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Docket No. 100007-EI

PEF’s Responses to

Staff’s 9th Set of Interrogatories
Witness; David Sorrick

orv#e REDACTED

Referring to page 3, lines 12 - 19:

a.

b.

Please explain what the “vehicle barrier system” (line 17) is and what the
functions of this system are.

Please explain how the $1,303,543 vehicle barrier system-related cdsts are
derived.

Please explain why a vehicle barrier system is appropriate for recovery
through the ECRC.

Answer

a.

The “Vehicle Barrier System” is a physical security barrier fence that is required
by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission to prevent unauthorized access to the
Crystal River Unit 3 controlled area. The Unit 4 and 5 Clean Air Projects
necessitated a new VBS to accommodate additional truck traffic required for
delivery of limestone and urea as well as for the removal of gypsum. Based on
traffic studies performed it was determined that the additional vehicles would
exceed the capacity of the existing Access Control Point (“ACP”) which provides
access to the entire complex and, as such, must meet the nuclear security
requirements. The resulting Vehicle Barrier System preserves the security access
requirements mandated for the nuclear plant, while allowing access of the
aforementioned delivery trucks to the complex without the need for them to enter
the controlled area. The function of the Vehicle Barrier System is to prevent
unauthorized access to the Crystal River Unit 3 controlled area.

The Vehicle Barrier System related costs of $1,303,543 is derived from a Contract

Labor Costs of $1,303,543 which consists of the installation of rouf;hly B

The new VBS is appropriate for recovery through the ECRC because it was
necessitated by the Crystal River Clean Air Projects and PEF would not have
incurred the costs for the VBS but for the need to comply with CAIR and related
environmental regulations. Had it not been for the additional traffic required for
the Crystal River Clean Air Projects, a new VBS would not have been necessary
to comply with NRC requirements.
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Docket No. 100007-E1

PEF’s Responses to

Staff’s Sth Set of Interrogatories
Witness: David Sorrick

Interrogatory # 43
Referring to page 3, lines 12 - 19;

a.

b.

Please explain what the ‘“vehicle barrier system” (line 17) is and what the
functions of this system are.

Please explain how the $1,303,543 vehicle barrier system-related costs are
derived.

Please explain why a vehicle barrier system is appropriate for recovery
through the ECRC.

Answer

a.

The “Vehicle Barrier System” is a physical security barrier fence that is required
by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission to prevent unauthorized access to the
Crystal River Unit 3 controlled area. The Unit 4 and 5 Clean Air Projects
necessitated a new VBS to accommodate additional truck traffic required for
delivery of limestone and urea as well as for the removal of gypsum. Based on
traffic stadies performed it was determined that the additional vehicles would
exceed the capacity of the existing Access Control Point (“ACP") which provides
access to the entire complex and, as such, must meet the nuclear security
requirements. The resulting Vehicle Barrier System preserves the security access
requirements mandated for the nuclear plant, while allowing access of the
aforementioned delivery trucks to the complex without the need for them to enter
the controlled area. The function of the Vehicle Barrier System is to prevent
unauthorized access to the Crystal River Unit 3 controlled area.

The Vehicle Barrier System related costs of $1,303,543 is derived from a Contract

Labor Costs of $1,303,543 which consists of the installation of roufh]y | ]

The new VBS is appropriate for recovery through the ECRC because it was
necessitated by the Crystal River Clean Air Projects and PEF would not have
incurred the costs for the VBS but for the need to comply with CAIR and related
environmental regulations. Had it not been for the additional traffic required for
the Crystal River Clean Air Projects, a new VBS would not have been necessary
to comply with NRC requirements.
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"COnshueﬁon Gam 7 Moreimpmanﬂy, the cost of ©
1B GRS BVEE B PEF LB __"a'rﬁatté’?éiia?ﬁatﬁ'e

. Bemrmk\e ‘bost aitemaﬂ?ae for PEF {QREC faci!lty)
considering VBS canﬁgwatlon .ACP-location; Coal
Cofnbustion Products & Uméstmairafﬁc ‘Nuciear Security
regulation, Corporate Security Retuiremerits {NERC-CIP,
MTSA, and BPI), USG. corfract, new tandfill location, and
Employse fravel routes. '

o Deterinins short term cost Mqu'lraments for Gate 10 .

