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I.
Call to Order

Chair Dayonot called the meeting to order at 9:40 AM

Board Members Present: Tim Dayonot (Chair), Alan Woo (Secretary), Carl Wood, Janine Scancarelli, Ortensia Lopez, Paul White (via conference), Yole Whiting (via conference) & Ron Garcia. Quorum Present

Public Present:  Bob Burt, Jack Parkhill, Susanne Brown, Fred Sebold, Mary O’Drain, Duane Larson, Long Nguyen, Jeannie Harrell, Nicole Nasser, Susan Brown, William Parker, Kathleen Gaffney, 

Via Conference:  Jim Denisi, Dina Denisi, John Morgan, Barbara Cronin, Yvette Vasquez

CPUC Staff Present:  Donna Wagoner, Terrie Tannehill, Jessica Hecht, Becky Reyes, Linda Serizawa, Seaneen Wilson, Judy Cooper, Gilbert Escamilla, Daniel Paige and Zaida Amaya

Approval of Agenda (Document Index #1)  

a.
Agenda approved by consensus.

II.
Review and Approval of Minutes

a. LIOB Draft Meeting Minutes – November 21, 2003 (Document Index #2)

Motion by Chair Dayonot to approve the November 21, 2003 LIOB minutes were approved unanimously by roll call.

III.
LIOB Financial Tracking Report (Document Index # 3)

Informational Item Only.  Ms. Wagoner indicated that the chart shows that since May 29, 2002, total Board expenses, not including Energy Division staff support expenses and expenses paid by utilities totals approximately $22,000.  Chair Dayonot wanted to know if the Board is still subject to the rule from Department of Finance to meet only 4 times a year, given it is a former administration pronouncement.  Ms. Wagoner stated that she believes the pronouncement is still in effect, and added that she will talk to Commissioner Wood to see if he can re-visit the issue with the Department of Finance.  Ms. Brown added that the author of the Legislation that created the Low Income Oversight Board disagrees heartedly with that interpretation.  Ms. Brown suggested re-visiting Senator Alarcon and his staff to discuss this issue.

Board Member Woo suggested meeting in SF only, and that might help reduce the overall cost, which means that the Board may be able to have more meetings as a result.  Board Member Whiting added that the legislation requires the board to meet throughout the State.  Ms. Wagoner added that members teleconferencing in from public meeting sites located throughout the state probably satisfies the requirement to meet around the state.  She added that she would like to explore having at least one meeting possibly in Fresno or somewhere else in California this year.

Board Member Garcia asked what are the cost savings of having the meeting in SF vs somewhere else?  Ms. Wagoner responded that a lot of the LIOB travel costs are not apparent.  Total board member travel costs may remain similar, but Energy Division would incur much higher LIOB-related costs because all of Energy Division staff would have travel expense that wouldn’t incur by having the meeting in SF.  

Mr. Burt  added that he was there for each day of the legislative hearings which created this Board and, among other things, one of the amendments that went into the bill was the instruction to the Commission to include the cost of this board in its proposed budget.

IV. Status of Rapid Deployment

Chair Dayonot discussed how CARE Auto Enrollment was endorsed by this Board, the CPUC voted to implement this program, and the next step was to get the program running.  Chair Dayonot indicated that there were three entities that were supposed to be sharing data with the Commission.  One is DCSD, where under the LIHEAP Program one would be automatically enrolled in CARE, with the opting out option.  Other programs that were chosen to participate are Medi-Cal and WIC (Women, Infant and Children), administered by the Department of Health Services.  Lastly, the other program is Healthy Families administered by MRMIB.  Chair Dayonot pointed out that the barrier so far in implementing the program has been the issue as to whether or not sharing the data from the three State Agencies would violate federal confidentiality rules.

Chair Dayonot indicated that DCSD had no issue with that barrier, because their application form provides for the applicant to indicate that DCSD may share the client’s information to the extent it is related to DCSD’s programs’.  Chair Dayonot said that DCSD has been working for many months on the nuts and bolts of putting Automatic Enrollment together with the CPUC and in fact is proud to say that about 4-6 weeks ago he and the Executive Director of the CPUC signed the MOU between the CPUC and DCSD, implementing automatic enrollment between those two agencies. Chair Dayonot pointed out that there will be some test runs of data transfers.  Chair Dayonot took this opportunity to thank CPUC staff Jeorge Tagnipes and Diana Lee for all of their hard work.  

