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HEMORANDUM FOR: John Streeter, Acting Director Enforcement and .y
" Inves t.i gation Sta f f. RIII

~
-

FROM: Robert T. Carlson, Director Enforcement and
Investigation Staff RI

SUBJECT: ALLEGATIONS REPORTED TO NRC REGION I BY ANONYMOUS
COMPLAINANT (REGION I CASE FILE I-81-42)

The enclosed four memos to file by R. E. Shepherd concern allega-
tions, which are general in nature, concerning several licensed
facilities in Region I and Region III including Lacrosse, Perry,
and Zimmer. This matter has been forwarded to the Vendor Inspec-
tion Branch, Region IV for action.

The individual who reported the allegations to Regicn I has de-
clined to identify himself by name and has failed to contact

'

Region I on July 13 as he had promised.

The purpose of this memorandum is to inform you of these allega-
tions so that you may take whatever action that you deem
a pp ro pri a te .

,

10'

L
-

.

V
Robert Carlson, Director -

.

Enforcement and Investigation
Staff

Enclosures: As Stated'
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% On J une 26, 1981, Don Caphton received a collect tel ephone call
8from a man who declined to give his name and who had previously

called Mr. Caphton on June 25 regarding scme non-specifi c alle-
-. .- . . . . ~

gations which he indicated the NRC should look into. 'L 'o w e l l
~

Tripp and R. Shepherd participated in the telephone discussion

between Mr. Caphton a'ad the anonymous caller on June 26. The~

-

r'
-

caller said that he is pres ently employed j
.

.

1

__-

He said that behas 3 areas of concern which he listed as follows:
1. How an inspection is conducted.

2. Desi gn controls.

3. Accumulation of test data. -

Wi th rega rd .to I tem 1, above , he said that his concern relates
~

to fuel storage racks at Calvert Cli ffs Uni t 1, speci fi cally
~'

,.

un a cceptabl e wel ds , whi ch - jbrought to NES management's,
_

. _ - ,

a t tention. y.

He said that the architect engi n e e r (AE) lef t resolution of the

problem up to others.
1

'

;

!
-

He sai d ina t the inspecti ons by'

,

U i

the f abricator were s upe r fi cial . He said that

,' land that he has not previously discussed his
,

concerns with th HRC.

- With regard to Item 2, design controls, he said that there were
.

no design cal c ul a ti o n notebooks available for review. Conscouently,

this did not permit a satisfactory review. He s a i d wo r 's to the

postponementeffect that in lieu of issuing an audit report, a
.

was r.a d e wi t h t h e r e s ul t that by the time the material was
.
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a v a il a bl e for review, it was too late to do anything about it.'

With regard to ltem 3 ecc.umulation of test data, he mentioned

' pre-service inspections and said that tests are not reviewed

in,accordance with requirements. He said that he was not referr- ,,,-

' '' ' '

ing to any codes, "just not good business practices". He said

that a weld was not rechecked and that "they are not looking at
.

some o f the wel ds". He said that Shoreham is one site where he
'

has a concern about the wel ds. He said that his concerns also

relate to Cal vert Cliffs, but that his concerns about Shoreham

and Cal ve rt Cli f f s are di f f e rent. He said that the Shoreham

probl em is current and "goes back to TMI", where'as his concern

about Calvert Cli f f s dates back about a year ago. With regard
. -

to Shoreham he said that he does not interface with the licensee
but that he did express his concern about the problem, with the

14censee and Project and Q people at Calvert Cli f fs. He said

that be made written reports to Calvert Clif fs management and

that the licensee did agree with him and later remedied the welds.

He said that he was referring to Rack No. 2. The caller also made

|
a vague reference to the h a n g e rs at the Dairyland facility but
did not i ndi c a t e that this involved a safety problem.

i

l

i
!

.

:
:

! i

i
~

l

,

-
R. Shepherd briefly'

l

__
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ca.v anual sourco.

mentioned to him the provisions of 10 CFR 19.16(C) and 29 CFR 24
.

and inf ormed him that the Department of Labor has the responsi-

bility for the handling of discrimination complaints under
federal Empl oy e e Protecti'on Statutes.

