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1
Introduction

1.1
The problem of backlogs in the processing of satellite network filings within the Radiocommunication Bureau has been considered by a number of ITU conferences and meetings in recent years. For the purposes of the SAT-BAG, it may be most convenient to be aware of the work undertaken since the Plenipotentiary, Minneapolis, particularly noting the provisions of Resolution 86 (Minneapolis, 1998) which remains operative.

1.2
This paper provides information on the outcome of work undertaken by the Informal Correspondence Group on Satellite Network Filings (ICGSF), the results of WRC‑2000, consideration by the Working Group on ITU Reform (WGR), especially through its ad hoc Group 2, and the recent Council meeting (18‑29 June 2001). Information is also included on consideration of relevant issues in the Radiocommunication Advisory Group (RAG), the Special Committee (on Regulatory/Procedural Matters) and Working Party 4A of Study Group 4.

2
Informal Correspondence Group on Satellite Network Filings (ICGSF)

Having regard to the continuing difficulties in processing space network filings and noting the provisions of Resolution 86 (Minneapolis, 1998), the Bureau conducted an Information Exchange Meeting in Geneva on 21 January 2000 immediately following the Radiocommunication Advisory Group (RAG) meeting. The Information Exchange Meeting explored a range of options for improving satellite coordination and notification processes and noted, in particular, that the greatest scope for improvement would come from changes to the currently complex regulatory framework. The results of the Information Exchange Meeting were covered in CA/75 of 8 February 2000. An outcome of the meeting was to establish an informal correspondence group coordinated by Mr Keith Whittingham of the United Kingdom. This group generated considerable discussion of possible options for reform of regulatory procedures. Details of the work of this group and the various papers generated by it can be found on the ITU website at www.itu.int/brconf/sat‑net/informal-group/index.html. For the convenience of the SAT-BAG, an extract (Appendix 2) from the Report by the Chairman, ICGSF, is at Annex 1.

3
Decisions of WRC-2000

3.1
The two main categories of filings processed by the Space Services Department (SSD) of the Radiocommunication Bureau are those for "planned" services under the provision of Appendices S30, S30A and S30B and those for "non-planned" services subject to the provisions of S9 and S11 of the Radio Regulations. Both categories were affected by decisions of WRC‑2000; both require the use of significant resources in SSD; and both have appreciable backlogs in processing.

3.2
In the case of "planned" services, WRC-2000 adopted new Plans and Lists for Regions 1 and 3. A number of associated decisions of WRC-2000 established procedures for treating new BSS filings and previously received filings subject to Appendices S30 and S30A. A significant body of work results particularly from the implementation of Resolution 533 (Rev.WRC-2000) which requires a review of special sections already published. This work has had the effect of delaying the processing of satellite networks submitted under Article 4 of Appendices S30 and S30A (see Document SATBAG-01/5).

3.3
A number of proposals were put to WRC-2000 by administrations for changes to the Radio Regulations with specific focus on the processing of satellite network filings for "non-planned" services. These included proposals to change the actual processes as well as some associated issues such as due diligence (both administrative and financial) and matters associated with cost recovery. In the end result, the main decisions affecting processing of filings were:

3.3.1
Resolution 55 (WRC-2000)

Implements new provisions with effect from 3 June 2000 as follows:

a)
S9.36, S9.36.2, S9.41 and S9.42.

These provisions relate to the need to publish, for information, the names of networks that triggered the requirement for coordination with given administrations and provisions for identification of coordination requirements associated with the coordination arc concept.

b)
Section D of Annex 2A to Appendix S4.

This provision introduces the capability to separate up- and downlink data and indicates that additional data (i.e. strapping information) is not mandatory for the case of FSS networks using the bands in No. S9.7 (GSO/GSO) of Appendix S5, Table S5-1 (see c) below).

c)
No. S9.7 (GSO/GSO) in Table S5-1 of Appendix S5.

This provision implements the use of the coordination arc for certain FSS bands as an alternative to the method specified in Appendix S8 ((T/T method).

