WA Commingled Improvements Project:   Northwest Region Kick-off Meeting                     November 1, 2012, Ecology NWRO, 9:00 – 12:30
 Notes & Outcomes   
Attendees 


Background of WA Commingled Improvements Project and Summary of Southwest Region Workgroup Efforts


Discussion of experiences/perspectives of the current commingled recycling system in the region


Brainstorm of Project Objectives



Next Steps
· The group would like to meet again
· Prefer a different location than Bellevue – King County offered King Street Center and meeting space near Boeing Field. Kirkland has also offered space.
· Time preferred – 10:00 -2:00 and bring a sack lunch.  This would avoid the worst of the traffic.
· Next meeting – TBD (shooting for mid- December)
Commingled Recycling Systems - Northwest Kick-off Nov 12.pdf
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 How did we get here? 
 
 What is the problem we are trying to solve? 


 
 What work has been done on this issue to date? 
 
 Discussion:  
◦ What are your experiences or issues with the current 


commingled recycling system? 
 
 
 







 Commingling allows for automated collection 
 
 Benefits of automated collection:  
◦ Increased efficiency  
◦ Decreased worker injuries 
◦ Wheeled cart with lid provide convenience and privacy to 


residents 
  


‣ Little or no sorting required = greater 
participation by residents 
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 Collection does not equal recovery 
 


 Lost materials = Lost resources 
 
 Problematic materials reduce efficiencies at MRFs & mills 
 
 Current standards are not working 
 
 Confusion by residents  


 
 







Curbside 
Material 


Sent to Proper 
Market 


Cross-
Contaminant or 


Residue 


Newspaper,  


Mixed Paper 


98-99% 1-2% lost 


PET 47%  53% lost 


HDPE 72% 28% lost 


Aluminum 64% 36% lost 


Tin 77% 23% lost 


Glass 90% 10% lost 


King County (WA) Puget Sound MRF Assessment (2006) 
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NORPAC Paper Mill          


Longview WA, Feb 2008 
Blue Heron Paper Mill        


Portland, Oregon, Feb 2008 







 When commingled, these are responsible for the 
majority of contamination, damage and 
inefficiencies at MRFs: 


1. Glass 


2. Plastic bags 


3. Shredded paper 


4. Flattened containers 
 


Dangerous: Sharps and other biohazard 
waste 
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Supplier NORPAC 
Supply 


System 


Sold 
As 


(ISRI) 


% 
Outthrows 


(Non-news 
fiber) 


% 
Prohibitives 


(Non-fiber) 


% 
Glass 


2001 and Prior 


Average ALL 
Suppliers  


100% 
Source 


Separated 


#8 0.25 – 
0.5 


0.0 0.0 


Sep 2006 – Dec 
2006  


Weighted 
Average ALL 
Suppliers 


68% Co-
mingled 


#8, 
#7 


15.0 3.4 % 


Pulper 
Rejects 


0.33 


Standard:    ISRI #8:  Special News, De-ink Quality (#8 ONP)  
                   Prohibitive materials………………..None Permitted 
                   Total Outthrows may not exceed……………¼ of 1% 


NORPAC Paper Mill         Longview, WA  
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NORPAC Paper Mill          


Longview WA 







Outthrows Issue Operating 
Impact 


Relative 
Cost 


OCC Brightness 
Impact 


Increase 
Bleach Cost 


$$$ 


Carrier Board 100% Yield Loss Fiber 
Replacement 


$$$$ 


Junk Mail Contaminants Chemical Cost $$ 


White Food 
Boxes 


Yield Loss Fiber 
Replacement 


$$$$ 


White Ledger  xx% Yield Loss Fiber 
Replacement 


$$ 


Phone Book Brightness 
Impact 


Brightness 
Impact 


$$ 


Annual Cost Impact = 


$1,350,000 + $1,687,500 = $3,037,500 











½  in. wide  x ¼ in. deep 


1 ½  in. wide  x 2 in. deep 







 Commingled collection carts look like garbage cans 


 


 Residents know materials will be sorted (“when in 
doubt, throw it in” behavior) 


 


