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Memorandum

TO: La Rae Landers and DATE: October 20, 2005
James Sullivan
Department of the Navy

FROM: Gary Foote PROJ. NO.: 4850.005

ccC: Marc McDonald and PROJ. NAME:  Treasure Island
Jack Sylvan
Treasure Island Development
Authority

SUBJECT:  Comments on August 2005 “Draft Remedial Investigation Report, Installation
Restoration Site 31, Former South Storage Yard, Naval Station Treasure
Island, San Francisco, California®

On behalf of the Treasure Island Development Authority (TIDA), Geomatrix Consultants, Inc.
(Geomatrix) has reviewed the draft Remedial Investigation (RI) Report for Installation
Restoration (IR) Site 31. Greg Brorby of Exponent reviewed the human health risk assessment
(HHRA; presented in Appendix I and summarized in Section 6.0). Geomatrix’s comments on
the draft report are presented below and Exponent’s comments on the HHRA are attached.

DOCUMENT SUMMARY

The document presents results from investigations conducted at Site 31 and an assessment of
potential risk to human health and the environment. The site includes the paved school yard,
11™ Street between the school yard and Child Care Center to the south, Avenue E between the
school yard and a vacant lot to the east, and portions of the vacant lot. Under a time-critical
removal action (TCRA), the Navy previously removed affected soil from the landscaped area
between 11" Street and the school yard. According to the document, results from investigations
indicate that there are four debris areas: 2 small areas (Debris Areas A and B) beneath the south
end of the paved school yard that appear to be continuous with affected-soil previously removed
during the TCRA, (2) a large area in the north central portion of the paved school yard (Area C),
and (3) and an area in the open lot east of Avenue E (Area D). It is also well-established that
lead-affected soil and debris remains beneath 11th Street. Chemicals exceeding screening
criteria are often, but not always, associated with the debris areas.

The document evaluated risk posed to (1) an elementary school child under current site
conditions (school yard is paved), (2) elementary school staff under current site conditions, (3)
an elementary school child and school staff if the pavement in the school yard were removed, (4)
a future construction worker, (5) a future resident, (6) a future commercial/industrial worker and
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i (7) a future recreatronal visitor who may use the lot east of Avenue E. For each receptor, the
- assessment calculated theoret1cal excess cancer nsks and non-cancer hazard indices following
~ Navy and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) requ1rements (Method 1) and State of -~
“"“Calrforma Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) requirements (Method 2). In-
. general, the second method is more conservative. Results were compared against EPA’s risk
. management range of 10°to 10 for cancer effects and against a hazard index of 1 fornon-
" cancer effects. Exposures to lead were evaluated rndependently usmg DTSC s LeadSpread

. ‘model and EPA’s lead Preltmmary Remedlatlon Goals (PRGs)
)»»Conclusmns from the human health nsk assessment are summanzed bneﬂy below

b}:‘ . The estimated theoretrcal excess cancer nsk under a Reasonable Maxunum Exposure i
o (RME) for an elementary school child is below lO45 under Method 1 and slightly above

Lo methods)

. d}The estrmated theoretlcal excess cancer nsk under a RME fora hypothetlcal future
© - resident is above 10* under both methods, the estimated RME non-cancer Hazard Index:
‘ *??;trs above I (both methods) ‘Such nsks are generally consrdered not acceptable

e For alI other scenarios evaluated the estimated theoretlcal excess cancer risk under a i
o RME is within’ thelO'6 to 107 risk manage nent range and the estimated RME non-cancer o
' "Hazard Index is equal to (r =creat1onal v1s1tor) or below (all other scenarros) 1 e

e The calculated blood lead level (99th percentrle concentratlon) fora hypothetlcal chrld

v resident exceeded 10 ‘micrograms per deciliter (Lg/dL) and the. exposure point .. :

- eonCer [dl on for 51te-w1de soil exceeded EPA’s. mdustnal PRG of 800 rmlhgrams per
n (mg/kg). The document appears to conclude that I

