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March 22, 2016

Ms. Katherine Schultz, Chair

City of Portland

Planning and Sustainability Commission
1900 SW Fourth Avenue, Suite 7100
Portland, OR 97201

Re:  Proposed Transportation System Plan
Dear Chair Shultz and members of the Planning and Sustainability Commission:

This office represents Providence Health & Services—Oregon (“Providence”). 1am writing on
behalf of Providence to comment on the review draft of the Transportation System Plan (“TSP”)
dated December, 2015. This letter supplements my testimony on behalf of Providence at the

March 8, 2016 PSC public hearing,
1. Response to PSC Questions at the March 8, 2016 Public Hearing,

A. Commissioner Bachrach asked about proposed Section 17.106.030,
“Approval Required”, which provides that “The TDM Plan approved in writing by the
Portland Bureau of Transportation is required prior to development approval.”

Commissioner Bachrach asked whether the Portland Bureau of Transportation’s (“PBOT”)
approval could supersede the Hearings Officer’s approval. Providence requests that the PSC
recommend the deletion of Section 17.106.030 because the Hearings Officer is the final decision
maker in a Type III appeal of a Type Il decision. PCC 33.720.020.B; 33.730.020.1.8 (See
Section 3 below regarding PBOT modifications to Title 17).

B. Commissioner Baugh asked how institutions would advise PBOT on a
process for adoption of a Transportation Demand Management (“TDM?”) plan while also
considering the ability of citizens to comment.

If administrative rules are used, the process for adoption of administrative rules by PBOT should
require notice to all interested persons, an opportunity to comment and a clear and objective
approval and appeal process. The administrative rules must be available for review before the
Title 17 and Title 33 amendments related fo TDMs are adopted.

The Portland City Code gives PBOT the authority to issue administrative rules and regulations in
order for PBOT to carry out its responsibilities. The Director of PBOT is required to establish
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procedures in a “Rules and Procedures Manual”. PCC 16.10.300. As of today, Providence has
not been able to obtain a copy of the Rules and Procedures Manual.

Because the Portland City Code authorizes the Director of PBOT to adopt administrative rules
and adopt procedures for adopting and implementing the rules, the PSC’s recommendation to the
Portland City Council should be that if administrative rules are used to identify the TDM
requirements, the rules need to be provided prior to adoption of Title 17 and 33 requirements for
TDMs and adoption and amendment of the rules needs to be pursuant to a process that provides
adequate notice and opportunity to comment in the event of a future amendment.

2. Response to Other Public Testimony.,

A, Testimony by Jim Parker

The Transportation Chair of the Laurelhurst Neighborhood Association, Mr. Jim Parker, testified
that performance standards for non-single occupancy vehicle trips should be set and are
achievable. Providence concurs with the City’s goal of reducing single occupancy vehicle trips.
Additionally, Providence has a history of reducing single occupancy vehicle trips (Exhibit 1,
March 18, 2016 memo and table from Julia Kuhn of Kittelson and Associates). If a percentage
of single occupancy vehicle trips is imposed on institutions and they fail to meet that target,
Section 17.106.050 provides for enforcement and penalties against the institution. While PBOT
has proposed an amendment to this section so that failure to meet performance targets alone is
not an enforcement violation, the PSC should recommend to the City Council that targets not be
a basis for enforcement against the institutions.

Medical institutions are critical to the health and safety of the City’s residents. If failure to meet
a target results in enforcement against a hospital, enforcement could jeopardize the health and
safety of the public.

B. Testimony by Ian Stude,

Mr. Tan Stude, Chair of the Portland Bicycle Advisory Committee, testified that Providence has
taken some measures that are effective in reducing single occupancy vehicle trips but that
Providence needs to embrace TDM measures to be more effective. Mr. Stude said that PPMC’s
efforts would “impact the health of our neighborhood”.

Providence’s mission is to provide health care to all. In implementing its Comprehensive
Transportation Plan, Providence has committed to TDM methods which will further reduce

single-occupancy vehicle trips.
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Mr. Dave Bodine and Mr. Matt Meskill of PPMC will testify to the PSC on Providence’s TDM
efforts and their relationship to healthy communities and PPMC efforts to encourage employees
to use bicycles as patt of their regular commuting habits.