 Recycling programs’ Yes/No lists vary  even from 
neighboring jurisdictions  that use the same MRF 


    


 


 











 CA Single Stream Recycling Roundtable (2005) 


 


 Oregon MRF Study (2004-2005) 


 


 King County Puget Sound MRF Study (2006) 


 


 EPA Region 10 Initiative on Commingled Recycling 
Systems (2007-2008) 


 


 







 Convened by Region 10 EPA in 2007, stakeholders in 
the states of Oregon and Washington: 
◦ Agreed there was a problem with the current commingled 


recycling system 


 


◦ Agreed to work together for one year to look at the problem 
and create standards for collection and processing 


 


◦ Agreed a market-based standard was the best approach 


 


◦ Agreed on a vision and mission 







 
Vision Statement 
To develop a standard and guidelines for commingled 


recycling systems such that: 
 


1. Cross-contamination of recyclable materials would be 
reduced;  


2. The quality and quantity of materials recycled would be 
increased; 


3. The highest percentage of materials that are intended to 
be recycled would be captured. 


 
 







 Division of work into subgroups: 


◦ Standards and Guidelines 


 Collection 


 Processing 


 


◦ Evaluation and Measurement 


 


◦ Marketing 







 Common Terminology Doc 


 Collection Guidelines 


 Processing Goals 


 Evaluation Protocol 


 Marketing tools 
◦ Project white paper 


◦ Project slide show 


◦ Collection guidelines sample 


◦ MRF guidelines sample 


http://yosemite.epa.gov/R10/homepage.nsf/topics/ccrs#Deliverables  



http://yosemite.epa.gov/R10/homepage.nsf/topics/ccrs





 March 9, 2009 at 5 locations across WA 


 


 60 attendees – Locals, MRFs, Mills, Haulers 


 


Convened to answer this question: 


 Are local governments willing to work together as a 
group on addressing contamination in commingled 
recycling systems? 







 Collaborate regionally to address reducing contamination 
in commingled recycling systems 
 


 Work in three regional groups  
◦ SWRO, NWRO, and ERO+CRO+ID 


 
 Include all stakeholders 
◦ MRFs, Local Governments, Haulers, End-Users 


 
 Policy discussions may be held by local governments 


separately 
 


 







http://wilsonrecycling.com/





 Seeking the truth in order to: 
◦ Obtain comprehensive knowledge to inform changes to 


programs 


◦ Provide data, plus story (context), to elected officials  


◦ Provide consistency in public education messages (including 
dangerous items like sharps) 


◦ Reduce MRF problems in sorting 


◦ Create feedback loops, both positive and negative, for the 
system as a whole 


◦ Identify current funding mechanisms for public education for 
each jurisdiction in the Workgroup  


 







 


◦ Phase 1 – Data gathering (1st year) 


 Glass Summit 


 Beyond the Curb Report (2010) 


 


◦ Phase 2 – Creating Tools for Program Consistency (2nd / 3rd 
year) 


 Expanded Membership 


 BMP Guide for Gov’s on Program Materials (2011) 


 Carton Forum 


 BMP Guide for Public Outreach (2012) 


 


◦ Phase 3 – Implementation (In progress) 
 


 







• Follows materials  -  
   curb, to MRF, to mill 
  
•  Commodity specific       
     chapters 
 
•  Key Issues and 
    Recommendations 
 
•  50 pages (!) 







1. Consumer awareness and level of responsibility – 
Their reasonable expectation that if it goes in the 
cart, it’s recycled 


Recommendations:  


 Educate that not everything is recyclable curbside or in 
the commingled cart. 


 Establish feedback loops throughout the system. 


 Recycling isn’t free—Educate residents on what they 
are paying for to have curbside recycling service. 


 







2. Glass is a contaminant in the commingled stream 
and very little is going back to glass 


Recommendation: 


 Keep glass separate from other recyclables. 


 


3. Plastic film has significant processing issues and the 
result is very dirty (‘MRF film’) 


Recommendation:  


 Keep plastic film out of curbside collection programs.  