The changes in a), b) and c) above are in respect to the processing of networks for which complete coordination data was received on or after 3 June 2000 and for networks already received before that date but not yet published (the backlog).

d)
All notice forms (filings) for services in both planned and non-planned bands must be submitted electronically. A tight time‑frame was established with a final deadline of 3 October 2000. The only exceptions were for developing countries making no more than three filings per year, for which paper filings continued up to 3 June 2001, and for graphical data (GIMS) for which paper filings may also be continued. Electronic filing for notices under Appendix S30, S30A and S30B will not commence until later in 2001 (see also Documents SATBAG-01/5 and 6).

e)
All filings received must be made available (on the Web) in the "as received" form within 30 days of receipt. In this way, administrations know what has been filed with the Bureau. It should be noted that, in the interest of trying to better serve administrations in the light of the backlog, the Bureau had already been doing this since early 2000 i.e., even before it became a regulatory requirement.
f)
Capture and validation software must be upgraded together with training and assistance to administrations.

g)
Administrations are urged to resubmit in electronic format notices previously submitted on paper.

3.3.2
Resolution 56 (WRC-2000)

This Resolution implements provisions in S9.2 and S9.5B with effect from 3 June 2000. In effect, this applies a requirement (S9.2) that any modification to an API after 3 June 2000 is limited to an orbit change of no more than (12( for a GSO satellite. The other change (S9.5B) is that it is no longer necessary to send to the Bureau copies of comments from one administration to another about implications of an API (such copies to the Bureau are optional).

3.3.3
Arrangements for the implementation of these decisions were covered in Circular‑Letter CR/144 of 18 August 2000.

4
Working Group on ITU Reform (WGR)

The Working Group on ITU Reform and its ad hoc Group 2 considered the problems of the backlog. Ad hoc Group 2 met twice and its report was considered by the WGR at its last meeting in Brazil (2-6 April 2001). Its proposals arising from that consideration were included in a report to Council 2001 and lead to the adoption of Resolution 1182 (see Document C2001/25). For convenience, an extract from that Report is attached (Annex 2).

5
Radiocommunication Advisory Group (RAG)

The RAG considered backlog related issues at its ninth meeting (12-16 March 2001), including documents from the Director, BR and from two administrations. The outcome is included in the Summary of Conclusions published in Administrative Circular CA/96 of 20 April 2001.

6
Special Committee (on Regulatory/Procedural Matters)

The scope of the Special Committee (Resolution ITU-R 38-2) includes the responsibility to deal with matters relating to regulatory/procedural issues as part of preparations for World Radiocommunication Conferences. It is noted that the agenda for WRC-03 includes items of relevance to consideration of the backlog (items 1.30 and 7.1). The Special Committee has established a specific Rapporteur Group for this purpose (Rapporteur Group SC-2) convened by Mr E. Davison (United States). The Special Committee is scheduled to meet in Geneva, 17‑26 July 2002 to, inter alia, consider the results of the work of SC-2.

7
Working Party 4A

Working Party 4A of Study Group 4 (FSS) has a mandate to consider matters relating to "efficient orbit/spectrum utilization". Working Party 4A has been considering at least two topics of relevance to the backlog. Firstly, the Working Party has been considering possible simplification to the information used for coordination requests (Appendix S4 information) and the development of specifications for automating Article S5 and other provisions of the Radio Regulations. A number of documents relating to these topics can be found on the Working Party 4A web page. Further progress is expected at the forthcoming meeting in Geneva (3‑12 October 2001).

Annexes: 2

annex 1

Analysis of contributions to the ICGSF received by 9 April

As indicated in § 3 of the Report, comments received have been summarized in the table below, together with an estimate of whether the proposals could be implemented in the short, medium or long term, and whether they require changes to the Radio Regulations. The level of support for each initiative is shown by referencing each ICGSF paper that addresses it. The aim being to identify those short‑term issues for which there is general support and which could have a more immediate impact on addressing the backlog in satellite filings.

Unless specifically stated to the contrary all proposals are believed to have an impact on the Radio Regulations. The extent of the impact on the RR depending on the type of proposed change and varies from minor amendments to major revisions.

In the "Summary" column the term "majority" only refers to those contributors providing text on the specific issue.