Additionally, Providence’s performance compared to other medical institutions shows that
Providence has been very effective over the last four (4) years in reducing single occupancy
vehicle trips (Exhibit 2; March 18, 2016 memo and table from Julia Kuhn of Kittelson and
Associates).

3. Modified Title 17 Provisions.

Since the March 8, 2016 PSC meeting, the institutions have met with PBOT and have reviewed
modified Title 17 language (Exhibit 3).

The modified Title 17 language, among other changes, proposes to remove Section 17,106,030,
However, new Section 17.106.030, entitled “Modify and Performance Targets”, is problematic,
The performance targets include new Transportation System Plan (“TSP”) Objectives 11.13.G-1
which Providence has not had a chance to fully review. While Objectives G and H may be
applicable to Providence, it is unclear how these objectives were set and whether Providence will
be able to meet them in the required timeframe. Further, Objective I should be excluded from
the institutions’ obligation since it has to do with mixed-use zone households automabile
ownership.

Additionally, Providence requests that the PSC recommend the deletion of Section 17.106.040,
“Ongoing Participation”. This Section provides: “The development should be required to
commit to ongoing participation in the TDM plan in its deeds, Codes, Covenants, and
Restrictions.”

This Section imposes a requirement on the title to land and it is unclear how this recorded
requirement will assist the City or institutions in meeting the TDM requirements. In fact,
cluttering a title with TDM plans would not be helpful and, because properties can be sold but
the TDM plans are specific to businesses, could confuse property owners and the public.
Further, recording TDM plans in public records only provides notice; it does not add to the
ability of an institution to meet a TDM requirement.

4. Conclusion,

Providence appreciates the attention of the PSC to these issues and PBOT’s efforts to work with
it and other institutions to develop appropriate Title 17 and 33 regulations.

Providence believes it would be productive to leave the record open for an additional period of

time to allow further discussions between the institutions and PBOT.
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Providence’s primary concerns with the proposed Title 17 and 33 regulations remain as follows:
® The mechanism used to establish the TDM requirements;

¢ The elimination of the possibility of contested land use procecedings to approve a TDM
plan; and

o The ability to use an existing proven and effective TDM plan instead of creating a new
TDM plan,

Very truly yours,

Michael C. Robinson

MCR:rst
Enclosure

cc:  Ms. Michelle Bernard (via email) (w/ encl.)
Mr. Jeff West (via email) (w/ encl.)
Ms. Krista Farnham (via email) (w/ encl.)
Mr. Dave Bodine (via email) (w/ encl.)
Mz, Matt Maskill (via email) (w/ encl.)
Ms. Julia Kuhn (via email) (w/ encl.)
Mr. John Cole (via email) (w/ encl,)
Mr. Tom Armstrong (via email) (w/ encl.)
Ms. Judith Gray (via email) (w/ encl.)
Mr. Peter Hurley (via email) (w/ encl.)
Mr. Kurt Krueger (via email) (w/ encl.)
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KITTELSON & ASSOCIATES, INC.

TRANSPORTATION ENGINEERING /PLANNING
610 SW Aldor Streel, Sulte 700, Porlland, OR 97205 P 503.228.6230 F 503.273.8169

MEMORANDUM

Date; March 18, 2016 Project #: 9906
To: Chair Katherine Schult.z, Portland Planning and Sustainabhility CommlSsion

Krista Farnham, PPMC
Michelle Bernard, Dana White, Jeff West & Karen Weylandt, Providence Health & Services

Dave Bodine, PPMC ‘
Mike Robinson, Perkins Coie

From: Jutia Kuhn, PE
Project: Portland Providence Medical Center
Subject: Comparison of Mode Split Rates

The City of Portfand is embarking on exciting changes to its Comprehensive Plan and its Transportation
System Plan (TSP). These changes reflect a strong commitment and vision for how the transportation
system can support future land use, economic development, public health, and the City’s goals for
sustainability. As part of these changes, the City is proposing significant modifications to its
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) strategies to provide transportation choices for users of
all ages, abilities, incomes, and phases of life. The City is also seeking commitments from Institutions
and private developers to partner in our efforts to achieve these strategies.