operation -

. _Dé?efﬂppntﬂﬂi_bﬂsl@e@&p!ﬁﬁﬂ)?ﬁafong'-fq’fm gqlutqoﬁ

Thescope oftl‘ﬂsVSAwillbatoevaluatecunmﬂstaﬁe_to '
detennlne bes_t alternative.to resolve potential closure'of - .

ar():_Jay Chisser (CY Ops Supt)

John Halm {Fuels)

~Jamie Long (CRS —Ops Supt)

Steve- Marchigiano (Clean-Air Supt)

Gai'y Michell { Matt Widener (CR3 Security)
Gwen Roof (PGF - Materials)

Emilio’ Carago! (Corpomte Security)

Ad-hoc (for damﬁnpu‘t 1o team):

« ‘Darrén Myars'(Corp. Securty) ™
-e Rob Reynolds (Fuels) (Jay Chesser to
_“contact)
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Team Expectations

Develop a plan for Gate 10 that all parties can support
Understand impacts - Develop a workable plan
Accommodate the Flammable/Chemlcal Storage Room for
Stores folks

et data drive the solution

Develop a plan that doesn’t segregate the site physically
Think of lifecycle costs — apply EESY+ to justify the decision
Minimize the impact to Scrubber Operations

Compliance in the lowest cost option

More efficient option than current

Better cost alternative - current $1.2M/year operating costs
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Base Assumptions

e Gate 10 can no Ionger operate as a

“Construction Gate”

e Next three years, CRN Fly Ash disposed in
the Landfill

e Additional $2/ton incremental charge for
hauling CRN Ash through ACP to the Landfill

- R '

4 . | 3 Progress Energy
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Current State

e GATE 10 Operating Costs — $1.2M/yr to operate withg

with 24x7 coverage

e Comparitively, the Main ACP Operating Cost: $1.6M/year
e Main ACP Traffic Flow

Non Outage Outage
Fossil ]

~ deliveries, confractorsftrucks

¢ Incremental expense for Ash Disposal: $400K due to Gate 10

e Relevant Regulations:

+ Nuclear Security « DOT

+ MTSA + Rail Security
+ NERC-CIP « BCI (Tier 1)
» CFATS

A




Current State

Gate 10 originally setup to accommodate EPCR |
Construction Traffic
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R T T ES R

Gate 10 |

[ Limestone
' Prep/Gypsum
Dewatering

Scrubber

Stack

T |CY Control

- Room
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. Current State

Trafflc Flow: Clean Alr and CY

® Clean Air :

+ Limestone in: 25-75 trucks/day

« Gypsum out: 100-120 trucks/day
e Unit 4&5: Ash 70 trucks/day
o Unit 1&2: Ash 30 trucks/day
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Walk down Findings

¢ Need movable barriers on east and west side of
CRN centerline road

e Evaluate cleaning and drainage
e Do we need to pave turn around area

e Impact on fire hydrants
e Evaluate security of breaker rooms (card access)
¢ VBS Options
(¥ + 2006A: NN
+ 2006 Original: SN

0 &3 Progress Energy
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Walk-down Findings

Possible turnaround areas —
10 Option 2006A

VSA Brainstrust

P'rng'essEnergy
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Desired Characteristics — Future State

¢ Most efficient/cost effective/safest solution ... conéidering
both initial and life-cycle costs - Lowest cost option for
PEF

o VRN for limestone/gypsum traffic ﬂ

e Don't add another ACP — around $6M development and
“installation costs .. plus the annual operating expenses

o SRS - north to south — for fossil <

e Maintain ERC response time

e CR 4 & 5 Ash trucks NS 3
o D fO" rail traffic security and any ¢/
additional vehicle gates

e Meet all security requirements
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Option Analysis
Option 2006 Original

2006 - Qriginal Plan

e ’1"-7E¥.pén'sa;._f"'f<$1 2M) S
'lnstauvast— $900K)

/

% Installation Costs

, Security .
Raqu!ra:ﬁenu

-Nodh CY Control Reom, Gypsumn
~ Dewatering. Limestone Preparation, ..
_ W imestone uriloading and storage and
Operational - Gypsum conveying and stock-out
Efficiency lmpacfs maintenance of the (IR

00N ® g

Save $1/ton for ash removal ($400K Savings
O&M)

“[Net Present Value: 30 year .d'eb“reciatibn Z$1.341M
B/IC: 2.0 |
Payback: by 2015 | &3 Progres: ’