Chair Dayonot indicated that the issues with the other two entities is as follows:  The CPUC assumed in its ruling that there would not be a problem in the data sharing and essentially the task would be simply to share data tapes with the agencies and the utilities and that sharing shouldn’t cost a lot of money.  Chair Dayonot added that in the ruling, the PUC provided for reimbursing the utilities for administrative costs associated with implementing the program.  Chair Dayonot indicated however, that the remaining two state agencies argue that releasing the data to the Commission would violate federal law.  Chair Dayonot pointed out that the alternative, which was not anticipated in the Commission’s ruling, would be for some how to get the permission of the applicant to share the data so automatic enrollment could happen.  Chair Dayonot added that there are conflicting views on this issue; some argue that this violates federal law, while others say that it doesn’t.  Additionally, Chair Dayonot pointed out that the extra step of securing the applicant’s permission would increase implementation costs.

Chair Dayonot suggested that the Board could ask the Commission to allocate additional money for the data sharing.  Chair Dayonot pointed out that the problem with this suggestion is that there still a question of how much it would cost.  Chair Dayonot added that given the fact that we don’t know how much it would cost, it would be hard to know how much the board should ask the CPUC to set a side.  He added that he recently spoke with the new Secretary of Health and Human Services and she expressed interest in this project, wanted more information and concurred with Mr. Dayonot that it’s going to be very difficult to implement, unless these departments get some money to pay for the administrative work associated with having waivers signed by all of the people who receive benefits.  Ms. Brown suggested that as forms are re-designed or altered, they could include a box that would take care of this problem.  Mr. Dayonot agreed that this was a good suggestion and this would be a way to reduce the cost for the State but added that it would slow down the implementation because participants would phase into the CARE program over time rather than all at once.  

Board Member Whiting asked for clarification as to where such additional money is going to come from.  She pointed out that there is a CPUC budget which comes out of the General Fund and there is the Utility CARE Program which comes from customer rates.  She expressed concern with increasing program costs paid by the ratepayer, especially when there is so much uncertainty about the figure.  Ms. Wagoner added that it was envisioned in the ruling that there would be a 3rd party clearing house and that those costs would come from the program as well.  Ms. Wagoner indicated that it would be fair to say that any cost associated with implementing would be from the program funds, but there is a complexity in that initially it would need to run through the CPUC budget before a reimbursement can be obtained from the ratepayers, so any major costs would also need to be a part of the reimbursable authority that the Commission has in its budget.  

Chair Dayonot said that the Commission may need to re-evaluate the whole implementation process, as there may not be a need for a clearing house.  Chair Dayonot indicated that DCSD was able to do it and that DCSD ate the cost associated with working on the IT issues.  Ms. Wagoner said that the number of data fields are a lot less in implementing with DCSD than would be with the Medi-Cal data base, which is so large we would not be able to do it in-house, where right now with just the data from DCSD, we can do that in house.  Chair Dayonot’s understanding was that that was the intent of the clearing house, that due to the shear magnitude of the number of people in Medi-Cal, WIC and Healthy Families, it would not work in the Commission’s normal operations.  

Board Member White suggested that in order to get a better a handle on this, staff could do some budget modeling to see what the anticipated cost would require to fund this whole waiver piece and everything that would be involved in the process.  He said that once the Board has an idea of the estimated cost, then the Board could take a look at how this can be funded.  Chair Dayonot concurred with Board Member White’s suggestion and added that he will try to set up some meetings with the administrative staff at the Department of Heath Services and MRMIB and see if he can cost out what it will take.  Ms. Brown took this opportunity to congratulate both the Board and Energy Division in making this progress with Automatic Enrollment with at least the LIHEAP providers. She added that it is very important moving forward and to look at other options such as modifying the forms, seeing whether there could be some infusion of CPUC money into other state agencies for this purpose.  Chair Dayonot added that DCSD is extremely proud to be the first ones on board with this and said that ultimately the goal is to add 1 million more people to CARE, which is extraordinary.