“hotsaots”“~ e

1“\_:

o The document conclud s that the nalure 'a'nd extent*ot‘ conta‘min nts are adequately charactenzed
 and‘ ‘existing site conditions are considered proteCtive of human health and the environment
- under current land uses at the site.” However, the document r.commends that a Feasibility =~
i Study (FS) be conducted to evaluate alternatives that would e; rsure protectron of human: health if
. theareais developed for r651dent1a1 or commerc1al/1ndustr1al use or the schoolyard pavement is

' ’“r* noved ‘ - : . e

. GENERAL COMMENTS

L. Thedocument concludes that “extstmg site condttwns are conszdered protecttve of
human health and the. envtronment under current land uses at the site.” (Section 9. 7)
We do not necessanly d1sagree w1th thrs conclusron However, we note that the

e \Pro;ect\40005\4850 005\Document Rev:ew\Slte 30and 31\S|te 31 Draft R! Report doc
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e d

estlmated risk posed to school staff (under both Methods 1'and 2) and the school children
(Method 2 only) fall within, niot below; the EPA’s tisk management range of 10%to 107,

- The 107 level is used as the point of departure for deterrmnmg remediation goals From

this point of departure, other site-specific risk management decisions are considered to

- justify a higher acceptable risk threshold within the 10 to 10”* range (National ..
~.Contingency Plan). Therefore, the final determination of the acceptable risk threshold is

generally made on a site- specnﬁc basis by the lead regulatory agency. We also believe

that conclusions about current conditions can not be made until the document evaluates

the potential health risk posed to current utility workers who may work in 11" Street and
current landscape workers who mamtaln landscapmg at the site (See next general
comment). » . G

. Conceptual Site ModeI and Rtsk Assessment. .1 S
~The Conceptual Site Model (CSM) for current conditions (Sectlonl 5) and the Human

: _ Health Risk Assessment (Section 6.0) should include a subsurface utility worker and a-

landscape worker. The risk assessment does state that the hypothetical construction =

worker evaluated in the HHRA would be protective of a current utility worker, however, -

. the Exposure Point Concentrations (EPCs) used to evaluate a hypothetical construction -

worker were based on data collected across the entire site. A utility worker is most likely

tobe exposed to significantly impacted soil within ut111ty corridors (1 1o Street) and,

~ therefore, we believe that a separate. current utility worker scenario should bé evaluated

based on'data from the 11" Street debris area (See Exponent General Comment No. 2).:
Additionally, landscape ‘workers currently work in the landscaped areas between the.

i . school yard and Avenues D and E and 11th Street Therefore, exposure to thls current o

o receptor also should be evaluated

i ;Debns Areas.

. \We have two comments with respect to the debns areas shown on Figure 1-4 and
~ . numerous subsequent figures: (1) The figures do not show the debris area that has clearly
< been documented to exist beneath 11th Street. This debns area should be delmeated and

.  labeled “Debris Area E.” (2) The basis for the delineations of the four identified debris

_areas s not clear: The delineations appear to be based on observations during drilling
" and trenching, however, no trench logs are provided in the report and only 22 of the = =
i bormg logs are included in Appendix A. Therefore, it is not possible to 1ndependent1y L . T

- verify the accuracy of the interpretation.. We recommend producing a figure that

summarizes observations of debris (similar to what has been done at Site 12) and

~providing all supporting mformatlon in an appendlx

Extent of Chemicals Associated with Debris Area D.
- It does not appear that the extent of chemicals associated with Debris Area D has been
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e delineated south of Iocatlon SO3l 05 (TPHmo and lead), northwest-southwest of locatlon,
-~ :S031-03 (PAHs and dioxins) and east of location S031-43 (dioxins; see Figure 4-10)..