13
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~ Option Analysis

Close Gate 10 Option

“Installation
Costs

Install barrier {$5K)

Reguifrements

e Skdudty

‘Yes

Operational
Efficiency

All CRN Ash removal now goes
through ACP ($2/tons additional
cost - $800K annually)
W.imestone urniloading and
storage - and - Gypsum conveying
and stock-out
W Gypsum/Limestone
operations and the Coal Pile
treatment operations

14

[Net Present Value: 30 year depreciation — ($2.6M)




Option Analysis
Option 2006 A

Opersiting
Expenses

i Installation .
Costs

i IR

| e gl i -

4| Requirement § ———y . v $12
B et o B b R o Bt s s T ® '
- Limestone unloading and
Operational _:Ig(r;?:{;tand - Gypsum conveying and
Efficiency
Save $1Iton for ash removal ($400K
S )
" Nat Present Value 30 year ¢ epreciatlon $1 285M |
B/C: 1.9 |

Payback: by 2016

$10-€2a0d-44d

15
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Recommendation

Option 2006A
e Cost neutral with other viable option
e Allows for flow of materials and personnel

o Protects key assets and (iR )
e Morale — minimizing the separation between craft
and equipment |
e Allows for (HNEEER of Limestone, Gypsum and 2
CRN ash transport

e Minimizes traffic impact through main A.CP
¢ Minimizes ash traffic and related housekeeping

16 | <1
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~a

Action ltems

Action

g Idenﬂfy the- dafa when Gate 10 O&M expenses
.itransferto F’EF N

17

‘Matt

Team to discuss
-with'Leadership
"~ dt Report Out

4/14
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Determme secunty’ reqwrements for: North
Road Gypsurnl hme stone operatsons access -

ion P
stakeholders to explam recommendatlons :
Why? Future operatiiﬁn (Cbordinate with

~ Emillio

Jay, Rob Odom,

‘and Matt

5731
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Backup Slides

20
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~ Option Analysis

Viable Options

| Exﬁnms

48 0k a2

Instafiatio ation

Wi ~

B
;

Etfictenty

NRILLLY

21

2006 A Pian

81.2v)

Pave ttimarcund (Cost TBOJ
install v5s Yy 1.3 M)
(inctude 4SRRI .

Yes, (e

mestone unloading and

storage -and - Gypsum conveying.
and stockout |

ave $1/toni for ash removal (§250€ &

avings OB}

Effacts socess to truck scales
adfacent to Construction Trailers
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Otion Analysis

Non-viable Options

§3 Progress Energy
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~ Option Analysis

Option - 2006 Original

5 c
_. cAwsumptions T installatlon. | Operating Expensés | Productivity:
{Gate 10 no longer in operation |
i Fly ash cost estimates are based |
on current state - not the '
amerniated ask state .
Revistt the stormwater control / {5500k} VES

ralfage permit {sox) quiaagm— |

$1.1 Winstal. cost

wia ™

$4008 ash reimoval 1 39MHRLY
($80K prodictivity losses) | 0.5MHR Clean Alr
{3400K savings by late summar) ] 1 SOMHRstotat/day

SRR N

. (SLIMiInstallation/Capital |-

23
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3

Option Analysis
Option — 2006A

“installation

L

ol cswmwasr

mav have to pave the tumn-
around e

S400K ash removal sav. | 1.0 MHA CY

{324K productivity) 0.6 MHR Clgan A
0.8 MHR Stores
2.0 MHRs/day-

LM stalatonlCopiea

24




100-£2A0d-44d

oD #2.4

Crystal River

Security Access, Gate 10 ACP

VSA Report
April 12-14, 2010

Continuous
Business
Excellence




200-£2d0Od-d4d

‘Cmstrucﬂgvnﬁeata Mora Impoﬁgntly. the cost

of operating
B Y ’_‘fFa*‘aafté’Félie‘?ﬁa?

Iponsor: Rob Odom (CR Operations

s fq,’;léy.Cheéser,(CY Ops Supt)

. t)e!tamine bast altemaﬁve ?or PEF (CREC faciity)
considering VBS wnﬁgwaﬂon ACP location, Coal
Combustion Products & leesfme 1raffic, Nuclear Security
regulation, Cov'porata Becuity Reduiremerits (NERC-CIP,
MTSA, and 8P, USG. contract, new landfill location, and
Employse travel routes.

