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described as a colonial application clause, since it re­
ferred to non-metropolitan territories. Article 31, on the
other hand, dealt with parts of metropolitan territories
and related, for instance, to the situation in the United
Kingdom where there were two different systems of
law and where, for example, Scottish law on prescrip­
tion differed from English law. Scotland could hardly
be described as a non-metropolitan territory. The case
in federal States was even stronger. The United Na­
tions Commission on International Trade Law had
recognized that there was a difference" for it had
drafted two separate articles on that subject for in­
corporation in the draft Convention, one of which
-article 44-the Committee had already considered.
The Committee was therefore dealing with the present
matter for the first time and was not reverting to a
question which had already been disposed of.

8. Mr. BYKOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Repub­
lics), referring to the statement by the United Kingdom
representative that the colonial clause had been settled
once and for all and that the Committee should not
revert to it, said that the question raised by the repre­
sentative of Czechoslovakia with respect to article 31
was quite understandable, as the amendment proposed
by the representative of Canada was very ambiguous.

9. When the Committee had discussed the original
version of article 31, which was clearly intended for fed­
eral States, serious doubts had been expressed about the
advisability of including such an article in the Conven­
tion, and it had been stated that to do so would not
facilitate the application of the Convention. >It had also
been said that such an article would create an unequal
situation between various parties by giving a privileged
position to federal as compared with unitary States.

10. He agreed with the representative of Czechoslo­
vakia that the article as now formulated was broader
in scope than the former federal clause" for it referred,
not to units of federal States, but to territorial units.
Pointing out that the Vienna Convention on the Law
of Treaties! stipulated in article 29 that international
treaties were applicable to the entire territory of Con­
tracting Parties, he stressed that article 31 would not
be in line with that provision. Furthermore, it was na­
tural that States which adhered to the Convention on
prescription should take certain legislative, administra­
tive or other measures to ensure that it was applied
throughout their territory.

11. In the view of his delegation, article 31 would
create more problems than it would solve. The Com­
mittee had spent several weeks considering uniform
rules for sellers and buyers in international sales; yet,
if an article such as that proposed by the representative
of Canada was included in the Convention, the Com­
mittee would now be departing from uniform norms.
That" in turn, would create complete uncertainty for
businessmen, who would then have to know not only
whether a State was a Contracting Party but also
which regions, provinces or districts of that State were
applying the Convention. His delegation therefore had
grave doubts about the advisability of including ar­
ticle 31 in the form proposed by Canada.
12. Mr. MUSEUX (France) said that although ar­
ticle 31 was not necessary as far as his own delegation

1 See United Nations Conference on the Law of Treaties,
1968 and 1969, Official Records (United Nations publication,

Sales No. E.70.V.5), p. 289, document A/CONF.39/27.

was concerned, it recognized that it might be for
others. Hence, in a spirit of co-operation it would
support the Canadian amendment, on the understanding
that adoption of the amendment would make it easier
for federal States to become parties to the Convention.
13. Mr. STEEL (United Kingdom) said that he did
not think the Soviet Union representative had provided
a satisfactory answer to the case put forward for ar­
ticle 31 by the representative of Canada. The article
was not one which his own delegation regarded as
Vital; however, it seemed that the Soviet attitude was
a bit inflexible and not sufficiently sympathetic to
those countries which had real problems in dealing
with the matter.
14. He pointed out that he had not said that the
proposal contained in former draft article 44 had
been disposed of for all time" but merely that it had
been disposed of for the purposes of the Convention.
15. While the Soviet representative had rightly drawn
attention to the article of the Vienna Convention on
the Law of Treaties which stated that a treaty was
binding on a State in respect of its entire territory, he
had omitted to mention the rest of the article con­
taining the qualifying provision that that was the case
unless a different intention was apparent from the
treaty or was otherwise established. That point was
therefore less convincing than had initially appeared.
16. Mr. YUSHITA (Japan) said that he shared the
views expressed by the representative of France and
would support the Canadian amendment. However, he
felt that the expression "in relation to this Convention"
in paragraph 1 was not quite clear. It might be better
to insert the words "the matters dealt with in" before
the words "this Convention". Secondly, if and when
the Canadian proposal was accepted, it would have
to be determined when amendments to declarations of
States would come into effect. That could be discussed
in connexion with article 38. Logically, amendments
which added territorial units to which the Convention
applied should be treated as cases of accession-in
other words, in accordance with article 42" paragraph 2.
On the other hand, if an amendment contained a re­
duction of the number of territorial units to which the
Convention applied, it should be treated as a denun­
ciation-in other words, in accordance with article 43,
paragraph 2.
17. Mr. JEMIYO (Nigeria) said that under the
Nigerian federal Constitution prescription fell within
the competence of the individual States. He would
therefore support the Canadian amendment.
18. Mr. NANOWSKiI (Poland) said that although
his delegation was sympathetic to the Canadian amend­
ment for the reasons given by the representative of
France, the fact remained that the main purpose of the
Convention was to achieve uniformity. Consequently
his delegation found the arguments advanced by the
representative of the Soviet Union more convincing
and would vote against the Canadian amendment.
19. Mr. JENARD (Belgium) said that his delegation
would support the Canadian amendment.
20. Mr. RAm (India) said that the Canadian amend­
ment was not acceptable" since it might lead to inter­
vention in the internal affairs of States and to the
interpretation of a State's constitutional provisions by
third parties. If delegations so wished, the amendment
could be replaced by a formula analagous to the federal
clause (article 10) in the Protocol to the International