. . . -

, . ,
,

_ ,
_

The caller gave the impression that he was more interested in

discussing his concerns in general terms, rather than providing
-

.

speci fic detail s which woul d enabl e a logical investigati6n of

each of his concerns. Fo r esample, he was prepared to terminate

the conversation at one point by saying'words to the effect,

"well, let's leave it like that", whereas the above NRC repre-"

'

sentatives ha d not yet been provided with any information re-

l a t e'd t o h i s n umber 3 concern, a ccumulation of test data.
, '

The caller said that he would call Mr. Caphton again on Monday

a f ternoon, June 29, at whi ch time he might be willing to disclose

his identity. He was informed that the NRC is more interested in
.

looking into his concerns rather than determining his identity
and that he could be assured of confidentiality insof ar as the
NRC is able to maintain his anonymity. He agreed that it was a

r e a s o n a bl e request, which R. Shepherd suggested to him, that he

provide the NRC with a written detailed letter describing each
of his concerns and i denti fying himself in the letter only by
reference to the above telephone call. He was also in formed tha t

3, i f he considered any of his concerns to be related to public
-

he al th and s a f ety , then the NRC di d not want to wait until Monday

(June 29) to obtain s peci fi c details regarding them. H i s ,r e pl y
.

to that statement was simply a reiteration of his agreement to
call again on Monday at which time he woul d provide additional

.
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information concerning the above. -

.

,

o Fi c a r the end of the above telephone discussion, the caller said.

that his main " beef" is poor management attitude towards QC.

(. \
.

,.

- R. E. Shepherd
~

-

_

.

cc: R. T. Ca rl s on .

D. Caphton
1. . Tripp

.

.

.

.

.

.

: '

h

.

.

.
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intervi ew of Anonymous Alleger by R.E. Shepherd and P..A. McBrearty
.

G91:E :.n.c :.~ n'h y\ o nJuly 6, 1921.at Holiday Inn, .*
-

The Anonymous Alleger furnished the following information during the
.,-

above interview. He said that his concerns' relate to'3 areas:
'

1. Upper managements' attitude towards QA. He was referring

to the upper management of Nuclear En e rgy Se rvi c es' .(NES ) ,~

Da nbury , Connecti cut. -

2. Design control.

3. In-service inspection activities of automated equipment.

lii th regard to Item 1, he sai d that he was concerned about upper

managements' attitude towards QA, specifically with regard to the

fabrication of the fuel racks at Calve rt Cli f fs . He said that HES
'

.

was the prime contractor fo r the design and QA of the fuel racks
- - - -- .

thefand that he was
,

,
_.

l He said that when he inspected the welds on the fuel racks
A ./ there was no
at the

.-

evidence that they had been previously inspected by MPC. He described

the wel ds as resistance "ti g spot" welds and he said that he

personally observed gaps , voi ds and " fit-ups" in the wel ds whi ch
indicated to him that the fuel racks had not been inspected. He

fi rs t fuel rack for Calvert Cliffs was completedsai d that when the .
.

I
about a year ago,

.

all of whom are still employed by NES. He said that
.-

g .CEIAATIONd
.
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~~ an engineerhis-; .. j.s

cmployed by Bal t imo re Gas and Electric. He said that when he made

his personal observation of the gaps , voids and " fit-ups" in the wel ds ,

he was told that everything would be taken care of later. He said .,

= - - . . . - - - _ - - .-.-..:------
. _ ~

that he did not go backf .

--I

_

j 'H e said that there are " roughly" 8 or 9 fuel
i -

s to ra ge racks and that h a l f o f t.h em are under water in the pool and

the others are ready to be " shipped out." He 's ai d tha t the gaps, voids

and "fi t-ups" i n the welds are unacceptable according to the cri teria ,
but ie did not know, at the time of the above interview, the

speci fic document which describes the criteria. He said that it
.

