RAHAM ASSOCIATE S, INC.
'CIVIL ENGINEERS
PROFESSIONAL SERVICES SINGE 1984
TWD CENTRAL STREET PH; 978-356-2?56
IPS \CH, MA: awsa FAX: 978-356-4880

EMAIL: hi.graham@verizon.net

&r 16, 2020

To T O of Georgetawn

1 Liblary Stre -?
Georgetown MA 01833

Attn: | John: Cashell
Tows. Planner

Re: | Technical Planning Review Report No. 2
“Site:Plan — Carletan Drive (G. Mello)
H.L. Graham Project No. 95-00136-79

.‘.
Dear Board: |
This & i;,tter report is m response fo: our review of revised plans and documments submitted for the above

refere nced matter. Specifically we have received and reviewsd the followitig. materials:

|+ & copyof a’ letter with enclasures to the Board dated May 27, 2020 from Rebecca L. ‘Brown, P.E.
of Greenmaﬁ Pedersen, Inc.

* Acopyofa lBtter with enclosures fo the Board dated March 3, 2020 from Rebecca L. Brown, P.E.
of Greerunan»Pedersen inc.

+ Acopyota ieﬁer to the Board dated May 12, 2020 from Scott P. Gameron, P.E. of
Cameron Group, iic.

« A set of 24’*)(36” prints of plans {16 sheets) entitied “G. Mello Dispisal Corp. Solid Waste
Transfer: Statmn Carleton Drive, Georgetown, Massachusetis” submitted by the Morin-Cameron
Group, Inc. ‘The first 42 ts O e oposed by The Morin-Cameron Group, Inc.
show a revision date of'5/12/20 {F{ev No. 2), The last 3 shieets of the plan set are dated June 24,
2019. These3 architectural sheets were praparedg_iby RKB of Braintree, MA.

AW X8 X “H” bound
| ‘Station, Land Off Carlets Geor
i prepargd by/the Morin-Camersn !
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‘@RAHAM ASSOCILATES, INC:

ve organized this letter report in the: same format under séveral headings as our last review letter of
ry 2, 2020. Although it makes for £ : ating for the Board's convenience our

eomment in: standard text and our cemments of this repq bold text. We have notbrought in the

Bk __rsen Inc. (GPY) or the Monn—Gameron

08 900) tons pét year) ... “. Extibit B, at Table 1 states, “500 tons per day
; 177,500 tons annually” This latter figure would equate t0 a 355-day
days; per week with 10 hohdays These !atter ﬁgures would seem to be the

-'ay aliow some of the 18—wheeler shigpmg ac’hv;ty to occur outs:de
auld impact Carleton Drive businesses and residents as well as

"F&Sidenﬁalifacility--users.

~ Nofurther comment.

Verm&n, Odor and Blfd Hazard Co"é;"_ .ﬁ'
1.

Is consustent with the statements offered at Exhiblt B Tab[e

No fuither'comment.

At Exhibit B, Table 1, under Water Quality Conitrols, it is sated that “.... Concrete typing floor acts
- as.a oontmnment barrier preventing water from infiltratinig into the ground and from exiting the
- building”. The plans do not address the collection and removal of this liquid. ‘It.cannot be directed
| to eithier the subsurface infiliration systems or the septic leach field. The plans should provide a
tight tank appropriately sized for this liquid. Any approval by the Board should include a
CONDITON that this liquid be contained in-a fight tank and that a confract with a service hauler for
disposal be provided.

MCG’s response was that a “... tight tank will be designed ....". What is the reason:for not
doing that design now and including it in the plans? The Board should still consider a
CONDTION that a contract with a service hauler be required to dispose of this liquid.

This document includes a Proposed Opt

prepared by Cornerstone Constructi " Betvlcea LLC of Wobum, MA and said to have been
developed in accordapce with 310 GMR 19/200. ‘When finalized, it should be included by
referenee i any CGNT!O!QNAL approval ﬁy the Board We presume that complzanee w:th thss
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any approval action

‘@‘RAHA_M ASSOCIATES, INC.

‘No further comment.