Portland Providence Medical Center (PPMC) is excited to continue to collaborate with the City and
TriMet to achieve our collective TDM goals. Providence Health & Services has a long history of its
commitment to TDM and has recently completed a comprehensive Transportation Management Plan
(TMP} for its PPMC and Providence Office Park (POP) Campuses. This TMP exemplifies a vision to create
healthier communities by identifying ways to continue to reduce single-occupancy vehicle trips to both
campuses and provide transportation choices for caregivers, patients, and visitors.

Since 1996, both PPMC and POP have made significant progress toward reducing the percentage of
people that drive alone to campus. These trends are shown in Table 1.
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Portland Providence Medical Center

Profect #: 8306

March 18, 2016~ ' Poge 2
Table 1, Mode Split Comparisans

Year Drive Alone Carpool Trenslt Bike Walk Telecommute Compressed Work Week

1996 85 6 3 2 2 0 2

1998 81 8 6 1 1 3 0

1999 82 5 9 1 1 0 2

2001 79 8 7 2 3 0 1

2003 76 5 11 1 3 3 i

2005 68 8 16 i 4 1 2

2007 68 6 14 3 4 2 2

2009 o7 9 11 4 4 3 2

2011 68 9 16 5 4 2 2

2013 65 5 19 3 3 2 2

2014 66 4 19 3 3 3 2

As shown in Table 1, the drive alone rate to the campuses has decreased from 85 to 66 percent and the
transit rate has increased from 3 to 19 percent. Despite this progress, Providen¢e has committed

through its TMP to enhance and expand its current TDM strategies.

Providence Health & Services looks forward to its partnership with the City, TriMet and the
neighborhoods in years to come in helping our community to achieve our land use and transportation

vision.

Please let me know if you need any additional information that can assist the City in shaping a vision
and framework for our future,

Kittelson & Associotes, Inc,

Portlond, Oregon
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KITTELSON & ASSOCIATES, INC
TRANSPORTATION ENGINEERING /F PLANNING
' 6510 SW Alder Streot, Sulle 700, Porttand, OR 97205 P 503.228.6230 F 503.273.8189

MEMORANDUM
Date: March 18, 2016 Project #; 9906
To: Krista Farnham, PPMC

Michelfe Bernard, Dana White, Jeff West & Karen Weylandt, Providence Health & Services

Dave Bodine, PPMC
Mike Robinson, Perkins Coie

Fromy Julia Kuhn
Project: Portland Providence Medical Center
Subject: Comparison of Made Split Rates

As a follow-up to our meeting on March 16, 2016, we prepared the following table comparing the
mode splits at the two Legacy hospitals in Portland, the two OHSU campuses and Portland Providence
Medical Center. The tabie identifies the mode splits for 2014/2015 as well as those from 201272013
and the percent change by .mode. As shown, each hospital has very different characteristics and has
seen fluctuations in year-to-year resuits. In addition, PPMC showed the lowest increase in drive-alone
trips between the two survey years as compared to the other hospitals shown.

Please let me know if you would like to discuss further,
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Portfand Providence Medicol Center Project #: 84906