- Data from the Site 30 investigation may address the extent of TPHmo and lead south of
- S031-05 and, if so, should be mcluded in this document i : ~

. 5. . Historical Radtologtcal Assessment. e : ’
' Comments on the Draft Historical Radlologlcal Assessment were prepared on behalf of
- TIDA by ChemRisk, and: recently submitted to the Navy. In these comments; it was
: ‘noted that the Navy has identified Solid Waste Dlsposal Areas in Site 12 as possibly =
“impacted,” but did not 1dent1fy other debris disposal areas (such at those as Site 31)as
potentially “impacted.” We requested justification for the determination that debris areas.
outside of Site 12 are not “unpacted ? Tlus RI should not be finalized untrl thisissuehas =~ =
been resolved. o : ; N i

: ; SPECIFIC COMMENTS

1. Executive Summaty, D ES-5 5 i g
S The text states, “COPCs 1dent1ﬁed in 5011 at Slte 31 mcluded (but were not hrmted
to).....” Please explam why all COPCS are not listed. , :

. Execuﬂve Summary, D ES—5 third and fourth bullets e : i
X These bu]lets describe risk “msrde the schoolyard fence line. » Ttis our understandmg that S
' ‘jj;.tth1s scenario assumed that the | pavement was removed Please clanfy ~ i

“'i“:.Sectton 1.2.3 Site 31 sttot;v.v o : e S L
.- This section descnbes the. site hlstory begmnmg w1th the late 19605 ThlS sect1on also
_should dJSCLlSS what 18 known about the site hlstory prlor to the late 19605

i Sectzon 1.2 2 last sentence and Sectzon 1.2.4, fi st parag*iy“‘h.‘» .
. These sections discuss the fact that Site 31 ‘encompasses parts of Envuonmental Baselme -
Survey (EBS) parcels T094 and T095 The southeast section of Site 31 encompasses vl
. portions of EBS Parcels T089 and TO92 The text should also drscuss these parcels and o
S they should be shown on Flgure 1-3 Sona oh e g s

o o ,Sectwn 2 3. 3 third paragraph g e -
~This section makes reference to trench logs from the TCRA;«,Trench logs from the TCRA‘ .
~and from site investigations should be included in this report and used in documentation Sowars
 of site conditions (Section 3). It appears that only mformatlon from boring logs was used -
. (see General Comment #3). : ey : i

: 6 Section 2.3.3, third paragrap-h: o , [
. This paragraph descrlbes bac kﬁlhng followmg lmplementatlon of the TCRA Please

_ 1 \Pro;ect\40005\4850 005\Document Revnew\Slte 30 and 31\S|te 31 Draft R| Report doc -
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M’eﬁmorandum

 describe backfill sampling and results that led to the conclusron that the backﬁll was

“clean.”.

Sectwn 2. 4 2 Excavatton Trenches——Phase 11

e ~ Please identify the location of trenches where debris was observed that warranted

additional step-out trenchmg
Section 3.4.1 and Fi igures 3-4 and 3~5 (Cross sectzons)

' Please include the source of mformatlon that provides the bas1s for the understandlng of

. the thicknesses of dredge fill, shoal sand, and Younger Bay Mud at Site 31. It does not

* appear that site 1nvest1gat10ns were conducted below the base of the dredge fill matenal o

: Section 4, Z Soil Sample Results : ' e
- For each subsection in Section 4. 2 the text should drscuss whether analytlcal reportmg A
f hmrts for any non-detect samples exceed screemng criteria. ‘

, ‘Sectzon 4.2.1 Volatile Orgamc Compounds, Section 4. 2.3 Semlvolattle Orgamc
Compounds, and Table 4-3 Statistical Summary of Soil Analyttcal Results. :

- The document should acknowledge that the screening criteria (EPA PRGs) for volatile
: Qconstrtuents (Includlng naphthalene) do not consider exposures do to vapor intrusion,
© - however, exposure via this pathway were mdependently evaluated in the human health

_ risk assessment.

: ?Sectton 4.2.6 Metals, Arsemc and Manganese (p 4-7) and Appendle (
- The document concludes that arsenic and manganese concentrations were w1th1n amblent

. asthe result of favorable results from the quantile test. In both cases, the favorable '
results were obtamed desplte the hrghest concentrations reported for the site exceeding

o ;the highest reported for ambient. Further, in the case of arsenic, Table H-9 indicates that -~ = | .
.~ in the southeast quadrant concentratlons exceed the ambient, suggesting that high arsenic =~

= -.--:concentratlons are more prevalent in a limited region of the site. The report should

