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REPORTING PERIOD: 1 january – 31 December  FORMDROPDOWN 

	Programme Title & Project Number
	

	Programme Title:  Enhancing Access to Security and Justice at the Decentralized Level – Harper Hub, covering Maryland, Grand Kru and River Gee; Zwedru Hub, servicing Grand Gedeh and Sinoe Counties.
Programme Number (if applicable) PBF/LBR/B-2
MPTF Office Project Reference Number:
 00088191 
	
	


	Recipient UN Organizations
	
	Implementing Partners

	List the organizations that have received direct funding from the MPTF Office under this programme:  United Nations Development Program

	
	List the national counterparts (government, private, NGOs & others) and other International Organizations:  The Liberian Judiciary; Ministry of Justice and its law enforcement agencies including the Liberia national Police , Bureau of Immigration and Naturalization, Solicitor Generals Office, Bureruau of Correction and Rehabilitation, Probation Program, Juvenile Diversion Program, SGBV Crimes Unit, Independent National Commission on Human Rights.



	Programme/Project Budget (US$)
	
	Programme Duration

	PBF contribution (by RUNO) 1,751,255.84
	
	
	Overall Duration (months)  25 Months
	

	
	
	
	Start Date
 (dd.mm.yyyy) 22.11.2013
	

	Government Contribution
(if applicable)
500,000
	
	
	Original End Date
 (dd.mm.yyyy)
	31.12.2015

	Other Contributions (donors)

(if applicable)
     
	
	
	Current End date
(dd.mm.yyyy) 31.12. 2016
	

	TOTAL:
	     
	
	
	


	Programme Assessment/Review/Mid-Term Eval.
	
	Report Submitted By

	Assessment/Review  - if applicable please attach

 FORMCHECKBOX 
     Yes          FORMCHECKBOX 
  No    Date:      
Mid-Term Evaluation Report – if applicable please attach          
 FORMCHECKBOX 
    Yes           FORMCHECKBOX 
  No    Date:      
	
	Name: Joyce G. Cassell Frankfort


Title: Program Manager
Participating Organization (Lead): Ministry of Justice; UNDP
Email address: jfrankfort@gmail.com


PART 1 – RESULTS PROGRESS

1.1 Assessment of the current project implementation status and results 
For PRF projects, please identify Priority Plan outcome and indicators to which this project is contributing: 

	Priority Plan Outcome to which the project is contributing. Enhanced access to justice

and community security at the regional and county levels in preparation for UNMIL

transition.


	Priority Plan Outcome indicator(s) to which project is contributing. 1.1 - % of justice and security services

provided by the Harper and Zwedru Regional Hubs. 1.2 - % of people who feel safe or very safe in

their community (disaggregated by county in the Hub region). 1.3 - % of people who trust the

court system (disaggregated by Hub region). 1.4 - % of criminal cases adjudicated per court term

(CT) (disaggregated by type of case and by county). 1.5 - # of trials on SGBV cases held in the

Hub regions (disaggregated by county and by court term). 



For both IRF and PRF projects, please rate this project’s overall achievement of results to date:  FORMDROPDOWN 

For both IRF and PRF projects, outline progress against each project outcome, using the format below. The space in the template allows for up to four project outcomes.
Outcome Statement 1:  Outcome 1: People in Maryland, River Gee and Grand Kru
(Hub 2), Grand Gedeh and Sinoe (Hub 3) Counties have increased access to fair and
accountable justice services

Rate the current status of the outcome:  FORMDROPDOWN 

	Indicator 1:

1.1 - % of justice and security services

provided by the Harper and Zwedru Regional Hubs. 