.

was definitely an ASME criteria but did not know whether it was

Section 3 or Section 5 o f the ASME. cri teria. He said hat the)t

I

f I

He said that there

hundred welds ' that hekaboui 25 wel ds , out of severalwere
,

____ _ _ _ . , . , _

f

I

f
I
r
,

| .

,

'
~

--_ ,1- -- _ . _ _.,, ,
-

.
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7 He said that the fuel r a c k ,$,i ,,

* - - - - _ . -

~ {',wa s s hi p p e d f ro m t h e M P C facility' ' . i. 1:L2de . " . . __...... _ _ . . .

to Calvert Cliffs a round October 1980. He also said that the pull

tests _ on the wel ds we re not acceptable and that the pull test -

readings were erroneous . .He said that the wel ding continued even

though "they" knew that "they" were using equipment'that was not

operating properly. He s ai d that "you coul d tell that the pull test

resul ts were erroneous just by.looking at the res ul ts . " He said

that a f ter he identi fied the problem with the ' ull test results.p

HPC looked into the problem and perf ormed necessa ry maintenance on

the equipment.

He said that Ri cha rd Milos was "all in f a vo r" of a good QA inspection
.

- .

..\.He said that Manion said words to him (the
'w }
alleger) to the effect that "I' agree that we have a probl em but we

.

must use tact in resolving our problems." The alleger indicated

that Manion was referring to the probl ems with the wel ds and the

pull test res ul ts that were addressed in the writt'en report which
~

the 'all ege r s ubmi t te d concerning the welds. He said that George

Oberdorfer (phonetic) was the QA Manager at NES two years ago. He

said that he knows for certain that MPC issued a repor,t to Milos

whi ch stated that the probl ems , whi ch were i denti fi ed in the
~l,were corrected. He said, however, that he did not

' inspect the correc t ed wel ds. He said that Potent told him, in

late December 1980, that upper management did not want him looking

into those things. He said that it was about a year ago that the

the weldsfirst fuel rack was compl eted but that
,

on the rack about 2 months e a rl i e r. He said that the fi rs t rack

.

TO CTR 2.790 NFOUAATION



DD .90I DISN C
~ ~

costaies ntitr of N JGR 2.7.90 N '.M AllObj
-

..

. ' .
- -

c nriernt um -

_. .

was rejected because of the welds an d be ca us'e o f the othe r p robl' ems ..

. . - . . .--..-- - . . .

th efe.
_

He said that he then went back to-

~'. . . . ..,

7r~ y : 7. . - . , . .
. .. ._ .. . . .

-
- .
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He gid that Milos tol d him tha t Bal timo re Gas' a nd El ect,ri c (re- 5'

presentative(s)) said to Manion and Milos that 'the only res embl a n ce

to..QA (concerning the above fuel racks) was the ins pecti ons tha t were
b

*t,

I

j He said that these racks were' numbered 6. 7,

8, and 9. He said that he does not know how the problems concerning

these other racks were resolved because he was not part of the " review
,

.

cy cl e " at that time. He suggested that the NRC should look at all of

the audit and surveillance reports.at NES to s ee wha t .the probl ems
. .

were and how they were corrected. He said that by looking only at

the data package, "this (the data package) would tell you nothing."

He said that all of the reports of HPC should be at the NES head-
~

quarters in Danbury, Connecticut and he said that the Project File

and the QA File shoul d have these r e p o r t s'.
I

,

__

t i

I
He said that he

fthinks that the fi rs t 5 fuel racks which were fabricated by MPS

| are in the fuel pool at Calvert Cli f fs Unit 1. He said 'that he does
-

1

.not know what happened to the fuel racks identi fied as
-

having p robl ems because
-

---
.

i

* 2l9
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C e r * t h.-: tal Ecurvb esaid that the' probl ems were correctedk'ith regard to San On fre ,.

