageable because the Government has other 
responses, such as engineering and regulatory options, to help address homeowner concerns regarding changes in risk profile. 
 
Therefore, given the proposed purposes of the scheme, which focuses on the provision of resources to restore basic adequate dwellings and improving 
community resilience, not compensation for loss, we recommend that changes in risk profile not be an insurable loss.  EQC cover would still apply if there 
was the prospect of an imminent loss (i.e. a loss that will almost certainly arise within 12 months).     

 
Agree that the EQC 
scheme only cover 
damage that is sustained 
or permanent. 
 
Agree that changes in risk 
profile be an insurable 
loss only if as a result 
there is the prospect of an 
imminent loss.   
 
Note officials will report 
further on options for 
clarifying EQC’s 
settlement obligations 
regarding land damage. 
 
 
  

 
Gradual deterioration  
 
Gradual deterioration is likely to 
be associated with prolonged 
volcanic and/or hydrothermal 
activity (e.g. gas corrosion, acid 
rain) and may currently be 
covered by the Act.   
 
Consideration needs to be given 
as to whether EQC cover should 
reflect private insurer practice 
and clearly exclude gradual 
deterioration.    

 
The workshop identified acid rain from persistent volcanic ashfall (over months or years) and hydrothermal gases in Rotorua as the most likely cause of 
claims for gradual damage. The historic 3 month deadline for EQC claims effectively excluded gradual damage as only damage within the last 3 months 
could be claimed.  Recent and proposed changes to deadlines for reporting claims create the possibility of claims for gradual deterioration. 
 
It is normal insurance industry practice to exclude losses due to gradual deterioration, as this form of damage is best managed directly by the building 
owner and its inclusion creates significant moral hazard issues.  
 
The building code in principle reflects the gradual deterioration challenges of the environment the building is in (e.g. Rotorua, coastal areas).   
 
Also, one of the conditions applying to EQC cover is that insured persons must take all reasonable steps to mitigate damage.  As gradual damage occurs 
over extended periods of time, it would be reasonable to expect mitigation action by insured persons: 
 
The current EQC position is that it covers gradual damage flowing directly from acute events, such as rotting carpets or sub-floor decay due to 
liquefaction.  Officials recommend that this treatment continue.  The proposed change would make it clear that gradual damage associated with exposure 

 
Agree that the EQC 
scheme not cover 
damage due to gradual 
deterioration associated 
with ongoing exposure to 
a covered peril, such as 
gases from hydrothermal 
vents or volcanism. 
 
Agree that damage from 
slow-moving landslips 
should not be considered 
a form of gradual 
deterioration. 
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 to an ongoing hazard, such as corrosive hydrothermal fumes, would not be covered.  
 
Officials consider that damage from slow-moving landslips should not be considered a form of gradual deterioration, and so should still be covered by 
EQC.  This is because repairing such slips is usually expensive and often requires area-wide repairs on multiple properties that it is not reasonable to 
expect homeowners to undertake themselves.  
  

 
 
 
 

 
Calculating entitlements with a 
dollar cap on land payouts. 
 
The Act needs to be clear how 
the proposed new land cap will 
be implemented, particularly with 
regard to retaining walls (e.g. will 
settlement be based on the 
amount to reinstate/replace a 
damaged wall up to the level of 
the land cap or is it restricted to 
any lesser amount of the value of 
the land impacted?).   
 

 
The current dollar cap on an EQC payout for damaged land is the market value of the residential land plus the indemnity value of any retaining walls, 
bridges or culverts. These rules are a source of confusion for claimants and can generate inequitable results, with different claimants receiving markedly 
different levels of compensation for similar damage.  The rules also need revision to reflect the introduction of a dollar cap on land payouts and the shift to 
full replacement value of retaining walls, bridges and culverts.   
 
The future reporting on options for clarifying EQC’s settlement options for land damage will also provide advice on this issue. 
 
 
 

 
None (this issue will be 
picked up as part of the 
recommendation to direct 
officials to report further 
on options for clarifying 
EQC’s settlement 
obligations regarding land 
damage). 
 
 
 

 
Weather-initiated tsunami 
(meteotsunami) 
 
Some tsunami are have 
meteorological rather than 
seismic origins. 
 
Meteorologists consider 
meteotsunami to be a type of 
storm surge.  Given their name, 
under current EQC legislation it is 
unclear whether they would be 
considered a tsunami (with EQC 
covering both land and building 
damage) or a storm (with EQC 
covering only land damage). 
 

 
Given the categorisation of meteotsunami as a type of storm surge, the best fit with the existing EQC scheme would be to treat damage from these events 
as storm and flood damage. 
  
Defining storms to include meteotsunami would also be a more robust and administratively simpler boundary than defining tsunami to include 
meteotsunami.  That is because meteotsunami and storms often occur together. If meteotsunami were treated as tsunami and a meteotsunami occurred, 
EQC would need to determine what damage was caused by tsunami (and hence triggering building as well as land cover) and what damage was caused 
by the rest of the storm (in which case only land cover applies). 
 

 
Note that some tsunami 
(meteotsunami) are 
caused by meteorological 
conditions rather than 
seismic activity.  
 
Agree that meteotsunami 
be considered a form of 
storm and flood in 
determining EQC cover 
applicable to these 
events. 
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The intention of the Act and the 
need for EQC to cover ‘natural 
disaster fire’ should be 
reassessed with particular 
consideration of how EQC cover 
interacts with private insurance 
cover for fire.  
 

 
The EQC scheme currently covers “natural disaster fire”, that is fires caused by a covered peril. A participant suggested that this cover could be removed 
as private insurers already provide fire insurance.   
 