Indicator 2:
% of people who feel safe in their community, disaggregated by county in the Hub region.
Indicator 3:
     

	Baseline: November 2013: 0
Target: December 2015: 100%
Progress: November 2015: 83% of the services (5 out of 6) rolled out.
Baseline: August 2013: Maryland:82%,  Grand Kru:85.2%  River Gee :98% 

 Grand Gedeh:83.8%
Sinoe: 86%

Target: unknown
Progress: Mid-line perception survey to measure progress of the % of people who feel safe in Hubs 2 & 3 region has not yet been conducted. Baseline perception survey was conducted in 2013 by the PBO. It is difficult to determine actual progress at this point in the absence of a midline survey.  
Baseline:  
Target:      
Progress:     


Output progress
List the key outputs achieved under this Outcome in the reporting period (1000 character limit).Outputs are the immediate deliverables for a project.
1.  Eight (8) staff (4 Victim Support and 4 Case Liaison Officers) of the SGBV Crimes Unit recruitted and deployed in Hubs 2 and 3 to support  the work of 9 Prosecutors, 5 Public Outreach Officers ( 2 Coordinators and 2 Officers), 10 Human Rights Officers and 5 Public defenders.

2. Two offices have been leased in Hubs 2 and 3 to house the SGBV Crimes Unit  officers;

3. Procured and deployed office furniture, motorcycles, computers and other assorted items to facilitate the work of SGBV Crimes Unit. 
             4. Five out of 6  Justices and Security services rolled out.

Outcome progress
Describe progress made during the reporting period toward the achievement of this outcome. This analysis should reflect the above indicator progress and the output achievement. Is there evidence of the outcome contributing to peacebuilding and to the specific conflict triggers? Is the theory of change that underpins the project design still relevant for this outcome (3000 character limit)? 
Significant progress and contributions  have been made to this oucome after more than 1 year of the deployment of criminal justice actors in the region. During the year under review, the Public Service Outreach Officers in the two hubs combined visited 263 communities reaching out to 6,674 ( 4,864 males and 1,810 females) residents. Awareness was raised  about the rights of the communities to justice and security and the availability of the services in their respective counties. Community residents knowledge on services increased, which led to the placement of 88 criminal cases on the docket in hubs 2 and 3. Of these cases 48 (55%) was indicted of  which 29 (60%) of the indicted cases were tried; while 37 of the cases were disposed of through other means (ADR, jail delivery, Nolle Pro se Qui etc). The increased used of the services reduces conflict in communities which is an evidence that theory of change at the start of the program still remains relavent. SGBV crimes Unit tried 9 cases with 7 convictions in the region. 
Reasons for low achievement and rectifying measures
If sufficient progress is not being made, what are the key reasons, bottlenecks and challenges? Were these foreseen in the risk matrix? How are they being addressed and what will be the rectifying measures (1500 character limit)?
     
Outcome Statement 2:       
Rate the current status of the outcome:  FORMDROPDOWN 

	Indicator 1:

     
Indicator 2:

Indicator 3:


	Baseline:     
Target:      
Progress:   
Baseline: 
Target:      
Progress:     
Baseline: 
Target:      
Progress:     


Output progress
List the key outputs achieved under this Outcome in the reporting period (1000 character limit).Outputs are the immediate deliverables for a project.

     
Outcome progress
Describe progress made during the reporting period toward the achievement of this outcome. This analysis should reflect the above indicator progress and the output achievement. Is there evidence of the outcome contributing to peacebuilding and to the specific conflict triggers? Is the theory of change that underpins the project design still relevant for this outcome (3000 character limit)? 

     
Reasons for low achievement and rectifying measures
If sufficient progress is not being made, what are the key reasons, bottlenecks and challenges? Were these foreseen in the risk matrix? How are they being addressed and what will be the rectifying measures (1500 character limit)?
     
Outcome Statement 3:       
Rate the current status of the outcome:  FORMDROPDOWN 

	Indicator 1:

     
Indicator 2:

Indicator 3:


	Baseline:      
Target:      
Progress: 
Baseline: 
Target:      
Progress:     
Baseline: 
Target:      
Progress:     


Output progress
List the key outputs achieved under this Outcome in the reporting period (1000 character limit).Outputs are the immediate deliverables for a project.

     
Outcome progress
Describe progress made during the reporting period toward the achievement of this outcome. This analysis should reflect the above indicator progress and the output achievement. Is there evidence of the outcome contributing to peacebuilding and to the specific conflict triggers? Is the theory of change that underpins the project design still relevant for this outcome (3000 character limit)? 