4th meeting-'7 June 1974 253

Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (General
Assembly resolution 2200A (XXI), annex), namely,
"the provisions of the present Convention shall extend
to all parts of federal States without any. limitations or
exceptions" .
21. Mrs. JUHASZ (Hungary) agreed with the rep­
resentatives of Czechoslovakia, the Soviet Union,
Poland and [ndia that the Canadian amendment would
create uncertainties and might be tantamount to a
reconsideration of article 44. Her delegation would not
be able to support it.

22. Mr. WAGNER (German Democratic Republic)
said that he understood the problem encountered by
federal States in applying international Conventions.
However, those problems were internal affairs of such
States" and they should settle them accordingly. His
delegation therefore supported the views expressed by
the representatives of the Soviet Union, Czechoslovakia,
Poland, India and Hungary.
23. Mr. CHAFIK (Egypt) said that although the
federal clause was not important to his own delegation,
it would in a spirit of international co-operation support
the Canadian amendment, which seemed to provide a
good solution to the problem.
24. Mr. HAMBURGER (Austria) said that while
the problem of application of the Convention did not
apply to Austria, even though it was a federal State,
it was none the less sympathetic to the problems of
other such States. It would support the Canadian
amendment, provided that it applied only to countries
whose constitutions made application of the Conven­
tion problematical. The opening phrase of paragraph 1
should be "If a federal or non-unitary Contracting
State". With reference to article 31 as drafted by
UNOTRAL (A/CONF.63/4), his delegation could
accept paragraphs (a) and (b) but not paragraph (c).
25. Mr. KffiIS (Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Re­
public) said that, while his delegation fully appreciated
the situation in which Canada found itself as a result
of its internal structure, it was also fully aware that
the aim of the Conference was to unify international
law on prescription. Furthermore, the Convention was
intended to apply to all territory units of an individual
State. Consequently, his delegation associated itself
with those which were opposed to the Canadian
amendment.

26. Mr. DALTON (United States of America) said
that his own country, although a federal State, would
have no difficulty in applying the Convention. He was,
however, sympathetic to the problem raised by the
representatives of Canada and Nigeria, where com­
petence in respect of international treaties lay with
individual units of the State. Since his country would
regret not being able to be in a treaty relationship with
its neighbour and with the friendly State of Nigeria, he
would vote for the Canadian amendment.
27. Mr. SPEEKENBRINK (Netherlands) felt that
the Canadian amendment represented a legitimate in­
terest of a particular group of States. Accordingly, his
delegation, subscribing to the spirit of international
co-operation for which the representatives of France
and Egypt had appealed" supported the Canadian
amendment.
28. Mr. VON HOESSLE (Federal Republic of Ger­
many) said that his delegation supported the Canadian
amendment.