- provide more information to support the conclusion that arsenic and manganese
_ concentrations are within ambient. This information should include a tabulation .
§ t(preferably in electronic formi in an EXCEL spreadsheet onaCD accompanymg the -

. report) of the individual concentratlons in both the site data set and the ambient data set.
. For the site data set, individual concentratrons should have suffiment location mformatron ‘
_ to permit sorting into-the classrﬁcatrons used in Tables H-4 through H-9 (e, surface soil, -

: unpaved areas outside the fence surface sorl msrde schoolyard fence line; etc )

o 12 i _Sectton 4.2, 7Polychlormated Dloxzns and F urans. :

The text here should restate the fact that the 19 samples analyzed for dloxms/ﬁlrans were -

“biased toward observatrons of burnt matenal

|i\iject_\4000s\435_0'.005\Document Review\Site 30 and 31\Site 31 Draft Ri Report.doc.
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13, Section 4.3 Groundwater Results _ ‘ : ' ;
= This section should include results from well 30/31MW106 located in llth Street and the
well should be shown on ﬁgures We understand that this well was installed to assess
~ potential groundwater impacts downgradient of Site 30, however, the well is phys1cally
- located within Site 31 and the data are relevant for understandmg groundwater condltrons »
at Site 31. s : S

- I4. - Section 5.1.2 General Physzcal and Chemtcal Propertles. : 2
~ This section should discuss the physical and chemical properties of cadmlum, iron and N
o ‘manganese, (all of which exceeded screening cntena) or prov1de a clear ratronale for why
itis not necessary to discuss these constltuents / : »

15. . Section 5.1.3 General T oxtcologtcal Information. . AT ;
 This section should discuss the toxicological properties of cadmrum iron; manganese -
.. “and bis(2- chloroethyl)ether (all of which exceeded screening cntena) or provrde a clear .
= d:-‘ratronale for why 1t is not necessary to dlscuss these constltuents :

160 Section 5.2 Contammant Fate and Transport Processes. “ :
-~ “Wedo not concur that it is not necessary to discuss fate and transport of chem1cals that
7 exceeded screening criteria at only one location. Most notably, we believe it is: oy
S appropriate to d1scuss brs(Zcholorethyl)ether because of 1ts relatlvely lugh moblllty m the Lo
L environment. - 5 5 Safrl e . : \

17 Sectwn 8 0 Appltcable or Relevant and Approprzate Requtrements (ARARs) el
. This section evaluates both chemlcal-specrﬁc and location=specific ARARs, but does not G
discuss actron-speclﬁc ARARS, as required. under CERCLA. We acknowledge thatitis -

_ more appropriate to evaluate action-specific ARARs in a FS; however, this document . .

~ should mdlcate that such an cvaluatron wrll be conducted in the F'S. -

. Section 8.2 Chemzcal-Specrf cARARs.t i -
- The text states that no chemrcal-specrﬁc ARARS were 1dent1ﬁed because, in part nsks .
' associated with exposure to soil were below or withiri the target cancer risk range (10 to J;‘f‘1 S
10M. We believe that it is. pre-mature to conclude that chemlcal-speclﬁc ARARsdonot:
i apply -Under the residential scenario; the estlmated excess cancer risk did exceed the
- target risk range.. Therefore, it appears that chemlcal specrﬁc ARARs w11 have to be
- developed in the FS. Furt hermore, under most scenarios evaluated (1ncluc ing current
© scenarios), the est1mated excess cancer risk \ was within (not below) the acceptable risk
range. As indicated in General Comment No. 1, the lead agency has not yet concurred
that site conditions are sufficiently protective, even for the scenarios with risks within the o
- risk range.” We believe it is appropriate to defer assessment of chemical-specific ARARs o
(such as'soil cleanup levcls) uny tll after such decrsrons have been made . -

ol \Prolect\40005\4850 005\Document Revrew\Slte 30 and 31\S|te 31 Draft RI Reporl doc
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/
EXTERNAL MEMORANDUM

To: Gary Foote — Geomatrix

FrOM: Greg Brorby

DATE: September 27, 2005

PROJECT: 8601649.003

SUBJECT: Comments on Site 31 Remedial Investigation Report

This memorandum presents the results of my review of specific sections of the draft “Remedial
Investigation Report, Installation Restoration [IR] Site 31, Former South Storage Yard, Naval
Station Treasure Island, San Francisco, California,” dated August 2005. Specifically, my
review focused on Appendix I, Human Health Risk Assessment (HHRA). In addition, I
reviewed other sections of the report that pertain to the HHRA, as indicated below. It should be
noted that this review did not include a rigorous assessment of the information presented in the
tables, nor any verification of the risk assessment calculations.