     
Reasons for low achievement and rectifying measures
If sufficient progress is not being made, what are the key reasons, bottlenecks and challenges? Were these foreseen in the risk matrix? How are they being addressed and what will be the rectifying measures (1500 character limit)?
 
Outcome Statement 4:       
Rate the current status of the outcome:  FORMDROPDOWN 

	Indicator 1:


Indicator 2:

Indicator 3:


	Baseline: 
Target:      
Progress:     
Baseline: 
Target:      
Progress:     
Baseline: 
Target:      
Progress:     


Output progress
List the key outputs achieved under this Outcome in the reporting period (1000 character limit).Outputs are the immediate deliverables for a project.


Outcome progress
Describe progress made during the reporting period toward the achievement of this outcome. This analysis should reflect the above indicator progress and the output achievement. Is there evidence of the outcome contributing to peacebuilding and to the specific conflict triggers? Is the theory of change that underpins the project design still relevant for this outcome (3000 character limit)? 


Reasons for low achievement and rectifying measures
If sufficient progress is not being made, what are the key reasons, bottlenecks and challenges? Were these foreseen in the risk matrix? How are they being addressed and what will be the rectifying measures (1500 character limit)?

1.2 Assessment of project evidence base, risk, catalytic effects, gender in the reporting period
	Evidence base: What is the evidence base for this report and for project progress? What consultation/validation process has taken place on this report (1000 character limit)?
	Evidence for this report is based on monthly reports collected from criminal justices actors  assigned in each hub and compiled by  the Program Management Unit. Field reports are cross-checked with heads of institutions to ensure that the reports are a true representation of the various institutions as a means of validation.

	Funding gaps: Did the project fill critical funding gaps in peacebuilding in the country? Briefly describe. (1500 character limit)
	The provision of Justice and Security services in post conflict Liberia   is extremely important, particularly supporting the construction and rehabilitation of basic infrastructure, providing logistics and support to manpower development. Without PBF's assistance, this situation would have posed serious challenge for the Government of Liberia to deliver the required services to its people especially in the rural parts of the country. The use of funding from this project to provide mobility, offices, stationery salary and other key needs for criminal justice actors reduced pressure on the limited annual budgets that have been challenged by competing priorities. The delivery of key services in the regions by trained criminal justice actors has immensely contributed to the peace building objectives of Liberia, especially at a time it is preparing to take over security from UNMIL by June 2016.     

	Catalytic effects: Did the project achieve any catalytic effects, either through attracting additional funding commitments or creating immediate conditions to unblock/ accelerate peace relevant processes? Briefly describe. (1500 character limit)
	Liberia National Police and Bureau of Immigration and Naturialzation are two agencies that were overwhelmed during the period of the EVD to respond to border security and to ensure that governments regulations are enforced to curb the spread of the EVD. Through this program the Japanese Government provided USD 3.6 Millions for the purchase of vehicles, motor bikes and communication equipment to support key activities related to border security. These efforts enormously contributed to stopping the spread of the EVD.



	Risk taking/ innovation: Did the project support any innovative or risky activities to achieve peacebuilding results? What were they and what was the result? (1500 character limit)
	The construction of Hubs 2- 5 has been marked by limited funding which requires constant innovative strategy to ensure that program objectives are achieved. Discussing jointly with the Ministry of Justice and Judiciary has revealed new innovative strategies for the construction of the hubs within the available budgets provided by the Government of Liberia and PBF. For example, it has now been agreed that the Circuit Courts in Hubs 2 and 3 will be constructed before the LNP dormitories because of the dire need for Circuit Court facilities in the two regions.

	Gender: How have gender considerations been mainstreamed in the project to the extent possible? Is the original gender marker for the project still the right one? Briefly justify. (1500 character limit)
	The Liberia National Police has a policy of ensuring that 20% of  and recruitment comprises women to increase the population of women in the LNP. This policy is been adopted by other security institution including the Bureau of Correction and Rehabilitation and the Bureau of Immigration and Naturalization in past and on-going recruitment processes.