*

**
. because the licensee ha d identi fied the problems at the site. .

He said that NES terminated Steve Horne, who was their resident

inspector at Cal vert Cli f fs , because Horne was not doing.a g o o d j o b '''

inspecting the fuel racks i.e. he was not i d e n ti fyi n g d e f e c t's in the

.c om'p o n e n t s b e f o r e they were assemble'. ,|d
_

. _ . _ _ . - _ . . . _ -

,

|
!
l
,

.

;

! ndicated that' He i

scapegoa't, because NES. wanted to show Con EdHorne was fi re d , as a

(Indian Point) tha t they had done something about the fuel rack.

-

y,

probl em of Calvert Cliffs and that Con Ed was aware of the
- 3

p ro bl em. He said that all of the fuel racks are now at the Calvert
,

Cliffs f acility and that it was expected that the racks which are

not in the fuel pool will be. transferred to the' pool within a coupl e

of days or within a week or so. f

f

I
I

I

-

!

I

I

, He said that NES has the contract to do the fuel,

frack job, us i n MPC as the fabricator, for Calvert Cli f f s Uni t 2.

.H e said that NES has negotiated with another fi rm , S cl a mpco in

-G re e n s b o ro , North Carolina, to fabricate fuel racks in the future..

l

.
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With regard to ] tem 2, design control, he sa~id that when design "''

.- services are rendered, it is required by 10 CFR 50 that the design
i calculation notebooks be in order and that they be reviewed by an

independent party. He said that Baltimore Gas and Electhic is very "'
compl e t e (i.e. good) in this regard. He said tha t the Lacrosse

( Da_i ryl a n d ) f a c i l i ty is an example of where there were approximately
.

50 tasks of architectural engineering services that were performed
without c al c ul a t i o n notebooks being prepared in some instances or

were not properly documented and reviewed, for example, the gas
e f fl ue nt analysis. He said that Milos had this project and that

M i l'o s initially i denti fied the probl em to

(Note: this statement needs cl .a ri fi c a t i o n ) . f
'

-

; .

.

) He said that there was an exit interview with
/

the Project Manager of NES bu t it was never docume~nted. He said

that the Audit Schedule at NES would show when it|
'

was started. He said that some of the aforementioned
,

tasks of architectural engineering s ervices are on-going and some
are 4 or 5 yea rs ol d. He . suggested that the NRC could contact the

utility to find out what c c,1 c ul a t i o n n o t e b o o k s w e r e done by NES and
.

{then"workback f rom there." |

:

!
.

He mentioned, however, that he was not

being critical of the auditor's competence. He said that his audits

.

p
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[ showed* that there were no design cal culation notebooks and that the

reviews were not done. He said that Craig finnan succeeded Milos.

.

as Project Manager and that both finnan and Milos are aware of this
.

s i t u a.t i o n (i . e . no design cal cul a ti o n no t e books , e t c. ) ..[_
'

,. . . .
- -

. . . .. _ . - - - . - - _ _ _

-

I
..

*

'

He also said that the computer code that NES uses is not alwais

veri fi ed on some of the design cal cul a tions. /
~

.f ~

He said that Milos.,

I -

Finnan and the Project Task Manager (whose n'ame he could not recall)

on that particular task are aware of the computer code probl em. He
.

.

said that the Project Task Manager's name, for that pa rti cul ar task,

woul d be avail able at the Lacrosse facility. He said that there is
,

.

a Master Project Task Plan at NES whi ch i.denti fies the Project

Task Manager for each task "over the years."

With regard to Item 3, in-service inspection activities of automated

equipment, he said that-the automated equipment testsl
r nqwere found. jnot to be in c o mpl i a n c e

. .'

,

'

with the " spec." '/
_

-

.

f ..
-

! He named Ka rl Schmidt, Vice President, and Geo rge Hamil ton,
-

Senior Vice Presi dent, as two members of NES epper management who re-

jected He said that NES considers this
'

equipment as being in the research and development stage at th,is_
,

time and it has not been decl a red functicnal. . ' .
'

-
.