29. Mr. TRUDEL (Canada) pointed out that if a
federal clause of the kind his delegation was proposing
was not approved, States like his own would be unable
to contribute to the uniformity the Conference so clearly
desired by acceding to the Convention. .
30. Mr. HAMBURGER (Austria) recalled that his
delegation had orally proposed a subamendment to the
Canadian amendment, under which the first sentence
of the new article 31 would begin: "If a federal or
non-unitary Contracting State...".
31. Mr. TRUDEL (Canada) said that the Austrian
subamendment might be unduly restrictive, for the
problem raised in his own amendment affected coun­
tries other than Canada.
32. Mr. AL-QAYSI (Iraq) asked how the Austrian
subamendment could be applied in the case of the
United Kingdom, which was a unitary State but had
two different legal systems.

33. Mr. HAMBURGER (Austria) suggested that
the problem of States like the United Kingdom might
be covered by the proposed article 31 bis.

34. Mr. STEEL (United Kingdom) was of the
opinion that the proposed article 31 bis dealt with a
different problem and did not help the United Kingdom
on the point dealt with by article 31. While the United
Kingdom might arguably be included among the "non­
unitary" States mentioned in the Austrian subamend­
ment, such a description would not really be apt. The
subamendment would put his delegation in some
embarrassment and he therefore appealed to the Aus­
trian delegation not to press it.

35. Mr. MUSEUX (France) considered that the
Austrian subamendment had been put forward because
Austria would not wish to make the declaration of the
type permitted under the proposed article 31. Pointing
out that allowance for such an eventuality had been
made in paragraph 3 of the Canadian amendment, he
asked the representative of Austria to withdraw his
proposal.

36. Mr. HAMBURGER (Austria) withdrew his pro­
posal.

37. Mr. BURGUCHEV (Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics) said he fully understood the United King­
dom's position with regard to the Austrian proposal,
since problems under article 31 would arise for other
than federal States. None the Iess, as his delegation
had already emphasized, such problems should be
settled in accordance with internal legislation, the main
goal in elaborating the Convention being the accession
to it of all States on an equal footing. Acceptance of
the Canadian proposal would complicate the situation
rather than assist in achieving uniformity, and his dele­
gation therefore understandably maintained its reser­
vations concerning that proposal.

38. The CHAIRMAN invited the Committee to vote
on the amendment submitted by Canada in document
A/OONF.63/C.2/L.2.

The Canadian amendment (A/CONF.63/C.2/L.2)
was adopted by 15 votes to 11, with 2 abstentions.
39. The CHAIRMAN recalled that the representa­
tive of Japan had raised two points with regard to the
Canadian amendment. If he heard no objection, he
would take it that the Committee agreed to refer to
the Drafting Committee the Japanese proposal to. add
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the words "the matter dealt with in" after the words
"in relation to" in the first paragraph of document
A/CONF.63/C.2/L.2.

It was so decided.
'40. Mr. AL-QAYSI (Iraq) said that the point raised

by the representative of Japan concerning the entry
into force of declarations under the Canadian amend­
ment seemed to be a matter of substance rather than
of drafting and should therefore be discussed by the
Second Committee.
41. Mr. YUSHITA (Japan) explained that his par­
ticular concern had been with the timing of the entry
into force of amendments to declarations made under
the Canadian version of article 31. His delegation con­
sidered that original declarations under that article
should enter into force for the States concerned at the
same time as the Convention but the question remained
as to when amendments to such declarations should
enter into force, since amendments to such declarations
could be made at any time.
42. Mr. STEEL (United Kingdom), supported by
Mr. CHAFIK (Egypt)" agreed that the point raised
by the representative of Iraq was valid, but proposed
that the matter should none the less be referred to the
Drafting Committee in order to save time.
43. The CHAIRMAN said that, if he heard no
objection, he would take it that the Committee agreed
to refer the question of the entry into force of amend­
ments to declarations under article 31 to the Drafting
Committee.

It was so decided.