Under the heading of Equipment, the regulation requires that “all Gompactor or other
processing units be in duplicate with each unit capable of handling the expected ‘design tons
pérday ....". the document suggesfs ..Mello-owns additional equipment which Is available

for transport to the Facility for use in'the daily operation, as necessary’. Is thisito mean the

second (required) compaictor will note be installed?

The regulations we reviewed certainly implied that some duplicate equipment would
be built-in to the process on site. MCG’s response suggests standby equipment wil
be provided for installation within 24 hours of breakdown. Does this satisfy the
regulations? Maybe the Board just defers this compliance: issueto the State?

Under the heading of Staffing, the document suggests that there will be seven (7)
employees at the site during operations. The plans propose five (5) parking spaces for
employees. The traffic report plans for five (5) employees (pg. 15 of the TIAS).

The revised plans adequately address this comment.

Under the heading of Fire Protection, ‘a separate area “.... away from ... buildings...” is to
be provided for quick dumping quenching or snuffing of hot joads. That area should be
depicted on the plan.

The revised plans adequately address this comment.

Under the heading of Recycling Operations, what provisions are proposed to prevent

material {(e.g. par) in roll-off containers in the residential drop-off area from becoming wind-
biown litter?

Supplemental documents submitted appear to adequately address this comment.

Under the heading Sereenis g, the Board should consider-a GONDITON in

_ sk e-for disposal of any rubbish or recycle material
left outside their locked gate:.a___; Gatleton Drive.

No further comment.

Under the heading of Inspections, the Board should be listed as a recipient of coples of the
required inspection reports proposed to be carried out on a semi-annual basis.

No further comment.




@‘RAHAM ASSOCIATES, ING.

1. Aswe mterpret the:two above-mentioned reports we perceive the:difference to be as follows.

The March report used TMG’S and ATH munts in the “‘study area a[ong with “empirical data ..
! eport used TMC'’s and.
: STF{ counis at the ex&s'ung dnveway” of the trarisfer station to tseveiop Tripp Generation numbers.

The March report based the Trip Distribution of travel patters in the “study area” and dssumed an
estimated 200 residentidl users per average. day The: April teport based Trip: Distribtition on
observed data at the “existing driveway”. This secorid study also revealed that residential trips at
existing facility was closer te 300 vs. 200 users:on the average day.

The differences in these two approaches obviously im
Capacity and Query analyaes The April report was m
and vehicles individually. We are inclined then to consider Table 1 on Page 3 of the April report to
| trump Table 5 on Page 16 of the March report. We are-also inclined to accept Fig. 5 (intended we

believe 1o have been labeled F ig. A-4) of the April report to be more representative than Fig. 5 on
Page 19 of the March report.

acts Trip Generation, Trip Distribution,
‘more specific relative to observing truck

| The Trip Generation Summary Table 4, Page 3 of the April report e proposed Trip column of
| thatlable are; we believe, the importaht uribers: of proposed vehicle trips to the new facility for the
1 Planning Boaid o focus on.

| GPVs response acknowledged. No further comment.

2} A few minor editorial noted in these report incluide:

+ The graphte represerrmon of the location of the sﬁe should be on the opposite side of
Carleton Drive of the various figures in the reports.

Revised documients adequately address this comment.

« The 195 NB OFF-BAMP on the northerly side of Route 133 should be labeled ON/OFF-
‘RAMP.

Revised documents adequately address this comment.

- Several references in the reports are made to Weekday AM Peak Hour entering vehicle
tripof 35, which should be 45.

Revised documents adequately address this comment.
« Figure 5 in the updated report should, we believe, be labeled Figure A-4.

Revised documents adequately address this comment.
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* One Page 2 of the initial report, land uses along Route 33 near the site are characterized
as industrial uses. This is true of the uses in Carleton Drive buf not along Route 133,
which are largely residential.

GPI's response acknowledged. ‘No further comment.

- As the existing transfer station processes 50+ tons per day and the proposed station will be
permitted for 500+ tons/ per day, one might immediately think that the fraffic would increase ten
fold.