*

.
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He said that Shoreham, Perry (Cl evel and El ectri c ), Zimmer (Cincinnati

Gas _and Electri c) and Mos cow are examples where the in-service in-

spection test activities of automated equipment which is inte'nded for

use at these si tes , are not in compliance with the speci fication.

At the' time of the above interview, he was not abl e to identi fy the
speci fication whi ch he was re ferring to. He s ai d , after discussion

of this matter with Mr. McBrearty, that "this one is a gray area"

and that it coul d be a po t en ti al. p robl em.
.

The above interview was interrupted while the all eger lef t the room

to attend to some matter. He called Mr. Shepherd on the telephone .

about 30 minutes later and said that he had to attend to an~ urgent

family situation and preferred to continue the dis cussion by calling
the NRC representatives at the Region I of fice on July 7, at 10:00

a.m. Consequently, the inves tigators did not have an opportunity

. to question the alleger, on July 6, regarding some of the matters
1

( discussed above in order to obtain cl a ri fi ca tion and/or further
I

details on the information which he provided.

! f.[[-[ .3.(,

R. E. Shepherd I
|

~

|

l
cc:
T. Martin
D. Caphton
L. Tripp
R. McBrcarty

|
.

,

10 CR 2.7% Nf or.MATION
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_

TELEPHONE DISCUSSION WITH ANONYMOUS _ ALL EGER ON JULY 7,1981
.

- .

'

On July 7,1981, Mr. D. Caphton received a telephone call- from the re

. Anonymous A11eger at 11: 03 A .M. R. Shepherd and R. HcBrearty pa rtici-
pated in the discussion and informed the alleger that there were

. .additional questions which needed clari fication with regard to the
information which the alleger provided during tFr

l
_ _ - interview /., _ _ < _ _

,on July 6. The alleger said that he was in

a " time thrust situation" and did not have much time to talk on the,

telephone but he agreed to call again on July 8, between 10:00 A.M.
'

and 11 : 00 A.M. , to discuss some of the questions which were asked of.

him. He also agreed to meet with Mess rs. McBrearty and Shepherd at
.

the Holiday Inn, \at 9:00 A.M. on July 10.
._. s .

During the above tel ephone discussion he was as ked to identi fy the

speci fic tasks of a rchitectural engineering services, approxima tely

50 in number, which he previously reported as having been ' performed
.

for the Lacrosse facility without calculation notebooks and/or -

proper reviews. He said that he would try to refresh his memory
or refer to his notes and woul d try to have some information in that

regard when he would call back on July 8. He said that he did not

know the purpose for which the design reviews were done by NES.
:

With regard to his concerns about in-service inspections (ISI) and,

Pre-service inspections (PSI), he said that many of the tes t data that
were performed retain unresolved and it is not clear to him which

P r o bl,e ms exist. He indicated that he was referring here to 'het

.

0
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Shoreham facility. He said that some of the people who were involved
"

are no longer employed by the Company (NES). He said that Ed Anderson
'

is in_the ISI group and works for Ka rl Schmidt's group'. He said that '
. Anderson was later upgraded to a Level 3 and that many of Anderson's

reports are not understandable by the NES QA people to determi.ne if

the welds are good or bad. He said that he would provide additional
,

names when he woul d call Region 1 again on July 8. When asked why

he did not report his concerns to the NRC until June 25, which is the

date of his fi rs t contact with Region I, he said that he "was under

the impression that many o f these things could be resolved at some

- time down the pike." He also said that other engineers at NES came .

forward to him with their concerns about "the same types of things"

that he was r e p o r t i'n g to the NRC. The alleger reiterated his request .

that the NRC assure him of con fidentially in this matter. The above

telephone discussion was terminated at the caller's request at 11:30

A.M. .

, ,

h. *sk*

R. E. Shepherd
Investigator

cc:
R. C a rl s o n
T; Martin
D- Caphton
L. Tripp
R. McBrearty

.

.