Article 31 bis
44. Mr. DALTON (United States of America) said
that, while the proposal his delegation was making in
document A/CONF.63/C.2/L.3 might seem self­
evident, he felt that the inclusion of such a clause, as
in other conventions on similar subjects, would be of
use. Since the amendment referred to the conflict of
laws" a problem different from that covered in the new
article 31, he proposed that it should be referred to
the Drafting Committee for inclusion as a separate
article.
45. Mr. AL-QAYSI (Iraq) said that the words "in
relation to that matter" in the United States proposal
were redundant. In his opinion, the amendment really
sought to deal with the. problem of the existence of
two or more legal rather than territorial units within
a State, in which case the article would require ex­
tensive redrafting.
46. Mr. HARTNELL (Australia) said his delegation
was willing to leave the question of whether the United
States proposal should be incorporated in article 31
or appear as a separate article to the Drafting Com­
mittee. He was mainly concerned with how a court
would decide which was the "appropriate" unit in
cases involving the law of another State; would it, for
example, be necessary for a foreign court to hear
evidence from a United States lawyer in order to de­
termine which territorial unit of the United States was
competent in cases where questions of the conflict of
United States laws arose?
47. Mr. DALTON (United States of America) sug­
gested that the foreign court would consider the con­
stitutional system of the other State to see what was
its system of law and would then look at the general

rules governing conflict of laws in order to decide
which laws were most pertinent to the transaction
concerned.
48. Mr. HARTNELL (Australia) construed that re­
ply to mean that a foreign court would in fact need
to hear a lawyer from the other State,a procedure
which would involve great expense.
49. Mr. MUSEUX (France) agreed that the United
States proposal should be the subject of a separate
article. As to the substance of the proposal, he largely
agreed with the representative of Australia and pro­
posed that the term "unit appropriate" should be re­
placed by the term "unit concerned".
50. Mr. DALTON (United States of America) pro­
posed that, in order to avoid repetition of the word
"concerned", the phrase used should be "unit indi­
cated".
51. Mr. MUSEUX (France) said that he could
accept the proposal just made by the United States
representative on the understanding that the reference
was in fact to the unit concerned.
52. Mr. AL-QAYSI (Iraq) said that, while he did
not wish to undermine the substance of the United
States amendment, it might be more appropriate for
it to read:

"Where in this Convention reference is made. to
the law of a State in which different systems of law
apply, such reference shall be construed to mean
the law as determined by the legal system of the
State concerned."

That would cover both federal and unitary States with
two or more different legal systems.
53. Mr. HARTNELL (Australia) said that, although
the version proposed by the representative of Iraq was
clearer the problem of the determining role of the
"legal 'system of the State concerned" still remained.
Thus, under Australian law" it would continue to be
necessary for a court to hear testimony from an expert
on the legal system of the other State in order to know
which of its legal units was competent in a matter. It
might be best, therefore, if the Convention contained
no article of the type proposed by the United States
and if each State relied on its own rules governing con­
flict of laws when such questions arose.
54. Mr. STEEL (United Kingdom) agreed that the
problem of the need for expert testimony was a real
one, but he felt that the conflict of laws and therefore
the possible need for expert evidence could not be
avoided in international trade: The United States pro­
posal gave useful guidance in that difficult field and
should be retained, subject to refinement by the Draft­
ing Committee.
55. Mr. HARTNELL (Australia) agreed with the
United Kingdom representative that the problem at
issue was that of the conflict of laws. However, his
own view was that such conflicts should be solved
according to the law of the State in which a suit was
brought, whereas the United Kingdom representative
was saying that the applicable legislation should be
that of the State connected with the contract, a pro­
posal which would inevitably lead to additional ex­
pense.
56. Mr. HAMBURGER (Austria) felt that the
phrase "shall be construed" was unduly restrictive,
since it was likely to preclude a court from applying
the normal procedures of conflict of laws and might