	Other issues: Are there any other issues concerning project implementation that should be shared with PBSO? This can include any cross-cutting issues or other issues which have not been included in the report so far. (1500 character limit)
	. 


1.3 INDICATOR BASED PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT: Using the Project Results Framework as per the approved project document- provide an update on the achievement of key indicators at both the outcome and output level in the table below. Where it has not been possible to collect data on indicators, state this and provide any explanation in the qualitative text above. (250 characters max per entry)

	
	Performance Indicators
	Indicator Baseline
	End of project Indicator Target
	Current indicator progress
	Reasons for Variance/ Delay

(if any)
	Adjustment of target (if any)

	Outcome 1

People in Maryland, River Gee and Grand Kru (Hub 2); Grand Gedeh and Sinoe (Hub 3) Counties have increased access to fair and accountable justice services
	Indicator 1.1

% of enhanced justice and security services provided by the regional hub.

Harper - 6 services

Zwedru - 6 services 

	Harper 2011: 0%

Zwedru 2011: 0% 

	December 2015: 100% = 6 services
	Harper: 83.3%

Zwedru: 83.3% 

5 out of 6 services rolled out 

	UNDP has identified local institution to roll out the last of 6 services approved by the Justice and Security Board to be rolled out in Hubs 2 & 3
	     

	
	Indicator 1.2

% of people who feel safe in their community, disaggregated by county in the Hub region.
	August 2013: Maryland:82%,  Grand Kru:85.2%  River Gee :98% 

 Grand Gedeh:83.8%

Sinoe: 86%

	100%
	     
	Perception survey to measure progress of the % of people who feel safe in Hubs 2 & 3 region was conducted in 2013 by PBO. No midline survey has been conducted to measure progress against the 2013 baseline information.
	     

	
	Indicator 1.3

     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Output 1.1

Justice sector institutions have adequate human capacity to provide key justice services 

	Indicator  1.1.1

# of trained county attorneys and public defenders deployed into the Hubs 2 and 3 regions
	April 2014: County Attorney = 5, 1 per county; Prosecutor = 0; Public Defender = 5 1 per county;

All GOL support. 

	December 2015: County Attorney = 5, 1 per county;

Prosecutor = 9, 3 per hub county; 1 per hub support county; Public Defenders = 10, 2 per county.

	November  2015: County Attorney = 5; 
Prosecutors = 7; 
SGBV Prosecutors = 2; 
Public Defenders = 10 

	     
	     

	
	Indicator 1.1.2

# of public outreach officers and human rights monitors deployed to Hubs 2 and 3 region 
	November 2014

PSO: 5

Human Rights Officers: 10

	Dec 2015

PSO 5

Human Rights Officer 10

	November 2015

PSO 5

Human Right Officers: 5

	Independent National Commission on Human Rights did not enroll the 10 Human Rights Officers recruitted in to the government budget after the one year PBF support.
	     

	Output 1.2

Infrastructure and operational arrangements in place to provide key justice services
	Indicator  1.2.1

% of operational arrangements to county attorneys and public defenders (mobility, equipment, furniture )     
	April 2014: 0%

Vehicles = 0

Computer and printers = 0

Office Furniture = 0

	December 2015: 100%
	November 2015: 100%

Vehicles = 13

Computers = 14

Printers = 14

Office Furniture = 14 sets = 100%

	     
	     

	
	Indicator 1.2.2

% of criminal cases adjudicated per term of court (ToC) (disaggregated by type of case)
	April 2014:

Harper Hub = Maryland =TBC; River Gee = TBC; Grand Kru = TBC

Zwedru Hub = Grand Gedeh = TBC;

Sinoe = TBC

	     
	Nov 2015:

M/land:
Nov '14 CT: 1
Feb '15 CT: 3

May '15:CT: 1
 R/Gee: 
Nov '14 CT: 3

Feb CT: 2

May CT: 3

G/Kru: 
Nov '14 CT: 0
Feb' 15 CT: 1
May' CT: 2
 G/ Gedeh: 
Nov '14 CT:0
Feb'15 CT: 4 