.
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July 15,1981

Telephone Dis c us sion wi th Anonymous A11eoer dn July 8, 1981 *

On July 8, 19 81, M r. D. Caphton received a t'el e p h o n e c.a l l from t h e' '
i

i

|
_

Anonymous All e ge r a t 10: 50 A.M. R. Shepherd pa rticipa ted in the
|

.. .

'

t e_l ephone di s c us s i on . The alleger said that h e wa s p r e s s'e d f o r |

time and would call ba ck again on July 13, 1981 at 9:00 A.M. He

.

was reminded that R. Shepherd'and R. McBrea rty were scheduled to meet
with him at f on July 10, whereupon the
alleger said that he wan'ted to postpone that meeting Until after
he would call ba ck on July 13, at which time he would try to arrange

plan whereby Region I coul d contact him by some means other than'a
.

by contacting him at his home. He again declined to reveal his i de n ti ty
G

and provide his home address and t,el ephone n umber despi te repeated
.

e f forts by Mes s rs . Caphton and Shepherd to obtain that i n fo rma t i o n,

and at the same time ass uring him of confidentiality. He said that
he was " gun shy" about providing a signed s ta tement which R. Shepherd

'

had req 0ested that he provide during the interv$ew with him at.-

/ ;

y on July 6. With rega rd to "the Level 3 guy"
(Ed Anderson) whom he mentioned during the telephone discussion on

|

| July 7 the alleger said that he (the alleger) ti. inks that "this guy"l

performs his job conscientiously Mes s rs . Caphton and Shepherd
.

|a t tempted to o bta in specific details regarding the information which
!

the alleger had provided during the interview at' on.

July 6 such as the 50 speci fic tasks of architectural engineering
'

| services which NES r epo r,te dly pe r f o rme d fo r the Lacrosse facility.

|
.
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vt The alleger said that h'e was not able to answer some of the speci fic
questions at this time and he suggested that the NRC look at several

,

e

of the designs at random. With regard to his postponement of the '''

scheduled meeting wi th Messrs. McBrearty and Shepherd on July 10,

the alleger said "I was initially going into the QA program and now
_

we are getting into the details." He said that he thought that he
~

gave us "enough" concerning Calvert Cli f f s. By these and other

similar comments, the alleger has clearly indicated that he does

not want to cooperate with the NRC by providing s peci fi c details

concerning the information whi.ch he has thus far provided in more

or less general terms.
,

-
.

With regard to Cal ve rt Cli f fs he said that, "from the end of last

year on through" i.e. during the pa'st seven months, there has been -

a general degradation of the QA program, s peci fi cally in the way

that inspections by MPC and NES were being performed. He also said

that he had only limited access to some of the reports, specifically '

r ')
.

fuel racks th ems el ves . He

-

L
'finspection (reports) of the

said that this is what he means by " general degradation", i.e. "all

of the p robl ems that were identified were cleaned up in one grand

sweep."
.

'Fith regard to Dairyland (Lacrosse f acili ty), he again said that he
-

does not recall what the design review was being done fo r and he

repeated that he does not know the reasons for the review. He

said that the time frame (regarding the Lacrosse matter) is "about

5 yea rs ago but many are on-going projects, for e x a mpl e , the gas

e f fl ue nt analys es . " He said he looked at several di f f e ren t projects.
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and, in some cases, there were no (cal culation) notebooks , no
,

.-
,

verification of the computer code, or no review. He said that

, the probl em that he is reporting is "that when the problem is ,

idintified to upper management, nothing is done about i t .' "

During the above telephone discussion and during all previous
*

.-
contacts with the alleger, he was specifically asked if he had

"

any information or concern that involved the public health and {

safety and he emphatically replied in the negative each. time the

question was asked. The above tel ephon e discussion was terminated

at 'the alleger's request at 11: 45 A.M.

As of 10: 00 A.M. on July 15, the alleger has not contacted Region-

I as he had agreed to during the above telephone discussion.

.
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R. E. Shepherd
Investigator

cc:
R. C a rl so n
T. Martin
D. Caphton -

L. Tripp
R. McBrearty -
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