Board Member White asked if it was feasible to have CARE applications distributed statewide to all WIC and Healthy Families programs as part of their enrollment procedure.  Board Member Whiting added that there should be no additional cost if all they are doing is distributing a CARE application.  Chair Dayonot concluded by saying that he would try to set up some meetings to see if he can do a cost assessment and he will bring it back to the Board and the CPUC to discuss.  Ms. Wagoner thanked Chair Dayonot for his perseverance to get Automatic Enrollment implemented and overcome these issues.

a. Program Comparison Summary (Document Index #4)

Executive Director Bill Ahern provided a brief status on the SB X 1 5 programs.  He acknowledged that he received a letter from the LIOB asking for his assistance in trying to prevent the administration from taking $2.5 million from the programs.  Executive Director Ahern indicated that they received the first call last June from the Department of Finance asking for General Fund money.  At that time, the unspent balance was about $14 million, which was reduced to $9 million, as of last November.  Executive Director Ahern said that the Commission was able to get an agreement with the Department of Finance to: one, give all the contractors 30 days notice and two, to complete projects that were in the works or on the path to being completed.  Executive Director Ahern indicated that during this time frame, the $9 million dollar that they were after was reduced to $2.5 million.  Executive Director Ahern pointed out that last month, the Department of Finance told the CPUC the funds would be reverting to the General Fund, in this years' budget.  He added that we have not been able to find out where that occurs exactly, the Governor's budget is a massive and complicated document, it doesn't occur in the PUC's budget, it probably occurs in some general section.  He stated that the contractors were extremely successful in getting the money out the door and getting program money spent.  Executive Director Ahern pointed out that the positive part was, since they let us do the notice, everyone hussled, got a lot of the contracts either done or on in the works, so that $14 million was reduced to only $2.5 million.

The Board thanked Executive Director Ahern for this report.

b. Tracking Consumer Issues (Document Index #5

Ms. Serizawa, Director of the Commission’s Communications and Public Information Division provided detailed information on the individual consumer complaints her office receives.  Ms. Serizawa pointed out that the list provides a sample of the kinds of complaints received by customers regarding low-income issues.  She indicated that the list includes complaints about billing, service issues, and problems getting connected or disconnected.  Ms. Serizawa pointed out that if the customer has tried to work out the issue with the utility and is not satisfied with the outcome, he/she can contact the Commission and submit an informal complaint.  Ms. Serizawa indicated that the Division tries to resolve the complaint by phone with the customer, the utility and a representative from the Division.  Ms. Serizawa added that if the issue cannot be resolved, the customer is asked to submit a written complaint, and along with the written complaint, a copy of the bill in question.  Ms. Serizawa pointed out that this information is taken by staff to analyze, typically by going to Commission Decisions and the utility tariffs to see if the utility is not acting in compliance.  Ms. Serizawa added that each complaint receives a case number.  Ms. Serizawa indicated that the report shows a three-month period, June through August 2004 and only for the large energy utilities. 

Board Member Whiting asked if there is any way to identify these customers as being low-income or not?  Ms. Serizawa responded that unless the customer volunteers this information, there is no way of knowing.  Board Member Woo suggested focusing for now on just the CARE/low-income customer back billing issues.  Board Member Garcia asked if they could have a report for the months of October – December 2003.  Board Member Garcia noticed that So Cal Gas has 4 pages of complaints and very few of them are bill issues.  On the other hand PG&E and Edison have a lot more.  Board Member Garcia added that the time period plays a very important role in this report and that it is very different for each utility, specifically when looking at usage.  Board Member Garcia went on to say that in the case of SoCal Gas, the report may be totally different, for a different time period, because of the meters running a lot during the cold winter time.  Board Member Whiting agreed with Mr. Garcia and added the time period does have an impact.  Board Member Whiting indicated that looking at the list of complaints that occur during the summer time, a lot of these are high electric bill issues, which relates to air conditioning use.  She indicated that the electric utilities get lots of calls in the summer time because of that.  She went on to say that if you look at winter complaints, you have the high-bill issues related to heating, but again if the majority of these complaints are high bills, it is very difficult to determine if these are low-income customers or not.

Mr. Parkhill suggested limiting the list to those that are CARE or LIEE related or certain words in the compliant itself that would identify that customer as a low-income customer.  Mr. Parkhill commented that bill-disputes and back-billing are probably the two biggest complaints and that probably holds true for low-income customers as well, but it’s difficult to go thru all of the rest of these complaints and pick out what particular issues might be related to low-income customers.  Ms. Serizawa stated that it would be difficult for her staff to go thru a large amount of data and pick those that are related to low-income issues.  This would have to be done manually.  