May'15 CT: 2
Sinoe:
Nov'14 CT:0
Feb'15 CT:3
May' CT: 4 

	     
	     

	Output 1.3

     
	Indicator 1.3.1

# of trials on SGBV cases held in the Hubs 2 and 3 regions, disaggregated by county
	Baseline 2014
	Target (Dec 2015)?
	Nov 2015:

Hub 2:  5 Cases in total (3 Court Terms )

Maryland: 2
River Gee: 2 
Grand Kru: 1
Hub 3: 7 Cases in total in ( 3 Court Terms) 

Grand Gedeh: 5 
Sinoe: 2

	     
	     

	
	Indicator 1.3.2

     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Outcome 2

     

	Indicator 2.1

     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	
	Indicator 2.2

     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Output 2.1

People in Maryland, River Gee and Grand Kru Counties (Hub 2); Grand Gedeh and Sinoe (Hub 3) benefit from justice advisory, human rights

monitoring, advocacy and support services provided by civil society.


	Indicator  2.1.1

# of Human Rights Officers deployed in Hubs 2 & 3
	November 2014:10
	December 2015: 10
	Reduced from 10 to 5 due to financial shortfall 
	Achievement towards this outcome has been low. 10 Human Rights Officers have been recruited and deployed in Hubs 2 and 3 in 2014. INCHR could not maintain the 10 officers because they could not get them on Government's payroll.
	     

	
	Indicator  2.1.2

     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Output 2.2

People in Hubs 2 and 3 are empowered as communities to manage conflicts in a manner that is integrated with the formal systems and strengthens the interface

between statutory and customary systems.

	Indicator  2.2.1

# of local traditional leaders trained and working with CSOs and PSOs on justice advisory and governance issues in hubs 2 and 3 counties.
	Baseline: 22 November 2013: Harper Hub: Maryland- 0, River Gee - 0, Grand Kru - 0; Zwedru Hub: Grand Gedeh - 0, Sinoe - 0
	Target: 31 December 2015: Harper Hub: Maryland - 10, River Gee - 10, Grand Kru - 10; Zwedru Hub: Grand Gedeh - 10, Sinoe - 10
	Search for Common Grounds was hired to roll out the service. Survey conducted by them identified 11 local institutions for training. Training manuel developed to train civil society orgs.


	     
	     

	
	Indicator  2.2.2

     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Output 2.3

     
	Indicator  2.3.1

     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	
	Indicator  2.3.2

     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Outcome 3

     
	Indicator 3.1

     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	
	Indicator 3.2

     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Output 3.1

     
	Indicator 3.1.1

     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	
	Indicator 3.1.2

     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Output 3.2

     
	Indicator 3.2.1

     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	
	Indicator 3.2.2

     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Output 3.3

     
	Indicator 3.3.1

     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	
	Indicator 3.3.2

     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Outcome 4

     
	Indicator 4.1

     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	
	Indicator 4.2

     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Output 4.1

     
	Indicator 4.1.1

     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	
	Indicator 4.1.2

     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Output 4.2

     
	Indicator 4.2.1

     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	
	Indicator 4.2.2

     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Output 4.3

     
	Indicator 4.3.1

     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	
	Indicator 4.3.2

     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     


PART 2: LESSONS LEARNED AND SUCCESS STORY  
2.1 Lessons learned

Provide at least three key lessons learned from the implementation of the project. These can include lessons on the themes supported by the project or the project processes and management.

	Lesson 1 (1000 character limit)
	Consultation in most cases lead to successful implementation. During the recruitment of the Case Liaison and Victim Support Officer  the remuneration determined for officers was thought by the institution to be acceptable. Having identified qualified candidates, none of the candidates accepted the remuneration. To ressolve this issue PMU had to consult through the Sector Finance Committee where the project budget had to be recast with out any additional costs and was acceptable to all. 

	Lesson 2 (1000 character limit)
	The removal of UNDP as fund managers from the Justice and Security Policy Management Board during the Program restructuring sets a gap in the implementation as UNDP is not aware of  the implementation of key decisions in line with their operational policy. This in amny cases have delayed implementation. 