Article 38
71. Mr. STEEL (United Kingdom) withdrew the
amendment (A/CONF.63/C.1/L.70), which bad been
proposed by his delegation, as IiJt was no longer ap­
plicable.
72. Mr. WA1TLES (Executive Secretary of the Con­
ference) pointed out that the declarations provided for
in articles 34 and 35 of the draft Convention had to
be made at the time of deposit of the instrument of
ratificatiom or accession and must therefore be pre­
sumed to take effecr at the same time. It would cause
confusion if article 38 specified that they took. effect
some months later, end he therefore suggested that the
reference 11:0 articles 33 to 35 should be deleted.
73. Mr. YUSHITA (Japan) observed that para­
graph 2 of article 38 dealt with the withdrawal of de­
clarations. He did not therefore think that the refer­
ence to "articles 33 10 35" should be deleted from
paragraph 2.
74. Mr. STEEL (United Kingdom) said that para­
graph 1 of the article was concerned with two different
matters: where declarations were to be addressed, and
when they should take effect. The article should be
redrafted to make that point clear. While he could offer
various suggestions which would have that effect, they
did not include deletion of the reference 11:0 articles 33
and 34.
75. Mr. BYKOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Re­
publics) said that the necessary drafting changes could
best be made by the Drafting Committee.
76. Mr. MUSEUX (France) agreed and pointed out
in that connexion that the Canadian amendment (A/
CONF.63/C.2/L.2) which the Committee had just
adopted also dealt with the notification of declarations
to the Secretary-General and should therefore be men­
tioned in article 38.
77. The CHAIRMAN suggested that the text of the
article, together with the draft amendments suggested
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thus p~tbUsin.essnlen .to the trou~le of obtaining ex- 6~. Mr. :~~QAYSI (Iraq) pointed out that a two-
pert WItnesses to testify concermng the law of the thirds majority would be needed 10 reverse a decision
"unit appropriate". If the expert witness turned out of the Committee,
to be wrong, or his views were not upheld by the 67 M MUSEUX (F ) red that th t id
court, much time and expense would have been wasted be' r. bl if Cl". -.. ra.ru:::...l rep 1 • f a wou.. . no pro em : »~ll!""", agreea on a satis actory com-
57. Mr. AL-9AYSI. (Iraq~ pomted out, by way of promise regarding a definition of international sale of
example, that It was .• impossible for a person to have goods
a domicile in "the United States"; it must be in one '. .
particular state of the United States. The purpose of 68. Mr. HAMBURGER (Austria), supported by
the amendment in such cases was to make it clear Mr. NA;NOWSKI (Poland) and ~r. ~TNELL
th~t the law to be applied wa~ the lex fori. Having (Australia), suggested that the article might be !eft
said th~t, he share? the Austrahan r~presentative's ap- unchan~ed and merely passed to the plenary session
prehenslOns. that, m fact. expert evidence was likely for review.
to bereqUlred. 69. Mr. YUSHITA (Japan) said that he supported
5'8. Mr. YUSHITA (Japan) said that as he saw it that suggestion. If it should prove impossible in the
the United States proposal. was meant to state th~ plenary session to reach a compromise OIl the definition
obvious and he wondered if it related to the sub- of the intemational sale of goods in article 2, the
stantive problem of the conflict of laws. plenary ~ould tJ:en tu~ to specific consideration of
59. Mr. BYKOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Re- d~aft 81rt1cl~ 37 In .the light of that f~ure. In ~eral,
publics) considered that the United States proposal hIS delegation COhs~der~ that the article was desirable
might create problems rather than solve them. It ref- for the sake of uniformity, though be ~ould be pre-
erred to "the legal system of the State concerned" pared to accept any reasonable compromise,
but in the Soviet Union, for example, there was only 70. The CHAIRMAN suggested that article 37
one legal system whereas there were many different should not be put to the vote. The article would be
State legislatures, and that might cause problems which maintained irn the form in which it was presented in
the proposed amendment would do nothing to solve. the draft Convention, it being understood that it could
He was therefore sceptical regarding the value of the be reconsidered in the plenary session.
draft a.mendment but. would not object to it if other It was so decided.
delegations felt that It served a useful purpose.

6~. Th? CHAIRMAN inquired whether the Com­
mittee WIshed to vote on the United States draft amend­
ment to article 31 bis.
61. Mr. CHAFIK (Egypt) said that he assumed the
vote would be on the question whether an amendment
of the kind proposed was needed in principle, and not
on the text as submitted. [f the principle was accepted.
the United States proposal would then presumably be
sent to the Drafting Committee.

62. Mr. DALTON (United States of America) said
that that was his understanding.

63. The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the United
St~tes amen~ment (A/CONF.63/C.2/L.3) relative to
article 31 bis of the draft Convention.

The amendment was adopted by 10 votes to 3 with
11 abstentions. '

64. Tbe CHAIRMAN said that the draft amendment
would be sent to the Drafting Committee together with
an indication of the views expressed and proposals
made by delegatioas.