The following time‑scales represent the period to practical implementation rather than a date at which the decision is taken to implement. This includes, for those items that would require approval at a WRC, any period during which transitional arrangements are implemented prior to the introduction of the new procedure. It also includes any estimated delay in the introduction of a new regulatory procedure or measure in order for the Bureau to develop and implement any associated software tools or guidance notes for administrations and satellite operators. In presenting these time‑scales it is implicitly assumed that any change to the Radio Regulations would require approval by a WRC and if it were not approved by WRC‑2000 then it could not be implemented before WRC‑03.

Short term:
WRC-2000: implementation by the end of WRC‑2000.

Medium term: 
WRC-2000 - 18 months: delayed implementation of up to 18 months following WRC-2000.

Long term:
Beyond 2 years: a longer time period or if relating to a regulatory change post WRC‑03.

Summary of analysis

It can be seen from the analysis of contributions contained in the table below that the initiatives listed can be placed into several categories:

a)
Short/short-medium term initiatives that do not require change to the Radio Regulations, i.e.:

–
making available on the ITU website details of new (electronic) filings "as received" with no further examination other than through the application of validation software tools (6);

–
resume the publication of the Space Network List (SNL) (12.3);

–
improve software for capture, validation and technical examination (11);

–
availability of coordination request information not yet published (3).

b)
Short/short-medium term initiatives that do require changes to the Radio Regulations, i.e.:

–
suppression of API (1);

–
use of the coordination arc (4); 

–
separation of up and down link data (5);

–
omit identifying networks willing to accept potential interference (12.1);

–
identify affected networks instead of affected administrations (12.2);

–
make self-identification mandatory for administrations (12.7);

–
multilateral coordination meetings (12.10);

–
date of bringing into use (12.11);

–
processing charges for satellite networks (12.12).

c)
The following initiatives in the table fall into the medium/medium-long/long term, namely:

–
2, 8, 10, 12.4, 12.5, 12.13, 12.14, 12.15.

d)
For the following initiatives in the table there is either majority opposition or insufficient support, namely:

–
7, 9, 12.6, 12.8, 12.9, 13.

	Issue
No.
	Issue
	Contributions from Doc.
	Time-scale for implementation
	Summary

	1
	Suppression of the API process for networks subject to coordination
	5, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 15, 16, 18, 19, 20, 21, 23, 27.
	Short - Medium
	Majority in favour of suppression, however there are concerns over the impact on developing countries, the need to make a list of coordination requests available quickly and the need for transitional arrangements. A few submissions that favour retention suggest modification to enhance its effects on the coordination process. 

	2
	Mandatory electronic filing for new requests for coordination or notification
	7, 8, 9, 12, 13, 15, 16, 18, 19, 20, 21, 27.
	Medium - Long 
	All contributions in favour of mandatory electronic filing providing the operators have integrated and complete data validation/data capture software. Also consideration of transitional arrangements or other assistance to developing countries. There is also a need to consider validation of the point of origin.

	3
	Availability of Coordination Request information received by the Bureau and not yet published in a Special Section

[NOTE - This was previously titled "Establish methods for rapid electronic capture of filings still awaiting processing", but was modified to the above, as per BR suggestion.]
	7, 9, 12, 15, 16, 18, 19, 20, 21, 24, 27.
	Short - Medium
	No one is opposed to this proposal but there are doubts over how it would be achieved in practice and the time-scale. However BR has commenced implementation (the initial distribution of data is in BR IFIC 2415 with more data appearing in IFIC 2416 and subsequent IFICs). BR also believe that it can be linked to item (6). Various submissions recognize that the data would be of limited use if it has not been validated. A suggestion is that the existing paper filings not captured could be resubmitted in electronic form but there is concern over the workload on BR and opposition to a mandatory resubmission of the original notice in electronic form.

Does not require change to the RRs.

	4
	The use of a coordination arc as a trigger in identifying coordination requirements for FSS in certain cases
	5, 7, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 15, 16, 18, 19, 20, 24, 27.
	Short - Medium
	The majority are in favour for the application of the coordination arc to FSS in limited frequency bands providing that there is a mechanism allowing networks located outside the arc to be included in coordination, as necessary. Also regulatory procedure is required for treating those networks that would be partly covered by the coordination Arc and partly by ApS8. Its use is limited and its impact on the workload of BR has not been quantified, however, the Bureau considers that its workload will not be reduced significantly by the application of the coordination arc. The Bureau are also concerned that if required to regularly deal with cases of dispute then it could impose a potentially substantial workload that could offset any savings from not performing ApS8 in these frequency bands.