One suggestion Ms. Serizawa made was for them to work with the utilities and go by case number to identify customers signed up with CARE.  Mr. Larson suggested that instead of looking backwards, we should be looking forwards.  He asked if there was a way to track the low-income customers better and identify the issues so they can work on them.  Ms. Serizawa has to consult with her managers about doing this.  She indicated that this may take an extra step in the complaint process and while it may not seem that difficult, there is currently a 16-thousand back-log of complaints and they are down to 8 staff in their department.  Board Members Lopez and White will be working with Ms. Serizawa to come up with some ideas on how to identify the low-income issues.  

Board Member Whiting provided a short report on the status of CARE program and on how customers are added or dropped off.  She indicated that the utilities are in the process of evaluating which customers are dropped from CARE and why.  Board Member Whiting stated that SDG&E and SoCal Gas found that the majority of customers who are dropped from CARE are a result of certification and verification.  She pointed out that roughly a 3rd of the ones that were dropped were a result of re-certification and verification and each utility is looking at what kinds of changes the utilities can make to address that.  Board Member Whiting said that these utilities are also in the process of doing some research and finding out from customers the reasons why they didn't continue with the program.  She pointed out that, on the other hand, there have been cases where the customers have been dropped because the customer no longer qualifies for CARE.  She expressed concern about all the work the utilities go thru to sign up customers who don't respond to mailings and then they end up loosing them, because they don't respond to the certification/verification letter.  She mentioned that all four of the utility CARE program managers are getting together several times a year to address these things, and they have gotten useful data from each other, trying different changes within their programs to see what works and what may help.  Board Member Whiting said that at a later point, they'll have some specific kinds of things to report.  She added that some utilities have already made changes: to the content of their certification/verification letters, to the way that the letter is mailed, to instituting follow-up activity, to how they do re-certification for mobile home parks; and they have seen an increase in the response.  She said that the utilities are working very hard in making sure that they keep eligible people on CARE.  

Mr. Parkhill commented that Edison is also concerned about the reasons why the customers are dropping off of thru verification and re-certification, and that they are not necessarily dropping off because they are ineligible.  He indicated that one of the changes that Edison has made is to increase the response time from 30 days to 60 days for re-certification and it will be doing the same for verification as well.  Mr. Parkhill pointed out that there were a lot of recommendations in the CARE Process Evaluation Report and that Edison had moved forward with some recommendations from that report in terms of trying to track and report on the customers’ non-response, which is a customer that doesn't respond to a verification or re-certification.  He noted that bill messages are also part of the process to remind the customer that re-certification is approaching.

Mr. Larson commented that one of the things PG&E does is to follow the customer to their new address, so they don't loose them by their moving.  He added that in terms of re-certification, when somebody has hit their 2 years of being on the program, they are now given another 90 days before they are dropped off the program.  Mr. Larson indicated that PG&E re-designed all of the materials that go out to the CARE customers.  He added that PG&E made the materials bigger, more colorful, added a warning sign and that PG&E sends a follow-up letter, 60 days after the first one goes out, to make sure that the customer is aware of the deadline.  Mr. Larson indicated that starting in February, PG&E will start a direct mail campaign, which will target those customers who were previously on CARE and are no longer on the program and get the message to them that even though they've left, they can come back if they still qualify.

V. Update on Needs Assessment Study (Document Index # 6) 

Kathleen Gaffney provided a summary of the techniques and procedures KEMA used to hire their staff for the study.  Ms. Gaffney indicated that KEMA has a full staff that consists of schedulers, interviewers and auditors of diverse backgrounds, such as social science research, customer service, and energy efficiency service.  Ms. Gaffney pointed out that KEMA’s staff represent multiple languages, ethnicities and races.  She commented that the final training session was held in LA in early December and that there were a total of 30 interviewers and auditors trained at this session.  Ms.Gaffney indicated that KEMA’S comprehensive training covered: study background; policies & procedures; lessons learned from pre-test, northern California experience, and field work, including two days of supervised canvassing.  She talked about the problems KEMA is facing with certain neighborhoods, and the difficulty they have faced when making surveys.  Ms. Gaffney pointed out that KEMA intends to survey 1500 total state-wide customers and to-date, nearly 400 surveys have been completed, primarily PG&E’s customers.  She also shared the success this study is having so far, including that survey team members work well together, customers respond well to the survey’s length, the content and the incentive, which is a $35 dollar gift card from Safeway.  She added that the study is moving forward and that they are very happy with the outcome so far.