 







4. MRF employee safety regarding sharps, other medical waste, and 
explosives 


Recommendation:  
 Educate the public about proper disposal of these materials. 
 
5. Lack of consistency in our programs and messages across the region 
Recommendations:  
 Combine Western county/city programs for those that share media 


sheds. 
 Combine education resources for clarity and consistency. 
 Convene municipal governments and haulers within regions to 


establish program standards. 
 Educate our own local jurisdictions to affect change. 
 Choose materials based on those that get recycled – Those that are 


cost-effectively and sustainably recovered at their intended market.  
 







6. Lack of product stewardship/producer responsibility for 
materials 


Recommendation:  
 Educate local policy makers about problem materials in the 


commingled stream and advocate for solutions and financing. 
 
7. State and federal goals are driving local diversion goals 
Recommendation:  
 Switch the focus from collection to recovery. Recovering usable 


materials suitable for manufacturers is the priority of recycling 
programs. Diverting materials from the garbage can to the 
recycling can at the point of collection when those materials end 
up disposed at a processor or manufacturer is not recycling or 
diversion. 
 











• Not a hand-out for the  
    public 
  
• Content is for the public 
 
• Outreach is more than just 
   words 
 
• Goal – to encourage  
  consistent messaging  
  across jurisdictions 
 











Beyond the Curb Report: 
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/biblio/1007009.html  


Program Materials Collection BMPs: 
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/biblio/1107026.html  


Public Outreach BMPs: 


https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/summarypages/1207061.html 



http://www.ecy.wa.gov/biblio/1007009.html

http://www.ecy.wa.gov/biblio/1107026.html

https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/summarypages/1207061.html





Project Contact:  


Shannon McClelland   


Waste 2 Resources  


Shannon.McClelland@ecy.wa.gov  


360. 407.6398 



mailto:Shannon.McClelland@ecy.wa.gov
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WA Commingled Improvements Project:   Northwest Region Kick-off Meeting                     
November 1, 2012, Ecology NWRO, 9:00 – 12:30 


 
Discussion of experiences/perspectives of the current commingled recycling 
system in the region 


Gov - Contracts are driving exotic material lists. Contracts are ahead of technology. Are we even doing a 
good job of getting basic materials like paper out, for example? 


Gov - Local gov.’s drive to increase their numbers.  Consultants want to push the limits on contracts to 
look good as well.  Collection companies put in a difficult position to say no.  Areas serviced through 
contract vs. UTC – concern that as more costs are put on the MRFs that may be controlled in contract, 
but could increase the cost for customers under UTC system. Plastic bags are an example of a material 
that increase costs at MRF – where are those costs handled if it doesn’t show up in the contract?  
Competition between cities – ‘They can take it why can’t we?’ attitude.  We continue to impact the 
efficiency at MRFs—someone will pay those costs.  How is that playing out with UTC customers who pay 
real, not contracted, costs? 


Collector/MRF - Being green to be green is not real sustainability. We should be partners with paper 
mills and gov.’s to utilize BMPs.  Look at it holistically. 


End-user - Mills are putting millions of dollars into your programs – indirectly.  Doesn’t buy fiber from 
PNW because it’s too dirty.  We are partners and we need each other to survive. Gov.’s should think 
about revenue stream as they look at costs.  Since commingled project started 3 years ago, 2 big mills 
are gone and one survived bankruptcy.  You are not a gov. –you are a manufacturer. You are making a 
product to sell.  Where is your sustainable market—local or export? 


Collector/MRF –In trying to create real sustainability, looking at local markets is a benefit. Look at 
materials and then evaluate costs and benefits.  Competition among locals is an opportunity to do a 
cost/benefit analysis.  Need to see more science based policy decisions.  Use the tools available to 
create the best programs we can for the environment, consumers, and companies.   


Collector - From the ground level view, we have created a monster.  We have almost a 100% 
participation, but now we need to get it done correctly. We spend a lot of time dealing with 
contamination.  Education doesn’t seem to be working. Everyone thinks everything is recyclable.  ‘But 
they take it in Seattle….’ Nobody leaves a note in Seattle; it’s fully automated. 