	Lesson 3 (1000 character limit) 
	The restructuring of the Justice and Security Joint Program which reduced the  meeting time from monthly to quarterly has a bearing on the program implementation. Discussion and decisions about the impelentation of the program has been delayed due to the quarterly meetings schedules.

	Lesson 4 (1000 character limit)
	     

	Lesson 5 (1000 character limit)
	     


2.2 Success story (OPTIONAL)
Provide one success story from the project implementation which can be shared on the PBSO website and Newsletter as well as the Annual Report on Fund performance. Please include key facts and figures and any citations (3000 character limit).
     
PART 3 – FINANCIAL PROGRESS AND MANAGEMENT ARRANGEMENTS
3.1 Comments on the overall state of financial expenditure
Please rate whether project financial expenditures are on track, slightly delayed, or off track:   FORMDROPDOWN 

If expenditure is delayed or off track, please provide a brief explanation (500 characters maximum):

The expenditure is slightly behind due to the EVD which ravaged the country 2014 and part of 2015. However, activities are currently ongoing activities and expenditure are on course. These figures are preliminary expenditure pending closure of accounts.   
Please provide an overview of expensed project budget by outcome and output as per the table below.

	Output number
	Output name
	RUNOs
	Approved budget
	Expensed budget
	Any remarks on expenditure

	Outcome 1: People in Maryland, River Gee and Grand Kru (Hub 2); Grand Gedeh and Sinoe (Hub 3) Counties have increased access to fair and accountable justice services

	Output 1.1
	Justice sector institutions have adequate human capacity to provide key justice services 
	UNDP
	1,751,255.84
	647,758.00
	There is 111, 876 in advance. This amount once reported on will increase delivery above the 37% 

	Output 1.2
	isInfrastructure and operational arrangements in place to provide key justice services
	UNDP
	     
	     
	     

	Output 1.3
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Outcome 2:      

	Output 2.1
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Output 2.2
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Output 2.3
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Outcome 3:      

	Output 3.1
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Output 3.2
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Output 3.3
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Outcome 4:      

	Output 4.1
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Output 4.2
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Output 4.3
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Total:
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     


3.2 Comments on management and implementation arrangements

Please comment on the management and implementation arrangements for the project, such as: the effectiveness of the implementation partnerships, coordination/coherence with other projects, any South-South cooperation, the modalities of support, any capacity building aspect, the use of partner country systems if any, the support by the PBF Secretariat and oversight by the Joint Steering Committee (for PRF only). Please also mention if there have been any changes to the project (what kind and when); or whether any changes are envisaged in the near future (2000 character maximum):
 Management and implementation modalities of  the program is guided by the Justice and Security Policy Management Board as oversight decision makers. Implementation of the program is carried out by the Program Management Unit in consultation with the United Nations Development Program as fund managers. Partners and donors participate in the decision making of the project through the Sector Finance Committee where partners  and donors are represented by their heads of agencies.  Decisions made during these engagements are then implemented by the Program Management Unit of the Justice and Security Joint Program. In the event were joint decision is required on program implementation, the Justice and Security Policy Management Board and the Joint Steering Committee meet to move the process forward.
� The MPTF Office Project Reference Number is the same number as the one on the Notification message. It is also referred to “Project ID” on the � HYPERLINK "http://mdtf.undp.org" ��MPTF Office GATEWAY�


� The start date is the date of the first transfer of the funds from the MPTF Office as Administrative Agent. Transfer date is available on the � HYPERLINK "http://mdtf.undp.org/" ��MPTF Office GATEWAY�


� As per approval of the original project document by the relevant decision-making body/Steering Committee.


� If there has been an extension, then the revised, approved end date should be reflected here. If there has been no extension approved, then the current end date is the same as the original end date. The end date is the same as the operational closure date which is when all activities for which a Participating Organization is responsible under an approved MPTF / JP have been completed. 


� Please note that financial information is preliminary pending submission of annual financial report to the Administrative Agent. 
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