VI. LIEE Deployment In Rural Homes With IOU-Fueled Heat And A Non-IOU-Fueled Combustion Appliance In The Living Space (Document Index #7)

Chair Dayonot provided a brief summary of a conference call held on January 22, 2004.  Chair Dayonot noted that amongst the participants, there were members of DCSD’s network and representatives of the utilities and the CPUC.  Chair Dayonot noted that there were about 8 or 9 agencies participating on the call and this was a brainstorming session where everyone provided excellent input and ideas on how to deal with this issue.

Mr. Parkhill suggested that each utility come back with a plan at the next LIOB meeting.  He suggested that each utility talk to the LIHEAP agencies within their area that would be most inclined to have these types customers.

Chair Dayonot read a brief description of the pros and cons from Edison’s leveraging proposal and the effect it would have on PG&E.  Chair Dayonot, indicated for example: offering refrigerators in exchange for NGAT Testing.  Pros:  Would encourage coordination with NGAT Testing, and low-income customers would benefit by receiving a full compliment of weatherization measures if NGAT testing is leveraged under LIHEAP.  Chair Dayonot pointed out this proposal is potentially feasible but it requires further discussion, particularly with LIHEAP Service Providers not under contract with Energy partners.  

Mr. Parkhill commented that they had a separate agreement with LIHEAP providers that was specifically for the refrigerators.  

Mr. Dayonot continued with the cons:  for PG&E, it would be difficult to coordinate leveraging between programs due to Energy Partner production goals; and without NGAT testing, PG&E customers, with an alternative fuel heat source, would only receive limited measures.  Chair Dayonot indicated that the Energy Partner program does not offer contractors enough flexibility to allow the coordination of LIHEAP weatherization services.  He continued that with PG&E, the contractor must install a minimal number of measures under LIHEAP to qualify unit as a weatherized dwelling.  Chair Dayonot pointed out that the number of potential alternative/fuel customers requiring NGAT testing may far exceed available resources under LIHEAP.  Chair Dayonot indicated that there are limited opportunities for leveraging relationships with LIHEAP service providers for refrigerators within PG&E’s service area.  Chair Dayonot pointed out that LIHEAP contractors would need storage capacity for refrigerators.  He added that other areas they talked about were standardizing LIHEAP and LIEE programs and the use of rate-payer funds for NGAT Testing.

Mr. Larson explained that what they are trying to do is weatherize over 90% of the homes they enter. 

Mr. Parkhill added that Edison got into this area to maximize their dollars and maximize the dollars spent by DCSD.  Mr. Parkhill pointed out that by DCSD paying for the installation cost and Edison paying for the refrigerator cost, it was a win-win situation.  Mr. Parkhill indicated that when they talk about NGAT Testing, which might be worth $200, a refrigerator may be worth $500, it seems like there would be a benefit there.  Mr. Parkhill noted that in Northern CA the situation may be different, that maybe the number of homes requiring NGAT testing might exceed the limited resources that are available.  Mr. Parkhill indicated that Edison talked to the LIHEAP agencies in their service territory that would be most likely to come across these customers and would like to continue with that kind of relationship.

Mr. Sebold added that the question here is broader than just how we can get NGAT or CO testing done.  He pointed out that it is really a question of how we get three things done for these homes: NGAT Testing; the installation of infiltration reduction measures; and to the extent that the appliances are found to be faulty, the repair and/or replacement of these appliances.  He noted that these are the main three issues we need to talk about.  He asked the board to provide more generalized input back to the standardization team, so that they can include that perspective in the report.  

The Board concluded that they will try to facilitate discussions in a timely manner.

VII. Water Low-Income Programs (Document Index #8)

Mr. Paige from ORA and Ms. Wilson from Water Division provided a summary of ORA’s report on rograms for Low-Income Water Customers.  They indicated that ORA recommends a low-income water program similar to the CARE program, adopting income-eligibility guidelines similar to those established for CARE, and that a standard 15% discount be applied to the qualifying customers’ total bill.  They noted that ORA also recommends that the program be available to low-income households who receive water service via a master meter/sub-meter system. 