General Comments

1. Executive Summary, p. ES-10 — Because the report concludes that “further evaluation
of lead, dioxins, and/or PAHs [polyaromatic hydrocarbons] at currently paved locations
in Debris Areas A, B, and C (under the schoolyard), Debris Area D (in the southeast
quadrant), and under 11 Street or 11" Street sidewalks may be warranted,” a feasibility
study should be undertaken at this time, not only “in the event that the area is developed
for residential or commercial industrial use or the school remains in operation but the
schoolyard pavement is removed” [emphasis added]. This comment also applies to
Section 6.4.

2. Section 1.8.1.2, p. I-16 — The hypothetical construction worker evaluated in the HHRA
may not necessarily be protective of a “current” utility worker at Site 31. For example,
the exposure point concentrations (EPCs) used to evaluate a hypothetical construction
worker are based on soil data collected across the entire site whereas a current utility
worker would most likely be exposed to soil in current utility corridors under the
existing streets. Because there is known debris containing elevated chemical
concentrations beneath 11™ Street, a separate current utility worker scenario should be
evaluated based only on data from this area of the site.
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Specific Comments

1.

Section 1.3.0, pp. I-2 to I-3 — This section should acknowledge that a different risk
assessment methodology was used to evaluate the portion of Site 31 located east of
Avenue E, later referred to as the southeast quadrant (i.e., a Tier 1 screening assessment
based on residential preliminary remediation goals [PRGs]). This comment also applies
to Section 6.1.

Section 1.8.1.1, p. I-15 — This section should explicitly state that there is no current use
of the southeast quadrant or otherwise explain why no current-use scenario was
evaluated in the HHRA.

Section 1.8.3, p. I-18 — Because focused “hot-spot” analyses were conducted, I
recommend saying so in this section, rather than saying that they were “considered.”
Otherwise, the reader is left wondering why hot-spot analyses might not be conducted,
despite the fact that the existence of hot spots is acknowledged in this same section.

Section 1.8.4.2, pp. I-27 to I-32 — The exposure pathways, equations, and input
parameters used to evaluate the future residential child are different from those used to
evaluate the current elementary school children, because general U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency and California Department of Toxic Substances Control guidance
was used in the former case, and specific Office of Environmental Health Hazard
Assessment (OEHHA) guidance was used in the latter case. Because these differences
do not necessarily make sense from a technical perspective (e.g., a future residential
child is as likely to be exposed to indoor dust as an elementary school child), some type
of discussion of these discrepancies is warranted, perhaps in the uncertainty section.
This comment also applies to Section 6.1.3.

Section 1.9.1, p. I-34 — It is unclear why gastrointestinal absorption values are provided
in Tables I-6.1 and 1-6.5, and discussed in this section, when they are ultimately not used
in the risk calculations. I recommend that they be deleted from the text and tables to
reduce the likelihood that the reader will be confused.

Section I.10.3, p. I-41 — I suggest including a reference to Tables I-12.1 through I-12.7
in this section, because these tables document all of the assumptions used in the blood
lead modeling.

Section I.11.1.1, p. I-14 — I believe that this is the first use of the term “risk driver” in
the HHRA; however, no definition is provided (i.e., a chemical where the estimated
excess cancer risk is greater than 1x10°). This comment also applies to the Executive
Summary and Section 6.2.1.1.

Section I.11.1.1, p. I-44 — It would be helpful if the concentration of benzo(a)pyrene in
the sample collected from Debris Area C was provided, as well as the range of
concentrations of the other carcinogenic PAHs detected in this sample.
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10.

11.

12.

13.
14.

15.