	5
	Separation of uplink and downlink data in determining the need for coordination
	5, 7, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 24, 27.
	Short - Medium
	The majority are in favour of separating uplink and downlink data in determining the need for coordination. However, concerns have been expressed about satellites using repeaters, the possibility of identifying more affected networks by separating the link data and there is disagreement on the need to retain the overall link data (even if not used to determine the need for coordination) so that it can be used during the coordination process.

	6
	Make available on the ITU website, in the SNS database, details of new (electronic) filings "as received" with no further examination other than through the application of validation software tools
	7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 15, 18, 19, 20, 24, 27.
	Short
	All contributions in favour however it is recognized that this data would be of limited use if it has not been validated. Also concern has been expressed about access by administrations without the necessary computing facilities. See comments on (3).

Does not require change to the RRs.

	7
	Publication to include only findings by the Bureau and a list of administrations with which coordination is required. Other detailed APS4 information to be available in the SNS database on the Web. This information could also include details of networks that triggered the need for coordination
	7, 9, 12, 13, 18, 19, 20, 27.
	Medium
	Majority against the proposal. The main concern expressed was the possibility that it would not provide sufficient data to exclude or include networks into coordination and there are doubts expressed about the benefits it would provide. These concerns may be allayed by BR's explanation of the implementation based on publication of the full data along with a separate table showing the coordination requirements (see Doc. 20) with the intention to use CD rather than the Web.

	8
	Eliminate duplication of data requirements and technical/regulatory examination between coordination (S9) and notification (S11)
	7, 9, 12, 13, 15, 18, 19, 20, 27.
	Long 
	Majority view this as a long-term task that requires very careful further study.

	9
	Restrict the number of modifications to a network filing that can be made over a given period of time
	7, 9, 12, 13, 15, 18, 19, 20, 27.
	Short - Medium
	Majority are opposed to this proposal and consider it to be unworkable.

	10
	Simplification of the Master Register
	5, 7, 9, 15, 18, 20, 27.
	Long
	There is agreement that simplification would be desirable but not on how it could be achieved. There is also potential consequential impact from other changes proposed above. Some consider that it would require further review. Also to identify the minimum parameters.

	11
	Improve software for capture, validation and technical examination
	5, 7, 9, 12, 15, 18, 19, 20.
	Short - Medium
	All are agreed that the improvement of software for capture, validation and technical examination would be beneficial. Also that data capture/validation should be made available to administrations.

Does not require change to the RRs.

	12.1
	Omit identifying affecting satellite networks in the coordination requests of administration willing to accept the potential interference
	5, 16, 18, 19, 20, 21.
	Short - Medium
	All are in favour of this proposal but there may be further need for discussion to see how it would be implemented. BR indicates that this possibility exists in the current regulations but abuse of this possibility has detrimental effects on the S9 coordination procedure.

	12.2
	Identify affected networks instead of affected administrations
	5, 10, 11, 15, 16, 18, 20.
	Short - Medium
	All support identifying the affected network. BR indicate that provision of this information would not present them with a major problem, but the names of networks identified by the Bureau should be used as information only.

	12.3
	Resume the publication of the SNL
	5, 15, 18, 20, 21.
	Short
	There is support for this proposal and BR indicate they intend to resume this publication soon. Does not require change to the RR.

	12.4
	Simplify the Coordination Request Forms, and Information
	5, 15, 18, 20.
	Medium - Long
	This is supported but again there is a consequential impact from the above proposals, although acknowledge the need for caution in implementing any changes. Some contributions point to providing the minimum data to enable an interference envelope to be generated. As BR are one of the supporters of this proposal it suggests there is perhaps a need for greater guidance on filling in the existing forms (see 12.14). Some change is possible without changes to the RR.

	12.5
	Relax the current value of the (T/T threshold (6%) to a more realistic level
	7, 16, 18, 19, 20.
	Long
	No one is opposed to this proposal but the it is considered that it would require further study by ITU-R and hence could not be used prior to WRC-03.

	12.6
	Introduce emergency administrative Due Diligence procedures specific to backlog
	7, 9, 16, 18,19.
	Medium - Long 
	The majority are opposed to this proposal on the grounds that Res. 49 has still to be fully implemented and hence it is premature.