The reparts suggest “... the proposed facility is not.expected to result in-a measurable increase in
residential volume on weekdays . and “... assured to process 300 residential vehicles ... on a

peak weekday”. So where is the mcreased tonnage expécted to comme for? Table 1 on Page 3 of
~ the Apiil report provides this answer.

Heavy vehicle trips are proposed to approximately triple on a daily Weekday, to increase by
approximately 5 times on a Weekday AM peak hour and 1o more than triple on a Saturday Midday
peak hour. The Trip Generation section, second paragraph, Page 15 of the March repart further
defines the expected fruck traffic “... on a typical weekday” as:

60 roll-off container trucks
50 small commercial frucks
10 packertrucks

20 transfer trailers

- This significant amount of truck traffic to/from the site brings forward the following concerns:

+ Deterioration of-Carleton Drive and responsibility for potential repairs and/or resurfacing.

+ Noise from residents and business along Garleton Drive.

» Traffic conflicts on'Carleton Drive at Route 133.
Garleton Drive appears 10 be in reasonable good condition with some exceptions. The pavement
is deteriorated at the cormers of Carleton Drive wherg it ineets Route 133. The first few hiundred
feet of Carleton Drive off Route 33 has required some pothole patching. The shoulders along both
sides of Carleton Drive, especially the southerly side, are narrow with sorme pavement edge

raveling. Increased and significant heavy truck traffic could actelerate deterioration of the oad
- and shoulders and the Town would be looked to repairs:.

- GPF's bottom line response | the Applicant will be paying taxes to
{ the Town, whichint ; aintain Carleton Drive. This miay bé.
- the case unless some legal agreement can be resched between the Town and Applicant
| prior to'approval that obligates them to improvements prior to occupancy and repairs and
maintenance affer occupancy. The Board may wish to consult the Town attorney on this
~matter? With or without such agreement a pre-Mello road survey with pictures may be a
CONDITION consideration for the benefit of both the Town and Applicant. We remain

5
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concemed that 140 triicks per typucal weekday, 14% of which are estimated to be transfer
trailers and 7% of which are estimated to be packer trucks, are very likely to cause
considerable damage to the surface and pavement edges of this roadway nearing its
expec’teﬂ life span.

The sole resident and numerous estab!ushed bysinesses along Carleton Drive will experience an
mcrease in noise from.this proposed increase in truck traffic.

No “further comment.

Traffic conﬂrcts at he intersection of Carléton Drive and Route 133 will occur during peak use
times as the' larger west bound tranisfer trailer trucks turn into Carleton Drive from Route 133.
Acurcimg to the April report under "butio'n ﬁri‘ Page 3, 70%’ of the truck trafﬁc wi'il travel
toffrom| the east on Route 133. TF . Turning Movements attachments in the April
'demartstrazes on Figure Ti-1 the potential conflict suggasted where an 28—weeler needs the first
105’ or more of the full width of Carleton Drive to make this 145% right turn from Route 133 into
Carleﬁqn Drive.

The April report:on Page 7 under Trick Turning Maneuvers Suggests that “As the arrival of these
vehicle [meaning the oversized WB-50/WB-85 trucks] wiltbe i control of G Mello Transfer Station,
, these wvehicles can be scheduled to arrive during off-peak hotifs to-avoid conflicts with vehicles
| exiting the- site or school buss pick-up and drop-off times ot Carleton Drive”. It will also be
important to schedule the movement of these vehlcles t@ﬁrom this: site wall ouﬁside the hours
when the ex:stnng _ y > businesses have sh
more fimportant is$ ¢t the Board to consider.

consiqe;r specific lal ¢ in regard to this matier.

GPI in their May 27, 2020 response dedicates more than a typewritien page response to
this previous comment. ‘They have included their March-3, 2020 letter and five (5) Truck
Turning Figures based on survey data performed by MCG as we recommended. The
conclusgion of their assessment was that only one truck turning movement being a transfer
traiter triick making a nght tdin-in to Carleton Drive from Route 133 required the need to
cross into the opposing travel lané on Carleton Drive. They justify acceptance of this
conflicting traffic condition by making five noted points. |do not necessarily disagree with
any af the rationale offered. However there is one, probably the miost’ important point
offered as bullet five. The Board in any approval action should build in a CONDITON
requiring G. Mello to control the timing of the arrival (and departure) of these large trucks
west bound on Route 133 turning right into Carleton Drive so as to minimize conflicts at
the subjeat intersection. The Board might go further by suggesting in the CONDITION that
failure to adequately prevent these contflicts ghall be good cause for G. Mello to be
required to provide a traffic detail(s) fo regulate traffic movements at the intersection.