Section I.11.2.1, p. I-48 — It would be helpful if there was additional discussion
regarding the single detection of bis(2-chloroethyl)ether (e.g., location relative to other
identified hot spots, concentration relative to detection limit and/or PRG, etc.). This
comment also applies to Section 6.2.2.1.

Section 1.11.2.1.2, p. I-50 — Please explavin why the single detection of bis(2-
chloroethyl)ether was not evaluated as part of this assessment of localized
contamination. This comment also applies to Section 6.2.2.1.

Section 1.11.2.2, pp. I-51 to I-52 — This discussion is confusing. It appears that
naphthalene is the only chemical for which an HI for a single chemical is greater than 1
(HI of 4). It also appears that the only target-organ-specific HI greater than 1 is for
respiratory effects, and this HI is based solely on naphthalene. If the EPC is recalculated
without the hot spot, the resulting concentration is 0.47 milligrams per kilogram
(mg/kg), as compared to the original EPC of 4.4 mg/kg (the maximum detected value).
Although not presented in the text or tables, the revised HI for naphthalene (and for
respiratory effects) would be approximately 0.4. As such, all individual chemical HIs
and all target-organ-specific HIs would be below 1, and it would be unnecessary to
conclude that the total HIs (i.e., not accounting for target organs) “remain above the
benchmark of 1.” This comment also applies to the Executive Summary and Section
6.2.2.2.

Section 1.11.6.2, p. I-59 — The blood-lead modeling results for localized contamination
should be provided as tables, similar to the rest of the blood-lead modeling results
(i.e., Tables I-12.1 through I-12.7). This comment also applies to Section 6.2.5.2.

Section I.12.1.1, p. I-61 — This section should identify why these sample results were
rejected.

Section 1.12.2.1, p. I-64 — Vapors emanating from soil should be added to the exposure
pathways listed for recreational visitors in the southeast quadrant.

Section I.12.3, p. I-70 — The sentence, “Noncancer hazards may be underestimated for
exposure to the PAH COPCs, for which no RfD was available” does not make sense,
given that surrogate toxicity criteria were used to evaluate several of the PAHs for which
no reference doses (RfDs) were available.

Miscellaneous Comments

1.

Section 1.6.1.2, p. I-6 — Based on Figure 1-4 in the main text (Site Features Map), the
fence surrounding the school play yard is not complete along the western boundary, plus
there appear to be some unpaved areas within the fence along the southwestern and
northeastern sides of the play yard. As such, it may be more accurate to say that “access
to the unpaved areas east, south, and west of the schoolyard is limited by a chain link
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fence” (as opposed to “prevented”). In addition, the use of the word “true” at the
beginning of the next sentence (and in Section 6.1.1.1) is unclear.

Section 1.6.1.3, p. I-7 — To be consistent with the previous section, the number of
samples collected in this area of Site 31 should be identified.

Section 1.7.0, p. I-9 — The first two bullets on this page should be indented further
(i.e., they are subbullets under the last bullet on the previous page).

Section 1.8.3.4, p. I-21 — It would be helpful if the calculations for the air-in-trench
EPC were provided in the HHRA to assist the reader in verifying the calculations. In
addition, the use of this methodology should be acknowledged in Section 6.1.3.

Section 1.8.4.1, p. I-22 — As stated in Section I.2.0 (p. I-2), Treasure Island Elementary
School has the capacity for 1,000 students in kindergarten through 8" grade. Most
children begin kindergarten at 5 years of age, meaning that the age range for this
population would be from 5 to 14 years of age, rather than from 6 to 15 years of age as
assumed in the HHRA. This slight difference should not, however, have any effect on
the HHRA results or conclusions.

Section I.8.4.1.2, p. -24 — It may be worth nothing in this section or in the Uncertainty
section that OEHHA’s assumption that dermal contact with soil can occur over the entire
body (as opposed to uncovered body parts such has the face, lower arms and hands, and
lower legs and feet) is extremely conservative and overestimates potential exposure (and
risk) associated with this pathway. There may be other assumptions made by OEHHA
that warrant similar statements (e.g., the concentration of dust indoors is double the
concentration in outdoor soil).
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