Muarch 18, 2016 Page 2
Table 1. Comparison of Mode Split Rates (as provided by DEQ)*
2014/2015 ECO Results
Drove Compressed
Location Alone Carpool | Bus/MAX Bike Walk | Telework Waek Total
OHSU Marquam Hill 7 49% 6% 25% 13% 4% 2% 2% 101%
F:enterfor Health and Heallag {OHSU SWF} 51% 8% 25% 8% & 73 1% 0% 100%
Portland Providence Medica! Center 66% 4% 19% 3% 4% 3% % 101%
Good Samaritan 81i% 5% 6% 2% 3% 0% 4% 101%
Entanuel 82% 4% A% A% 1% 0% 6% 101%
201272013 ECO Resulls
Drove Comprassed
Location Alone Carpool | Bus/MAX Bike Watk | Telework Week Total
Margquam Hill 39% 10% 1% 11% 5% 2% 1% 99%
Center for Health and Healing {OHSU SWF} 48% 10% 21% 11% 8% 1% 1% ‘ 100%
Portland Providence Medical Center 65% 5% 19% 3% 3% 2% 2% S6%
Good Samaritan 73% 5% 1% 5% 4% 1% 3% 101%
Emanuel 80% 5% 6% 3% 1% 1% 4% 160%
Chenge from 2012/2012 - 2014/2015
Drove : Compressad
Location Alane Carpool | Bus/MAX Blke Waik | Telework Week Total
Marquara Hlll 10% -4% -6% - 2% -1% 0% 1% 2%
Center for Health and Healing {OHSU SWF) 3% -2% 4% -3% -1% 0% -1% 0%
Portland Providence Medical Center 1% 1% 0% 0% % 1% 0% 2%
Good Samaritan | 8% 0% 4% -3% ~1% -1% i% 0%
Emanuel 2% -1% -2% 1% 0% -1% 2% 1%

Yin reviewing this table, it Is important to note that not alt rows add up to 100% due fo rounding in the DEQ reports

between modes.

Kittelson & Associates, inc. Portland, Oregon
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PBOT

PORTLAND BUREAU OF TRANSPORTATION
1920 SW Flfth Avenue, Sulte B0OO Portland, OR 97204 503.823.5185
Fax 503.823.7576 TTY 503,823.6868 www.portlandoregon.govitransportation

Stove Novlek Commissioner Leah Treat Director

Proposed Approach for TDM Policy

For Campuses & Institutions 3/18 stakeholders meeting
A
March 16, 2016

This proposal is intended to address concerns and quegi e

clarity and certainty about standardizing Transportatiot diManagement (TDM)
requirements for the Campus Institutions Zones {812). While theZoh yoposals have been
developed with the CIZ uses in mind, in sever tances they overldpitp,a considerable degree

with TDM applications in the mixed use zone!
The overall approach is two pronged:

1) Provide greater TDM plan ccigintyk
Title 33. These code changes pEyidiiihe ¢ ‘C4ptainty to stakeholders, but the
lowest flexibility for ongoing imfy }iigtration; .

2) More fully integr DM into deVle ntapnl :
more certainty ifEpplidation requiigiy
including expfngdin St

fftquests, PBOT staff is recommending four

S
Manageme éAttachm
ndef consideration by the Portland Planning

In responged

additiqggi@i?t e prop

and Su§fithability Cor
0y \
. Pex“f%}x_?nance Targéls; specﬁ‘%%t the performance targets in a TDM plan are those
adoptediby the City Cot ieil in the¥lransportation System Plan (Attachments A and B);

¢ Interim*Bérformancélargets: specify that interim performance ta rgets will be

calculated u?%ga straigj;«%line method from the base year to the horizon year

(Attachment A %}%?} jiiéﬂ" 5
«  Modified Perfoiﬁii;{iﬁ* ‘e Targets: specify that there is a provision for an applicant to
propose, and the Ciity*to review, a modified performance target (Attachment A) ;
-+ Enforcement, Clarify that failure to achieve a mode split target is not subject to

enforcement (Attachment A).

The Portiond Burcou of Transportation fully complies with Title Vi of the Chil Rights Act of 1964, the ADA Tile ¥, and
refoted stotutes ond regulptions in ol programs end activivies. For aecommodations, complainis ond informarion, call
{503) 823-5185, City IT¥ {503} 823-6868, or use Oregon Relay Service: 711, :
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Proposed changes to Title 33.852 (Attachment C)

We've heard concerns and questions about how Transportation Demand Management plan
requirements relate to traffic impact analysis, approval, and mitigation in Title 33. We propose
to more closely integrate TDM plan requirements with the development review process, instead
of a separate TDM plan review:

Application Requirements. Provide greater certainty by stating that the elements
required to be in a TDM plan are found in Title 17.106.020; :
Approval Criteria Evaluation Faetors. Add language that evaluation factors should
be balanced, and that a finding of failure in one or more factors may be acceptable if the
additional impacts from the proposed development apdipjtigated, including by TDM
and/or other system improvements; 4

Approval Criteria TDM Plan TSP Refere
meet performance targets in the Transportatiof
Council not a PBOT Director administrativefiy

Elevates TDM and multimodal system ovements to the samyg;level as intersection
improvements, providing a cleaver patHtte i
improvements;
Transportation Impact Rey Hiding for
Transportation Impact Revi€is ﬁear duration
will not trigger a new TDM plany
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TSP Amendment (Modified March 15, 2016) Attachment A

17.106 Transportation and Parking Demand Management

17.106.010 _Purpose,

Providing residents, employees, and visitors information and incentives to walk, bicycle, ride
transit, carpool, and otherwise reduce the need to own and use automobiles can be a relatively

quick, inexpensive, and effective strategy to achieve city goals and prevent traffic and parking

impacts. Requiring tr ansportatlon and parking demand management (TDM) is intended to

D revent reduce and m1t1 gate the impacts of develo ment on th transportation s stem

Kihe foilowmg elements:
tttation and analysis

{ g B
Management Plan. A TDM Plan shall include, atea
A. Site and proposed develo pment descutm.

B. Perfmmance Targets;

" base year to 2035; :
C. TDM Strategies likely to achle !

1. Ifasite meets 2035 perforn'a: i
lan, the strate )
updated plan ,_;‘ B
D. Automobile piilie de i 2
E. Performance MEF 1 e
E. Ongoing artmfion and daptive Mana ement plan;

::-1% ication for approval of a TDM
wﬁ; s: mmr form the basig of the

gl A .
17.106.030 A B oyalR : .. i
Bm&'@m:ﬂ#i.-_ o PRGE 1/ - ortation—isrequired-prier
%Gflevél _}_!j.mj_l!J.l= s "‘f

Modifyi} 'ePerformanc argets 4, '
Applicants gy propose moditied tarss gﬁ* pproval factors for target modification include:
a. Th‘é‘e]atlve avallabﬂﬁv of bicyle, transit, bike shar e, and car share infrastricture
and S&i¥ices:

b. Whethéidie sit

c. Travel chanacf :

A =
d. Best practiceSandiper

17.106,040 Ongoing Participatlon.

The development shall be required to commit to ongoing participation in the TDM Plan i in its
deeds, Codes, Covenants, and Restrictions. :

17.106.050 Enforcement and Penalties,
It shali be a violation of this Chapter for any entity or nerson to fail to comply with the

requirements of this Chapter seetiens or to misr epresent any material fact in a document

required to be prepared or disclosed by this Chapter. Any building owner. emplover. tenant,

EXHIBIT 3
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property manager, or person who fails, omits, neglects, or refuses to comply with the provisions
of this Chapter shall be subject to a civil penalty of up to $1.000 for every 7 day period during
which the violation continues. If an entity or person is fully implementing all other elements of
this Chapter, failing to meet performance targets alone shall not be an enforcement violation.

17.106.060 Administrative Rule Authority.
City Council authorizes the Director of the Burean of Transportation to adopt administrative
rules for Transportation and Parking Demand Management consistent with City codes Title 33

and Title 17.

17.106.070 Fees.
The City may charge fees for Transportation and Parking

EXHIBIT 3
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TSP Amendment (Modified March 15, 2016) ' | . Attachment B

OBJECTIVES 11.13.G-1 (riew)

(3. By 2035, reduce the number of miles Portlanders travel by car to 11 miles per day on average
and 70 percent of commuters walk, bike, take transit, carpool, or work from home at
approximately the following rates:

¢ Transit - 25%
+ Bicycle 25%
o Walk 7.5%
s Carpool 10%

vide and to the

H. By 2035, increase the made share of dail non 0 270% i

following in the five pattern areas:
Central City 87%

Inner Neighborhoods 71%
Western Neighborboods A6
Eastern Neighborhoods ‘iB Aok
Industrial and River BTy