. Said detail(s) would be at the expense of G. Mello. The Geargetown Police Department
would be the entity in determining the need or not for the detail(s) and when they are
needed.
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. Both the March and April reports present estimated Capacity and Queue analyses for the various
intersections in the study area. The intersection of greatest concern as would be expected in
Carleton Drive with Route 133.

The following is a summary of the Level of Service (LOS) estimates for Carleion Drive Southbound
at that intersection with the LOS of the March report in standard text and the April report in bold
italic text.

\ | 2019 Existing 2026 Build
Weekday AM D F

F
Weekday F F

F
Saturday Midday C F

D

These are not parﬁcuiarly-attr_activj‘e LOS classification for either the existing conditions or those
proposed. If the new facility does locate as proposed, anything that ¢an be done to prevent
deterioration of traffic flow at this intersection should be implemented.

GPI provides a detailed response to this comment.

Several statements stand out in their response. The Board should note the following
. statements:

« ... drivers existing Carlefon Drive are expected to experience an average ‘of
approximately 75 seconds of delay during the weekday AM peak hour and 93
seconds of delay during the weekday PM peak hour.”

= “The g5t percentlle queues exltmg Garieton Brive onte ﬁoute 133 are not expected

- “.....and queues on Route 133 are not expected to exceed a single vehicle.”

. The April report presents & Truck Turning Movements section that was not include in the March
report,

' Our first critique of this information is that it is cased on truck tracking over an aerial overlay. We
.~ consider this to be a most important piece of information for the Board to undersiand as fo how
| certain truck maneuvers might impact the flow of traffic at the Carleton Drive/Route 133
intersection. As such we do not consider the aerial overlay to be appropriate. We recommend
these depictions be provided to the Board on a to-scale surveyed base plan of the intersection
that defines the centerling paint marking of Route 133, the pavement edges of both roadways, and
the material composition and edges of shoulders on both roadways.
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Drwe would use the ﬁrst 150" or more of the fult mdm of Carieton Dnve to make- this maneuv .

Any of that space (queue length for 6z cars) taken up by vehicles would have to be vacated be

-~ this truck could begin this maneuver. This condition highlights the importance of scheduling the

- @ffivals (and departures) of these type vehicles during non-peak operating hours of the proposed
facility and/o the shift change hours of the existing Carleton Drive businesses.

An:additional figure should be presented to show the location where any vehicle exiting Carleton
'~ Drive would have to be stop o aliow the above critical maneuver to occur.

See responses to B.3. above.

. We found no mentions in either report of the condition where eastbound vehicles stopped on
Route 133 and waiting to run inte Carleton Drive, present potential conflict for through tra -
LOS data previously discussed implies as LOS A for this condition? Does it assume thrg gh
traffic: would pass 1o the right around the waiting vehicles™? The pavement in this area is not
striped to suggest this because it is not wide enough to suggest this because it is not wide enough
to safely do s0. We see this area and this condition as a safety matter and recommend the Board
request the traffic engineer's address same.

~ Based on GPP's analysis, this condition would be quite infrequent. They do suggest foo
| that the 20 foot wide pavement “.... allows adequate space for a through vehicle to bypass.
_ a left-turning vehicle ....”. Qur concern remains that If this is to be an .acceptable
" maneuver for a through vehicle, then shouldn’t the pavement be striped as such and
signage be installed as well? K the 20° pavement width does not meet MassDOT design
gundellnes then the pavement for the appropriate length should be widened?