Gov. - Coming together as partners is the key.  Changes are happening.   


Collector/MRF –We need to align priorities about what they think the right program should look like.  
Take a macro look at it and then focus on the weeds.  We need to make sure we have the right 
discussion and the right objectives. 


Collector/MRF –Has anyone ever been able to map and track the chain of custody of recyclable 
materials?  Is it possible and who’s responsible?  Also, how we define recycling really impacts how we 
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talk with customers.  If we define it as recovery, that is a 180 degree shift and we need to look at the 
impacts. 


Gov. - This is an issue with commingled system, but also in the 3-bin system.  Snohomish doesn’t have 
any money for schools anymore, so haulers are picking up that effort.  It is very difficult since schools 
don’t align across UTC areas.  We can only then focus on basic materials.  It is the same situation with 
Spanish language audience.  It gets very complicated not to have a more standardized list of materials.  


NGO - We haven’t established that things are they same here as they are in the southwest.  Are there 
differences?  What parts are applicable in this region? Looking forward to hearing what is really 
happening to our materials. 


Gov. - Some say there is no issue if the MRFs are able to sell their bales. 


Gov. – Participated in first year of SW process and really appreciated it.  City is in NW region and we 
constantly have pressure to increase our materials list.  We don’t want to create a dirty system that we 
can’t go back from.  It’s too hard to take things out once they are in.  It’s important to talk about these 
issues since we have conflicting messages (i.e. plastic bags) and our materials are going to the same 
MRFs. 


Collector - Is this the place to discuss the issue of multifamily contamination? Biggest issue for us. 


Collector - Now that Bellingham has a bag ban, we are curious to see if we have less bags in the 
apartment carts.   


Gov. – Interested in looking at the real issues of the system.  Producers are starting to get the message 
that their materials are a problem. Is there a way to work with these national groups to increase that 
message?  Do any cities put in their contract that their collected recyclables be processed and used 
locally?  What do we mean by a science-based process? 


Collector/MRF –Are we employing the BMPs at the front end rather than the back end at the collection 
system?  Instead of EPR, should we instead be looking at a MPG standard (as an analogy) and the least 
impact on the environment upstream rather than downstream.  Again LCA’s, real sustainability focus – 
ship locally rather than China.  We value those markets, but we need to find a markets and work with 
our partners to develop  a sustainable system. 


End-user - Are you guaranteed a market if China doesn’t want your stuff?  What will you do?  Mills are 
spending real money to handle materials that do not make paper and cost money to dispose.  We need 
to take time and energy to analyze materials before adding to the system.  We need to educate the 
policy makers on making good decisions. 


Collector/MRF –Caution with messing around with the markets, but does think there is value in getting 
consistency across programs so mills can get a consistent product. 
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MRF - Big problem is food waste in the commingled system. It’s a big issue for us at our Seattle MRF. 


MRF - Looks like the last time there was benchmark data was 2006. Maybe we need to look at 
establishing new benchmark data?  A lot has changed in that time and before we start making changes, 
we need to look at the current issues/data. 


Collector - Is it about quantity or quality?  That’s my big question. 


Gov. - I would like to advocate for including multifamily sector in this work.  It is on par with single family 
since they are adding material to the mix.  Edmonds has had a bag ban for 2 years and I don’t think we 
have see any less contamination in the carts. People who live in Edmonds don’t always shop there, 
though. 


MRF – On glass, the issue is not whether you get it out at the MRF, it’s impregnated in the materials via 
the collection system.  The MRF is not the solution. 


Gov. - Bothell is dealing across counties often in public education.  Coming up with consistency in items 
would make this much easier, but we also want to be competitive to be the ‘greenest system.’  Which 
cities pull back and which move forward?  Timing is an issue as we work in little pockets instead of 
working together esp. with grants.  Let’s come up with a streamlined plan and implement together.   