« Detarmin® short farm cost requirsments for. Gate 10.
operation -

» Dévelup untﬁed businass plan for aiong te’rm soiutaon

Facllitatore: Vinny Firoothiaro / Rob Kral

The: sCOpe | oﬂhis VSAwm be to avaluate ounwsme to -
determiiie: best altemative ta fesolve pmemkal closure’of -
security Ga’teffm and as&ociated"trafﬂd pattamns. Baveldp a
y all-stak ’ders&ﬁbjedim‘

-

John Halm (Fuele)

~Jamie Lorg (CRS —Ops Supt)

$Steve Marchiglano (Clean Air Supt)

Gary! Miohell 1 Matt Widener (CR3 Security)
Gwerr Rbof (PGF - Materials)

Emitlo’ Garagol (Corporate: Security)

* ® % W

_ 'Ad-hoc (fordahltnputto taam):
o v (Corp: Security)
v Rob Reynolds (Fuels) (Jay Chesser to
oontact)

P: wess Enorgy
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Team Expectations

® & o ®

Develop a plan for Gate 10 that all parties can support
Understand impacts - Develop a workable plan
Accommodate the FIammable/Chemlcal Storage Room for
Stores folks

| et data drive the solution

Develop a plan that doesn’t segregate the site physically
Think of lifecycle costs — apply EESY+ to justify the decision
Minimize the impact to Scrubber Operations

Compliance in the lowest cost option

More efficient option than current

Better cost alternative - current $1.2M/year operatmg costs

- £ Progss vy
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- Base Assumptions

e Gate 10 can no longer operate as a
“Construction Gate”

e Next three years, CRN Fly Ash disposed in
the Landfill

e Additional $2/ton incremental charge for

~ hauling CRN Ash through ACP to the Landfill

- Sy ’
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Current State

» GATE 10 Operating Costs — $1.2M/yr to operate with (D |

with 24x7 coverage

o Comparitively, the Main ACP Operating Cost: $1.6M/year
e Main ACP Traffic Flow

| Non: Outage QOutage '
Fossil oy e A

‘deliveries; contractors/trucks

o Incremental expense for Ash Disposal: $400K due to Gate 10

e Relevant Reglilations:

+ Nuclear Security « DOT

+« MTSA + Rail Security
+ NERC-CIP | + BCi (Tier 1)
+ CFATS
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B Current State

Gate 10 originally setup to accommodate EPCR

Construction Traffic

1 0
H] g

Law-'

Gate 10 |

.
o
LR S

Limestone

| Prep/Gypsum

Dewatering

Scrubber

= | Stack

- |CY Control

Room
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" Current State

| Trafflc Flow: Clean Alr and CY

® Clean Air :
« Limestone in: 25-75 trucks/day

« Gypsum out: 100-120 trucks/day

o Unit 4&5: Ash 70 trucks/day
o Unit 1&2: Ash 30 trucks/day
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Current State
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Walk down Findings

e Need movable barriers on east and west side of
CRN centerline road

~ o Evaluate cleaning and drainage

» Do we need to pave turn around area
e Impact on fire hydrants
e Evaluate security of breaker rooms (card access)
e VBS Options | |
R « 2006A:; NG
+ 2006 Original: SNEGG—_

9
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Ash Loading — looking North

ey '-"r..“,._.-.,;,-.f;"_. . C e

i [

Possible thnatqund areas — VSA Brainstrust
10 Option 2006A g Progress Energy




110-£2A0d-ddd

e ®© o o

Desired Characteristics — Future State

e Most efficient/cost effective/safest solution .. conéndenng

both initial and life-cycle costs > Lowest cost option for
PEF

o VNN for limestone/gypsum traffic 1

- Don’t add another ACP — around $6M development and
installation costs ... plus the annual operating expenses
S orth to south — for fossil Z
Maintain ERC response time |
CR 4 & 5 Ash trucks SN 3
N, for rail traffic security and any ¢/

additional vehicle gates
Meet all security requirements -
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lose Gate 10
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Option Analysis
Option 2006 Original

2006 - Original Plan

,’fm o !;
%75 Installation Costs ‘ ,ﬁj .