;

Plans Review |
1 Our first comment is not so much about whether the plan fits the site but rather about whether the
operation fits the plan.

is 20 entarmg vehicles and 17 exlt[ng vehlcles is the plarz whlch is deStgned to fit the site, have
adequate space to not'only provide maneuvering in and out of the btilding, but also lineal space to
| provide staking of waiting vehicles along the internal entry drive withiout blocking the residential
% drop-off area? The scaled distance between the residential drop-off entries drive and the scale
. house is about 500" (400° to the exist drive). This would accommodate 8-10 tractor-frailer type
trucks.

Based on estimates of numbers of vehiclesftrucks per unit of time, weigh-in times and
movernent through the scale areas, other servicing rates and available staging areas, GPl
jgested that there should be rio problem with queue storage that would impact the
) drop-off entry/exit driveways. Should their estimates not prove out, the issue
wouild mogt fikely be confined 1o an internal site problem, which G. Mello would have to

remedy.
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As previously menticned where on the site is the required “hot load” area? I should be identifid
on the-pian.

Thls comment has been adequately addressed.

. The plans call for and detail wood post and beam guardrail. Is this the most appropriate guardrail
material for this type of site use?

This comment has been adequateély addressed.

The plans call for a paverent section {on Sheet D-3) which 1%" surface course on one detail and

2%" “surface course on a second detail? These sections also call for any 2%” of binder. For this
use, at least 4” of binder (in two courses) should be considered, especially since all pavement will
be over placed fill.

This comment has been adequately addressed.

A detail should be provided for the proposed “modular black grawty retairing wall with guardrail’.
The guardrait (detaif) previously mentioned does not show it placed on fop or &t the face of a wall.

Sections should be provided to show how the retaining wall, curb (CCB), quatdrail, paving: and
grading work together arcund the site.

This comment has been adequately addressed.

The plans: call for a proposed retaining wall where residents might toss their trash and recycle
materials into open containers: The plans should detail this area and wall to show how this:4" high
wall is constructed o be user safe.

This comment has been adequately addressed.

Common éense would say that the residential rash-and reg oitdiners Wwould fill up only at the
westerly ends where users would dump materials? How is full use of each container going 1o be

- accomplished?

This comment has been adequately addressed.

: expected aiong tha entry drive dunng this busy time? Agam does the praposed operat&on ﬁt into
- the plan?

Again, based on GP’s estimates of numbers of vehicles per unit of time arriving at the site

and servicing rates, GPI has suggested that adequate queue storage is available in the site
as designed. Again, should their estimates be flawed, the issue would most likely remain

an internal site problem which G. Mello wouild have to remedy.
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9. The architects and civil plans call for bollards at building comers. The civil plans are missing
. bollards shiown on the architect’s plans at the comers of the men's restroom and the electricat
. room (northwesterly building corner).

. We recommend two additional bollards at the easterly end of the: retaining wall extending easterly
from the easterly side of the building.

This comment has been adequately addressed.

10. What is the purpose of the 24’ wide drive along the southerly end of the building?

- This comment has been.adequately addressed.

11.Sheet G-3 shows tow rectangles scaling 10 x 80' off the northerly end of the building. What do
-~ these figures represent?

. This comment has been adequately addressed,
12 Consideration shouild be given to the.access to the-twa restrooms. As shown a user would open
* or dlose the door with litle space bstween the doorway-and pubilc drop of traffic coming around
the comer.

| ~ This comment has been adequatelyaédressed

13 Lighting as shown on the plan as provided fuminaries on 25’ tall poles (Sheet L3) appear to be
adequate except irione area being the northwestern corner of the site?

_ This comment has bee: ‘adequately addressed.

14.The pians do not show whers: snow storage is p!anned A 9°°d part of the:site is lined wilh

- This comment has been adequately addressed.

15, Sheet C-4 shows a long run planned for the roof drains off the easterly side of the buiiding.
- Consideration should be given to taking them onto Infiltration System 3P?

- This comment has been adequately addressed.

suppos_ed to represent this propo_sed MP? P!ease revisit.
g This comment has been adequately addressed.

17.The details presented on Sheet D-1 through D-4 should be revisited. As previously mentioned
. there are details and sections, which should be added. There are details, which are not pertinent,
- and there are erant references to other sites e.g. Parker Street” and Boston Way”.

10
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5 This comment has been adequately addressed.