However removing explicit reference to “natural disaster fire” would do little to reduce the EQC exposure as under the “proximate cause” principle of 
insurance law, any fire that directly and inevitably resulted from an event, say an earthquake, would be treated for insurance purposes as if the event itself 
had directly caused the loss. 
 
Therefore “natural disaster fire” is probably a largely redundant provision.  Given its removal would have little practical effect while also generating 
uncertainty, we recommend retaining the current provision.   
 
However investigating this issue did draw our attention to an apparent anomaly in the current Act.  Although the policy intention is that the EQC scheme 
does not cover buildings against storm and flood damage, the current drafting appears to extend EQC cover to a building damaged by fire caused by land 
damage caused by a storm or flood.  This is an unlikely chain of events and EQC is not aware of any claims having ever been made on this basis.  We 
will raise this with PCO as a technical correction.  
 

 
Agree that EQC cover for 
damage caused by fires 
that are caused by a 
natural disaster be 
retained. 
 
Note that potential 
weaknesses in the current 
“natural disaster fire” 
definition will be raised 
with PCO at the drafting 
stage. 
   
 
 

 
Connections to wider government risk management and response 
Issue Discussion and Analysis Recommended Action 
 
EQC’s role in whole-of-
government recovery 
processes needs to be 
considered alongside other 
recovery legislation and broader 
recovery issues. 
 

 
Officials consider that there is value in EQC participating in broader whole-of-Government recovery plans and processes. 
 
The currently legislated functions of the Commission do not envisage this.  If you agree to the recommendation we will include appropriate drafting 
instructions so PCO can consider whether any legislative change is desirable. 
 

 
Agree that EQC should 
participate in broader 
whole-of-Government 
recovery plans and 
processes.  
 
 

 
Resource Management Act 
1991 (RMA) reforms should be 
made to enable EQC to legally 
carry out emergency works 
without a resource consent.   
 

 
Section 330 of the RMA confers powers on certain organisations (owners or operators of public works, network and lifeline utility operators, and local 
authorities) to carry out emergency works without a resource consent.  These works typically relate to land works.  The proposal is to add EQC to that list. 
 
We see this proposal as having complex implications.  Simply adding EQC to the current list would give EQC a special status as the only organisation 
other than local government authorised to undertake works to protect other people’s property.  This would be a unique role within central government.  
Such a role would pose significant strategic questions regarding EQCs role and purpose within the machinery of government (insurer or emergency 
responder).  In addition, EQC would have powers that property owners themselves or other insurers (including of commercial and rural property) do not 
have.   
 
Therefore we consider that EQC should not be given any special status under the RMA to conduct emergency works.  However we propose to refer this 
issue to the Ministry for the Environment (the administering department for the Resource Management Act) for consideration as to whether a less targeted 
extension of the current list of authorised emergency repairers is desirable.   
 

 
Agree to refer this 
suggestion to the Ministry 
for the Environment for 
consideration. 

 
EQC should be more 
active/influential in land use 
planning processes.  
 

 
The draft purpose clause for the EQC Bill includes the following wording: “support improving the resilience of New Zealand communities and therefore an 
efficient approach to the overall management of natural disaster risk and recovery in New Zealand.”  This wording would provide sufficient basis for EQC 
to participate in land use planning processes if it wished to do so. 
  

 
None. 
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Consideration could be given 
to enabling EQC to signal in 
advance that it will not cover 
new residential developments 
it considers a poor risk (i.e. at 
present EQC can only remove 
cover for dwellings where a full 
cap payment has already been 
made). 

 
This proposal stemmed from some participants’ concerns regarding the quality of natural hazard risk assessment in some planning approvals.  RMA 
reforms approved by Cabinet are intended to address this concern.  The draft Bill includes provisions intended to deliver on this Cabinet decision (Cab 
Min 13 15/8 refers): 
 

“Improving the management of natural hazards 
42 noted that the significant risks of natural hazards will be added as a matter for decision 
makers to recognise and provide for, as outlined in paragraph 7.13 above; 
4 3 agreed to change the RMA to enable decision makers to decline or place conditions on 
subdivision consents where there is a significant risk of a natural hazard;” 

 
Therefore we recommend not pursuing this suggestion further.   
 

 
None. 

 
Opportunities for technical refinement in the new legislation 
Issue Discussion and Analysis Recommended Action 
 
A range of other technical points 
and suggestions were made that 
officials will pass onto PCO.  
 

 
These suggestions include: 
 
• The Act should include definitions of flood and storm to distinguish more clearly between flood, debris flow, natural landslip and a storm (as EQC 

cover differs according to the peril). 
 

• The Act should include a definition of “event”. As EQC cover reinstates after each “event” it is crucial to clearly define what constitutes an event.  (We 
intend reflecting current practice that all damage occurring within a 48 hour period (including from multiple perils) will be deemed to be a single event 
for the purpose of EQC insurance cover).  

 
• The drafting should reflect the modern emphasis on building resilience to avoid disasters rather than an implied acceptance that disasters are 

inevitable.  The suggestion is that the Act should use the term ‘natural perils’ rather than ‘natural disasters’. 
 

• The term volcanic ‘eruption’ is too narrow.  The Act should refer to volcanic ‘activity’ given that there is a significant possibility of other ‘unrest’ and 
secondary hazards which are not strictly an ‘eruption’.  
 

• Inclusion of a purpose statement in the Act was strongly supported.  The purpose statement could help clarify the relationship between building and 
land cover in the context of the Crown’s housing-related interests.  

 

 
Note that a range of other 
technical points and 
suggestions were made at 
the workshop that officials 
will pass onto PCO for 
consideration at the 
drafting stage.  
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