_| secunty o
= Requireiiterts ) o
& SEIR North CY Control Room, Gypsum

_ Dewatenng Limestone Preparation, ... 1
_ . Imestons unloading and storage - and | B
? . Operational - Gypsum conveying and stock-out TV s | I e

- Efficiency !mpacts maintenance of the (N A W
9 Sh——

Save $1/ton for ash removal {$400K Savings
o&M)

"[Net Present Value: 30 year -d‘eb"'reciiatibh — $1 341M
BIC: 2.0
Payback: by 2015

13

3 Progress Energy
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~ Option Analysis

Close Gate 10 Option

Xpénses

“Instaltation

Install barrier ($5K)

_ Reguirements

Operational
Efficiency

AlI'CRN Ash removal now goes
through ACP ($2/tons additional
cost - $800K annually)

W.imestone unloading and
storage --and - Gypsum conveying
and stock-out

WA Gypsum/Limestone
operations and the Coal Pile
treatment operations

14

[Net Present Véiue-: 30 year dep'reciaitioh . ($2..6'M)
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Option Analysis

Option 2006 A

Operatitig
~ Expenses

($1 2M) |

Installation
Costs

= Requlrement" , |

g i g

Operational
Efficiency

O Limsstone unloading and
storage --and - Gypsum conveying and - /. 4
stock-out M i f-

Save $1Iton for ash removal ($400K

16

B/C: 1.9

i ﬂTPresent Value: 30 year depreciation $1 285M 1

Payback: by 2016
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Recommendation

Option 2006A
e Cost neutral with other viable option
e Allows for flow of materials and personnel

e Protects key assets and Sl NNNERED \

e Morale — minimizing the separation between craft
and equipment

e Allows for (MR of Limestone, Gypsum and p|
CRN ash transport

e Minimizes traffic impact through main ACP

¢ Minimizes ash traffic and related housekeeping

18 | gg '
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e

,4

2 "'Based on Option selected, confirm actual VBS cost

ldentrfy the date when Gate 10 O&M expenses
transferto PEF L

17

indy, Etica

-~ ‘Matt
Pave Rite

Team to discuss
with'Leadership
- dt'Report Out

ASAP - estimate

111

5/31
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Determme secunty_{requurements for North T s 6131
Road Gypsuml Iume tene operatmns access = - |

9 stakeholders to explam recbmmendatlons | -".iay, Rob Odom, 5/34
Why? Fuf.ure operatlun (Coordinate w:th . .and Matt "

r————— e



12 Conipléfé EngmeerAnalyStsof 2006A

“today’s Report
i
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Backup Slides
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Option Analysis

Viable Options

2006 - Ovigirial Plin I 2006 A Plan

Close Gate 10

{$1.2v)

120-£2A0d-44d

i

.. ;‘ ~ vgﬁaf:

21

Pave turmaround (Cost TBDJ
Install ves QNI 51.5 M)
{include AuEERENNEN .

Ye:, uu——.

[ imestone unloatlingand

storage - and - Gypsurm conveying:
and stockout _
ave $1/ton for ash removal ($250K
ings O&BM)

ﬁffects fccess to truck scales
adjacent to Construction Trailers
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| Option Analysis

Non-viable Options
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" Option Analysis

Option — 2006 Original

A B <

_ 4006 « Original Plan 1. . Asumptions nstallation . | OparatingExpenses | Produetivity
Gate 10 ro longer in operation | :

Opevating Fly ash cost Estimates are based |

Expenses on current state - not the

ammonisted ash state ~ i

Revisit the stormwatercontrol / | {$900K) VES il

Tstallation diatiiage permit {350 g

$1:1 Minstal. cost

whN>

$400% ash reinaval 4 39MHRCY
B (60K productivity fodses) | 0.5 MHRClean Alr
{5400 savings by late summer) = | S.OMHRs totel/day.

0 T s
] ‘
| 33

_iSLIMinstallation/Capital
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" Option Analysis

Option — 2006A

e

T Assumptions. , ~Installstion
Gate $D-no longer in
ration

Fiy ash cost estimates are
based.on current state « not
the ammoniated ash state. . Ty
B Revisit the stormwater control [{51.3M) VBS
taindge permit SB0K) A two

T Operating Expenses | Productivily

151.40)

may have to pave the tum-
around area

g

$400K ash removal sav. [1.0 MHR CY
(320K productivity) 0.6 MHR Clean Alr
20 MHRs/day

LM nstallatoniCoptia
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