Gov. - Snohomish list is different than King county list which is driven by contracted cities.  Two 
companies are trying to streamline their education, but the program is different across and within 
counties.  Snohomish has 3 haulers and all three have a different list.  This situation looks insane from 
the outside and is very confusing.  Another thing to address is to take more stuff that is not going to get 
recycled in order to get more stuff that will get recycled.  Is this strategy working?  We need to look at 
all our strategies holistically.  On the national level, groups are saying PVC is no longer a problem 
because X number of communities are collecting them which tells the manufacturers that they are 
getting recycled. But, that’s not true--they’re only collected because we’re trying to get the PETE. 


Collector/MRF –WM has been asked to put together a list that shows all of the communities’ 
acceptance lists.  What is in contracts and what is actually on the list.  Will provide when complete. 


Gov. –King County has 33 contracts with communities and 78% of residents (excluding Seattle) have 
service. Huge variety in what is accepted.  It’s all over the map. Started compiling a list (similar to WM 
effort). Competition for being green is very real.  It’s hard to know what actually happening once it gets 
to the MRF.  We are hoping to have a budget to redo the2006 MRF study. 


MRF – Do we have a way of determining where our innovation has helped?  We should find a way to 
reward innovation and continue to move forward.  Do we pause until we get baseline data? 


Gov. –Too long to wait – MRF studies are expensive and time consuming.  They data we got in 2006 was 
aggregated and not very satisfying. 
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State –Excited about coordinating efforts with grants in particular. 4 million dollars set aside in 
competitive cycle. Partnership proposals with discreet outcomes score well. 


Gov. –A lot can be done with the companies themselves without having to wait for the CPG.  What are 
the companies doing now?  The question to MRFs from governments hasn’t been, ‘Is that material 
getting recycled?’ It has really been a question of did it sell.  What data is currently held? Bale breaks, 
etc.  This is a current problem that can’t wait. 


Collector - EPR can impact what goes in the bin.  But what is created?  What did the SW do in this 
regard? 


Collector - How much longer can garbage pay for recycling?  What are the true costs and when will this 
shift? 


Gov - What you put in the cart determines how you will support your program. 


NGO - How can recycling programs benefit and strengthen local economies?  Very interested in looking 
at what we are measuring. How do we get at a more honest recycling rate?  Chain of custody is 
intriguing.  Upstream and downstream are linked. 


Gov - EPR for packing in British Columbia . There is a new plan and discussion with stakeholders on 
implementation.  They analyzed all collection programs to determine what should be collected in the 
future.  Analysis and approach might be useful. 


MRF – MRFs aren’t solution – look at curb  
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 Literature – standardized lists 
 Agree on problem in order to solve the right 


problem (data) 
 Understand where each material ends up – chain 


of custody/movement across system 
 Understand problem at MRFs 
 Opportunity for each stakeholder to explain their 


perspective on each issue/material – meant to 
inform: Cross training/awareness 


 Process to evaluate materials before added to 
contracts/program (boutique materials - those 
that are not yet established) 







 Develop BMP to create programs – 
cost/benefit analysis of all materials currently 
collected 


 Universal key messages for customers 
 Look at Maybe list (SW) and find out what is 


actually happening and cost 
 Logistics analysis of all programs (trucks, 


other programs) – how do they do it and how 
do they charge. Transparency w/customer 


 Look at entire system in analysis 
 
 
 







 Educate internal staff and senior policy 
makers that there is an issue – Inform 


 Optimize the current curbside recycling 
system – determine what optimize is 


 What is an effective way to capture more 
materials and/or ‘problem’ materials? 


 Knowledge of MRF technology/system that is 
effectively recovering materials 


 NW specific report that shows what is 
happening to materials – inform policy 
makers 
 







 Acknowledge similarities and differences 
between SW and NW 


 How/where to measure actual recycling 
 Focus on whole system – not just MRF 
 Optimize what goes in the cart/curbside that 


is actually recycled 
 Agree on what the definition of ‘recycling’ is 


and use accordingly/appropriately 
 Apply BMPs to organics programs 







 Focus on contamination – difference between 
non-program and cross contamination and 
what is acceptable. Define? 