	12.7
	Make self-identification mandatory for administrations and eliminate BR's requirement to identify the recipients of coordination requests
	7, 8, 12, 18, 19, 20, 21, 27.
	Short - Medium
	The majority are in favour but there is concern for the impact it will have on developing countries, the workload of administrations and BR through a rise in the requests for assistance in aiding identification.

	12.8
	After one round of cross‑checking with administrations delete filings for alternate locations of a network relating to alternate or standby bands
	8, 16, 18, 19, 20, 21.
	Short - Medium
	There is difficulty in understanding how this proposal could work and concerns that it would increase the workload of BR.

	12.9
	Conversion of hard limits to trigger limits.
	9, 18, 19, 20.
	Medium - Long
	The majority believe this requires further study and also concern at how it may impact the BR workload.

	12.10
	Multilateral coordination meetings
	10, 11, 16, 18, 19, 20.
	Short
	It is understood from the proposals that there is some desire to raise the status of multilateral coordination by including them in the RR. Although the use of multilateral coordination meetings has support, the idea of including it in the RR does not seem to be supported.

	12.11
	Date of bringing into use
	10, 11, 18, 19, 20.
	Short
	Support for clarifying the definition but there is a view that it requires further work.

	12.12
	Proposed regulatory changes to address non‑payment of processing charges for satellite networks
	10, 11, 16, 18, 19, 26.
	Short - Medium
	Majority in favour of introducing regulatory provisions to deal with non‑payment of processing fees.

	12.13
	Single step request for coordination process
	11, 18, 19.
	Medium - Long
	All in favour, see (1).

	12.14
	Provision of greater guidance on the information required in the coordination and notification process
	15, 18.
	Medium
	This proposal has links to many of the other proposals, specifically (12.4), and is therefore likely to have a greater support.

	12.15
	Limit the role of BR
	9, 24, 27.
	Long
	Support for limiting the role of BR in the coordination and notification process.

	13
	Noting deficiencies in the effect of Resolution 49 (WRC-97), consider again the concept of financial due diligence
	7, 8, 9, 12, 13, 15, 18, 19, 20, 22, 25, 26.
	Medium - Long
	The majority agree that this proposal is premature. They do not want to consider any change to the due diligence procedures (financial or otherwise) before Res. 49 is fully operational and its impact assessed.

	Table key:

	Doc. 5: Intelsat

Doc. 7: United Kingdom

Doc. 8: Inmarsat

Doc. 9: SES Luxembourg

Doc. 10: NZ

Doc. 11: NZ

Doc. 12:
Joint FCC/NTIA Informal Space Working Group
	Doc. 13:
Malaysian Communications and Multimedia Commission

Doc. 15:
Radiocommunication Bureau

Doc. 16: SES Luxembourg

Doc. 17: Inmarsat

Doc. 18: Kingdom of Tonga

Doc. 19: INTELSAT

Doc. 20:
Radiocommunication Bureau
	Doc. 21: Joint FCC/NTIA

Doc. 22: Luxembourg

Doc. 23: Luxembourg

Doc. 24: Republic of Bulgaria

Doc. 25: Vietnam

Doc. 26: Malaysia

Doc. 27:
Mexican Satellite Coordination Task Group


ANNEX 2

WGR proposals on the backlog in the processing of satellite network filings

1
Actions to improve the rate of processing by BR

Reduce requirements in the Radio Regulations

1.1
A number of possibilities for simplifying the regulatory process by introducing changes to the Radio Regulations were considered, but without developing any of these possibilities in detail. It was recognized that caution should be exercised before changes in the Radio Regulations are implemented because of possible unintended consequences.

1.2
It was noted that any such changes could only be implemented after consideration and possible decision by WRC-03, under its agenda item 1.30. To develop proposals relating to this issue, preparations for WRC-03 on this item are carried out under the lead of ITU‑R Working Party 4A and the Special Committee.

Resources

1.3
The possibility of allocating additional resources to address the backlog, as well as the current rate of filings, was addressed, with a view to eliminating the backlog as soon as possible and preferably within the next three years.