Article 37

6?: :!'1r. ~SEUX (France) observed that the pro­
':18lon m artlc~e 37 was. not usually found in intema­
tiona!- conventions. It might, of course, prove to be of
~se. if. States,. when applying the Convention, made
limitations which resul;ted in non-uniform application,
and he was therefore m favour, at least in theory of
inserting theartiole. However, the Committee sh~uld
bear in mind the work of the First Committee which
~as ba~g difficulty in agreeing on a definition of
international sales that was satisfactory to and accepted
by all delegations. He suggested that while that uncer­
tainty prevailed, article 37 should not be included in
the Convention. If la saeisfaotory solution was found
to the problem of defining international sales the
artJicle could always be reinstated. '
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The meeting rose at 5.55 p.m,

by the representative of the United Kingdom, should did not think should be referred to the Drafting Com-
be referred to the Drafting Commi,tJtee. mdttee.

It was so decided. 80. Mr. DALTON (United States of America), sup­
ported by Mrs. JUHASZ (Hungary), expressed support
for a six-month period.
81. The CHAIRMAN invited the Committee to vote
on the Japanese proposal that the period time specified
in paragraphs 1 and 2 of article 38 should be six months.

The proposal was adopted by 23 votes to none, with
2 abstentions.

78. Mr. YUSHITA (Japan) said that the period of
three months suggested in the draft article seemed too
short, especially in the case of the withdrawal of a
declaration. He had no decided views on the time-limit
but felt that six months would be more practical.

79. Mr. NANOWSKI (Poland) said that la decision
on the time-limit was a substantive matter which he
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Comparative table of the numbering of the articles of the Conven-
tion on the Limitation Period in the International Sale of Goods
and of the draft .artfeles considered by the Conference

Numberof
article in Relevant

Convention Number of paragraphs
on the article in draft Relevant in the report

Limitation provisions paragraphs of the
Period in the approved by the Numberoj in the report Second Plenary
International Drafting article in of the First Committee meeting
Sale of Goods Committee UNCITRAL Committee (AI at which
(AICONF.63/ (AICONF.63/ draft provisions (AICONF.6319 CONF.631 article

15) 7) (AICONF.6314) and Add.I-8) 12) discussed

1 1 1 8-15 6th

2 2 2 16-22 6th

3 3 3 23-28 7th

4 4 4 29-33 7th

5 5 5 34-38 7th

6 6 6 39-43 7th

7 7 7 44-48 7th

8 8 8 49-54 7th

9 9(1) 9(1) 55-60 7th

9(2)(a) 9(3) second 55-60
sentence

9(2)(b) 13(3) 86-91
10 10(1) 9(3) first 55-60 7th

sentence
10(2) 10(1)(2) 66-72
10(3) 9(2) 61-65

11 11 10(3) 66-72 7th,8th

12 12 11 73-77 8th

13 13 12(1) 81-85 8th

14 14 13(1) (2) 86-91 8th

15 15 14 92-96 8th

16 16 12(2) 81-85 8th

17 17 15 97-101 8th

18 16 102-106 8th

18 19 17 107-111 9th
19 20 18 112-117 9th

20 21 19 118-122 9th

21 22 20 123-127 9th

22 23 21 128-133 9th

23 24 22 134-140 9th
24 25 23 144-147 9th

25 26 24 149-154 9th

26 27 25 155-158 9th

27 28 26 159-162 9th

28 29 27 163-167 9th

29 30 28 168-172 9th

30 31 29 173-178 9th

30 11-13

31 32 31 14-19 9th

32 33 20-23 9th,10th

33 34 32 24-26 10th
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Numberoj
article in Relevant

Convention Number of paragraphs
on the article in draft Relevant in the report

Limitation provisions paragraphs of the
Period in the approved by the Number of in the report Second PlenaryInternational article in draft article in of the First Committee meetingSale of Goods Committee UNCITRAL Committee (AI at which(AICONF.631 (AICONF.63/ draft provisions (AICONF.6319 CONF.631 article15) 7) (A/CONF.6314) and Add.I-8) 12) discussed

34 35 33 182-185 10th
35 36 34 190-193 10th
36 37 35 194-198 10th
37 38 36 202-205 10th
38 10th
39 39 37 27-29 10th
40 40 38 30-36 10th
41 41 39 37-39 10th
42 42 40 40-42 10th
43 43 41 43-45 10th
44 44 42 46-48 10th
45 45 43 49-51 10th

44 52-54
45 55-57

46 46 46 58-60 10th