3‘»%
I. _By 2025, increase the percentage of ai i ding households not owning an
autormobile from ap ﬂ 7 ‘atel 13% ._g to n&%w percentage of
“hougeholds own s e #249% 10 10%.

o atom ) )
m S carban o
JI. By 2035, reduce Po ~é}: bortation-1é1s rfd carbon emissions to 50% below 1990

levels, at approximatel¥iora.,o o Gimetric tons¥
x ﬁ'ﬂq{; 3 i ;

1.-
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Title 33 Amendment (Modified March 15, 2016) Attachment C

33,852,105 Supplemental Application Requirements

In addition to the application requirements of Section 33.730.060, a transportation impact analysis is
required to determine compliance with the approval criteria, The transportation impact analysis must

include:

A, Description of proposed development;

B. Delineation of the study area, and rationale for the delinea

C. Description of existing uses and conditions in the stu

1. The TIA must include build-out of the | E?j um Use Alloc 31,1
count of background traffic, regard|é 3

occurred;
2. Any approved TIA must be reﬂected in theiBns tr '%:"; report;

b.__Traffic forecasts and distribut u“i}. i,

4

5, 1
Primary traffic access routes to § Mthe study arss

m

"'z, ‘gs,, ot 1o
G, Analysis of the roortlonal respo Ei]_. htvo xopose "da%elopment to mitigate forecasted
impacts; A5 ?* " HE
ARG, o i,
H. Recommendddimitigationtngasures ind dln ‘ahsportatidmsystem management and needed
transportation’ rovement and “ﬁf‘w
L. __ Transportation and Tkm an d mana &h nt plan that has all the elements required by

_,transit o’ff Fat:ons and movements;

6.  Impacts on the l?ﬁmediate area and adjacent neighborhoods.
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33.85207.110 Approval Criteria for Gaseade-Station/Pertiand-nternational-Center Transportation
Impact Analysis Reviews

The request for development or development capacity will be approved if the review body finds that the
applicant has shown that all of the foliowing criteria are met,Jf the applicant has chosen Transporiation
Impact review over meeting the objective standards of 17.XXX as allowed by 33.266.410 and

33.510.260, only approval criterion B applies:

A.  Thetransportation system is capable of supporting the recommended development in addition

to the existing uses in the area,asshownbythe TIA, Fvaluation factors include street capacity,
level of service, connectivity, transit availability, availabilityfSfpedestrian and bicyecle networks,

on-street parking impacts, access restrictions, neighbor w‘n pacts, impacts on pedestrian, -
bicycle, and transit circulation, and safety, Evaluatio s should be balanced; a finding of
failure in one or more factors may be acceptable i : eifd

il .e,is not a result of the proposed
development, and any additional impacts on t o s stem fro e proposed development are
mitigated as required by criterion C;

B. AProposed transportation and parking d .;’
the relevant mode share and auto ownershi argets esta

d management_actiof! ‘)Ei sufﬂcient to achieve
sshed by il -m nsportatibn System
“‘v des-measuresto

g1TLe
o padkdt

4»/

: 21 ] .
ARSI ent actiof: street ord '- i provemen §, improvements to fill in gaps in
nedestrial ‘aand bic '"ﬂrn networks 33 1 q transit stop-improvements; and

% et
G glopmeny e ava;lgfﬂé\@%\illl g nade available when the development is
plete or i 5H"i%‘?t:leveiorg‘]éng is phased;,wlj! be available as each phase of the development
e

1§\(50m pleted. N

& 5 S,

33,852,115 3’aratmn of aTra é‘”ortationfﬁ'&pact Review
The Transportatl Qi‘ Impact revnev\?%ust include proposed development and possible future
development that might be pronostdfor at least 3 vears and up to 10 vears. An approved
Transportation im ach%‘\r_iew reniains in effect until development allowed by the review has been
completed or the review i5a dim j&qé‘ﬁ or superseded.

/ 15?_“4 ¥
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