 Look at bans – are they helping 
 Determine ‘right’ question in order to solve 


the problem 
 Framework for BMPs – triage then move down 


to the smaller issues to overall system 
 Stay open/expansive to solutions – outside 


the box 







 Understanding of MRF sheds – what goes 
where 


 Break thru competitive barriers between 
companies to work together on shared goals 
– Pilot/test bale quality to mills to see impact, 
run different speeds 


 Do they best job we can for our customers 
and the environment 





		Ideas on Project Objectives

		Objectives  cont.

		Objectives cont.

		Objectives cont.

		Objectives cont.

		Objective cont.
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Members of Northwest Region Workgroup 


*Attended first meeting  Updated Nov 7, 2012 


*Sego Jackson Snohomish County Sego.Jackson@co.snohomish.wa.us  


 Molly Moore (intern) Seattle Public Utilties Molly.Moore@seattle.gov  


 Bill Lasby King County Health Bill.Lasby@kingcounty.gov  


*Pat Campbell Kitsap County PCampbel@co.kitsap.wa.us  


 Chris Piercy Kitsap County cpiercy@co.kitsap.wa.us  


*Steve Fisher 
Cities of Edmonds and 
Lynwood Fisher@ci.edmonds.wa.us  


*Rob Van Orsow City of Federal Way Rob.VanOrsow@cityoffederalway.com  


 Callie Martin Skagit County calliem@co.skagit.wa.us  


*Bill Reed King County  Bill.Reed@kingcounty.gov  


*Joan Nelson City of Auburn jenelson@auburnwa.gov  


*Diana Wadley Ecology NWRO diana.wadley@ecy.wa.gov  


*John MacGillivray City of Kirkland JMacGillivray@kirklandwa.gov 


*Kelly Ferron City of Kirkland KFerron@kirklandwa.gov 


*Candy Castellanos Waste Management cvc@wm.com  


 Janet Hall Island County (WSU Ext) halljn@wsu.edu 


*Mark Peterson SP  Mark.Peterson@spnewsprint.com  


*Lisa Sepanski King County SW Lisa.Sepanski@kingcounty.gov  


 Joe Bushnell Tacoma Recycling joeb@wasteconnections.com  


*Suellen Mele Zero Waste Washington suellen@zerowastewashington.org 


*Signe Gilson CleanScapes Signe.Gilson@cleanscapes.com  


 Bill Smith City of Tacoma WSMITH2@ci.tacoma.wa.us  


*Susan Robinson Waste Management srobinson@wm.com  


*Rodd Pemble Sanitary Service Company Inc Rodd@ssc-inc.com  


 Brad Lovaas WRRA Brad@wrra.org  


*Sabrina Combs City of Bothell Sabrina.Combs@ci.bothell.wa.us  


 Bob Kovich Jordan Trading bkovich@jordantrading.com  


*Emily Philips WSRA emily@wsra.net  


*Eddie Westmoreland Waste Connections EddieW@WasteConnections.com  


*Ed Tolan  Nippon Paper Ed.Tolan@npiusa.com  


*Janet Prichard Republic Services JPrichard@republicservices.com  


*Jeff Borgida Republic Services JBorgida@republicservices.com  


*Joe Barco Republic Services jbarco@republicservices.com  


*Taisa Welhasch Ecology NWRO twel461@ecy.wa.gov  


*Evelyn Nicholson Sound Disposal, Inc donev68@aol.com  


*Norman Nicholson Sound Disposal, Inc normansounddisp@aol.com  


    Rick Hlavka Green Solutions rick@green-solutions.biz  


 Melanie Case Lewis County Melanie.Case@lewiscountywa.gov  


 Penny Ingram UTC pingram@utc.wa.gov  


 McKenna Morrigan Cascadia Consulting Group mckenna@cascadiaconsulting.com  


*Char Gallagher City of Tacoma CGALLAGH@ci.tacoma.wa.us  


 Marcia Rutan Seattle Public Utilties Marcia.Rutan@seattle.gov  


 Gina Hungerford City of Kent GHungerford@kentwa.gov  


 Ron Jones City of Olympia rjones@ci.olympia.wa.us  


*Jetta Antonakos City of Tacoma jantonakos@ci.tacoma.wa.us  


 Rik Thompson Waste Connections RicT@WasteConnections.com  
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