18 We will heed to review in the field with the design engineer theé potential drainage impact to the.
. abutter to the west as a result of filing of this lot and constitiction of the proposed e ] :
ai_a!;g the common property line with the abutter. Development .of this site cahinot ce
. impoundment of drainage on the abutter.

. This comment has been adequately addressed.

The following comments are the result of our review of the Starmwater Management Report dated
October 9, 2019 and prepared by The Morin-Cameron Group, inc:
1. The pre-development calculations should be revised as follows:
» The pre- and post-development watershed maps should be: fewsed {o include runoff from
the adjacent property-at 16 Carleton Drive.

« The area designated as “gravel surface” is considerably larger than the area of the
existing gravel access drive. The areas where there are stockpiles of matérial should be
assigned a Cn value in the “<50% grass cover” designation.

~ This comment has been adequately addressed.
2. The post-development calculations should be revised as follows:

+ The “woods/grass comb” designation should not be greater than that of the existing
conditions, wetland replication notwithstanding.

+ It appears that the. paved area in posi-development subcatchment PSS9 is somewhat
underestimated.

- In some cases the orifice size and invert elevations at Ponds 1P, 2P, 3P and 5P do not
match those shown on the plans.

This comment has been adequately addressed.

3. Data obtained jn soil tésting perforiied in the infiltration basins and the detention basin should be
- provided and shown in the details for these stormwater management facilities.

This comment has been adequately addressed.

1
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E. QMLEL

1

There are a lot of detailed comments within this report; which we recommend, be worked through
by the Applicant and his team to the. salisfaction of the:Board. There are a few comments within

~ this: report, which we suggést are mare sefious in nature, which should be dealt with up-front
_ before the details are addressed.

 These detailed comments have been addressed.

We have mentioned our concern as to whether or not this 3:5¢ ace site (clear of wetland and
restrictive wetland buffer zones) is really large enough for the proposed 500 ton per day
processing operation. We have meiitioned whether or not the sire itself can accommodate the
proposed peak hour vehicle trips of 20 larger trucks along with the other proposed peak hour
traffic.

~ If the estimates presented by GPI are correct, these concerns are resolved. If not, these

concerns will be an internal site issues for G. Mello to address.

We have mentioned herein our concern about the proposed increase in traffic on Carleton Drive

- and at the intersection of Carleton Drive and Route 133.

. First we are concemed about the increase in heavy truck traffic and the deterioration of the read

and shoulders. The traffic report suggests that some 280 heavy vehicle trips per day (Weekday)

- may be expected -along with some 610-passenger vehicle rips per day (Weekday). Before

operation even begins, a sugmﬁcaﬁt amount of fill, perhaps on the order of 30,000-35,000 cubic
yards, will have to be brought in to bring the site up to the proposed grade. Unless there are

. some provisions established between the Town and Applicant to address the issue, future road

repairs will fall to the Town,

Our second concem with the proposed increase in traffic is the impact it may have on the existing

- businesses on Carleton Drive. The concern would be the conflict of transfer station traffic with the
_ business shift change traffic as well as the impact of transfer station traffic, particulary heavy truck
 traffic and maneuvering, on the LOS at the Carieton Drive and Route 133 intersection.

Lastly there will be an increase in noise, again particularly noise generated by truck traffic, on the
sole resident and established businesses abuiting Carleton Drive.

" We have expressed our remaining conceins herein.

The application and plans should address the collection afsd removal of iiqwti wastes fram the

 tipping floor area.
This comment remains open as discussed herein.

.. The topographical information presented in the plans does not extend westery off site.
~ Accordingly, we cannot discern whether or not the proposed filling of this site will lmpar:t the
. existing overland: flow of drainage from westerly 1o easterly, potentially causing a drainage issue
 for the abutter to the west. This concern must be addressed,

12
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This comment has been adequately addressed.
This concludes our second review and report. Should you have any questions, pléase contact me.

Very uly yours,

H.L. GRAHAM ASSOCIATES, INC.

‘HLGmMmPE
Presnder!t
Technical Review Agent
Geérg;emwﬁ Planning Board

HLG/gb
i
!

i
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