1.4
WGR considered a review of internal BR allocation of resources and the demand for its services. The Director of BR was requested to prepare a document for RAG and seek advice from RAG on prioritizing work. The Director's report to RAG identified the resources planned for allocation within BR to enhance the processing of satellite filings. RAG reviewed the Director's report and advised that the planned allocation of resources be implemented without any increase in the value of the contributory unit.

a)
The Council to consider possible sources of additional funding for BR for the specific purposes of addressing the backlog.

b)
Invite possible voluntary contributions.

c)
The Council to consider revision to cost recovery for satellite filings, including whether the costs of software development can be included, and the possibility of up‑front payment.

d)
The Council to consider, with regard to decides 1.3 of Decision 5 (Minneapolis, 1998), a review of the ceiling on expenditure to allow for additional expenditure with respect to satellite filings subject to cost recovery.

e)
The Council to review cost‑recovery charges, as well as any other means to cover the expenses associated with the additional resources that may need to be allocated to BR in order to reduce the backlog.

Data requirements

1.5
There was general agreement that data requirements could be reduced and reporting simplified, thus making processing more efficient.

1.6
The continuation of work in WP 4A is to be encouraged.

1.7
There is a requirement for better information exchange among operators, administrations and BR. A meeting to this end was held in 2000 and proved very useful; a second meeting was noted in the BR Operational Plan (2001). Further exchange and development of ideas by correspondence is encouraged.

1.8
Possible modifications to data structure and requirements within BR will be considered by BR, in consultation with administrations and operators.

Increased automation

1.9
There is general agreement on the need for further automation and software development, to the extent feasible and justified.

1.10
The improvement and broader use of validation software would enable administrations to assure complete and correct filings, speeding up BR's process.

1.11
Development should continue through the Software Experts Group. Administrations and operators should be encouraged to contribute.

1.12
There is an interest on the part of many operators and administrations to provide extra resources for software development, in form of voluntary contributions, especially "in‑kind" contributions.

Outsourcing

1.13
The possibility of outsourcing software development in the short term was discussed, but some concerns were expressed about guidance, coordination and providing detailed specifications. BR notes its experience that outsourcing has been of some benefit, but very costly.

1.14
The extent to which outsourcing of Bureau processing could be used requires further study.

Multiple filings

1.15
It is necessary to understand the reasons why we have a backlog and how multiple filings contribute to this. Further studies should be carried out.

1.16
Some principles to address this issue were presented which deserve further discussion.

1.17
Possible actions to limit the number of filings are suggested in § 2 below.

Reporting and accountability

1.18
Actions necessary to eliminate the backlog are to be enacted by different bodies in ITU. Reporting and accountability of these actions are necessary.

1.19
The Council and RAG may consider the issue.

Software Experts Group

1.20
If the proposed Action Group is not created, then the work of the Software Experts Group should continue and be supported by administrations and operators with the full support of BR.

2
Possible actions to limit the number of filings

2.1
Suggestions concerning means to limit the number of filings included:

a)
The establishment of administrative measures to ensure the review and removal of speculative filings.

b)
An increase in filing fees above the cost‑recovery level.

c)
Requiring the up-front payment of filing fees.

2.2
If Council‑01 decides to create the Action Group, then WGR recommends that the functions of the Software Experts Group and the Information Exchange Meetings should be subsumed into the functions of the Action Group.

ATTACHMENT to annex 2

Examples of possible actions that could be pursued by entities responsible 
for seeking the elimination of the backlog in the Radiocommunication 
Bureau's processing of satellite network filings

1)
Remove ambiguities and unnecessary complexity in the provisions of the Radio Regulations.

2)
Develop appropriate Rules of Procedure.

3)
Provide adequate resources for processing satellite network filings, for software development/maintenance, and for database development/maintenance.

4)
Review the principles established for the application of the budget process known as "cost recovery", and examine the implementation of these principles as set forth in Council Decision 482.

5)
Increase the automation of the activities performed by the Bureau staff in processing satellite network filings.

6)
Consider increasing the obligations of the administrations/operators to perform more comprehensive technical and regulatory examinations of their satellite network filings prior to submitting them to the Bureau for processing.

7)
Consider outsourcing certain software development activities.

8)
Examine approaches for reducing the impact on the Bureau's processing workload resulting from multiple filings of satellite networks.

_________________
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