Chair Dayonot inquired if the role of the Board was to concur with the recommendations.

Commissioner Wood added that in discussing this issue with the ALJ and in reading some of the filings from the different parties, there've been some challenges that have been presented.  Commissioner Wood pointed out that the biggest challenge is multi-family dwellings and what to do with those.  He noted that one of the recommendations was to ask this Board and get their recommendations.

Ms. Wilson indicated that ORA also found that there are obstacles unique to water service that compound the difficulty in creating a low-income program that will benefit most or all low-income water users.  She noted that specific obstacles include: non-contiguous service areas; ratio of low-income customers to non-participating customers; and the inclusion of low-income water users who reside in multi-family housing where water use is not individually metered.

Commissioner Wood recommended that perhaps there could be some sort of program that benefited the low-income community in that area generally, not as individual ratepayers, but in some way conceptually link it to water consumption.

Ms. Wagoner suggested setting up a special fund set up for CBO's to use to provide some kind of assistance to their clients who reside within the water service area, but aren't direct water customers.  She suggested that the CBO’s could provide the money on a case-by-case basis.

Chair Dayonot stated that this is a complex issue and that the Board needs more time to discuss it and provide input.

Commissioner Wood stated that any input is helpful and that if anyone has input to provide, to e-mail or send it to him.

Motion by Board Member Woo to endorse the notion of a discount for low-income water users and that the details on the specifics will hopefully be generated as a result of subcommittee discussion and that the Board will set up a sub-committee.

Seconded by Commissioner Wood.  Motion approved unanimously by roll call.

Board Member Woo and Board Member Garcia volunteered to be the sub-committee.

VIII. CPUC Orders

a. Review of CPUC Rulings

b. Discuss pending CPUC Orders and potential LIOB comments on draft orders

Board Member Garcia expressed concern about measures that were dropped, specifically climate zone 10 cooling measures dropped in Southern CA.  He asked if there is any way that it can be re-visited prior to 2005-2006.  He noted that in looking at the dollars that were spent, a lot of the cooling measures were done by Edison and SDG&E and yet Ron noticed very few cooling measures being done by other utilities, yet cooling measures were kept in those utilities’ areas where units were not being installed, and they were dropped in areas where they were being installed.  Board Member Garcia said that cost effectiveness is the only one of the factors that should be looked at and other ones are comfort and safety.  Board Member Garcia expressed his concern that the pay back period for air conditioners appears to be less under the utility model and for a longer time under the LIHEAP model.  He added that it doesn't make sense for a low-income customer to continuously pay a high electric bill.  He would like the Board to review this issue.  He expressed great concern by himself along with a lot of other constituents.  

Chair Dayonot asked what would the process be if the Board wanted to bring these issues to the Commission's attention?

Ms. Wagoner informed the Board that there is a filing on issues for further standardization, that are due February 11, 2004.  She suggested to Mr. Garcia writing down his concerns and sending to the Commission.  She informed the Board that a good time to send these concerns might be after the comments are filed, and that way the Board would have the advantage of looking at all of the bodies’ comments.

Chair Dayonot asked this item be part of the next LIOB Meeting.

Motion by Mr. Garcia for the Board to re-look at the air conditioning measure that has been dropped from the program and due to the fact that the Board was not able to express its opinion, it is the intention of the Board to re-visit these issues and make recommendations.  Seconded by Mr. Woo.  Motion approved unanimously by roll call.

Ms. Wagoner stated that she could arrange for the next Board meeting to have the consultant and the utilities make a presentation on the model.

IX. Election of New Officers

Motion by Chair Dayonot to schedule a teleconference meeting in February dedicated to election of new officers.  Seconded by Commissioner Wood.  Motion passed by a vote of 7-1 (Dayonot, Woo, Wood, Scancarelli, Lopez, White (via conference), and Garcia; opposed by Whiting (via conference).

X. New Business and Agenda Planning for Future Meetings

The Board agreed to schedule the next meeting in February 2004.

XI. Meeting Adjourned

Meeting was adjourned at 4:05PM
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