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TRI LINCOLNliliIA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

February 20, 2008

Robert M. Weygandt
Placer County Supervisor, District 2
175 Fulweiler Avenue
Auburn, CA 95603

RECEIVED

FEB 20 2008
CLEf'IK:)~ i : ..

BeARD OF SlJPEHVISORS

RE: PLACER COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH
PROPOSED FEE INCREASE

Dear Supervisor Weygandt and Members of the Placer County Board of Supervisors:

At our most recent Government Affairs Committee meeting for Lincoln Area Chamber of
Commerce, Dr. Burton of the Placer County Health and Human Services Department, as well as
Tim James, Manager, Local Government Relations and California Grocers Association discussed
the Proposed Food Facilities Fee Increase scheduled to be heard by the Board of Supervisors on
February 26, 2008 at 9:40 a.ill.

In both, reading their January 15, 2008 Memo addressed to Jim Gandley the HHS Assistant
Director, and listening to their comments we would like to give our recommendations:

Due to the fact that fees had not been reviewed for over 15 years, and from Dr. Burton's
comments, that they have been analyzed and calculated the actual cost to get a certain job
completed (down to the hours worked on each project to completion), it sounds like the
review of the Environmental Health Department services was thorough.

,~" Since there have been no increases, with the exception of CPI, we obviously understand
that there is a need to make some changes, but would encourage that the fee increases be
tiered over a period of time, and not all at once.

';" We also support the idea of incentives to food facilities that have no violations and agree
that a perfect record of compliance should be rewarded. Their proposal for these
facilities to maintain the current fees for one year is a positive step towards retaining and
supporting businesses in Lincoln.
We also like that the Environmental Health Department will continue to work with the
newly formed food advisory groups to develop other program improvements, and to
market safe food handling practices and the facilities that use them.

Best regards,
. -7

~~.
Cindy Murphy, Executive Manager for TRI Commercial
Chair, Lincoln Area Chamber of Commerce
Government Affairs Committee



RECEIVED

FEB 20 2008
February 20, 2008

Hon. Jim Holmes, Chair
Placer County Board of Supervisors
175 Fulweiler
Auburn, CA 95603

Re: Proposed Environmental Health Fee Increase

Dear Supervisor Holmes:

I am writing on behalf of the board of directors of the Rocklin Area Chamber of Commerce and the members of the
chamber's Government Affairs Committee to provide members' input concerning the proposed increase to the county's
environmental health fees.

First of all, we would like to express our collective appreciation to county staff, including Jill Pahl, Environmental Health
Director, for the proactive and forthright manner she has represented the county in these discussions. This is just the kind
of partnership the community should expect and receive from its public servants.

Secondly, we wish to recognize that protecting the public health is one of the county's most important functions.
Inspecting food safety and food facilities is an essential role of the county and key to its public health mission.

That being said, we wish to express some concern regarding the proposal before you:

While we understand the county's intention to capture revenue to cover the cost of services, we urge the county to
exercise restraint and prudence when pursuing this strategy of "cost recovery." Such aggressive pursuit of revenue from
the public or from businesses may benefit the county's general fund in the short term but may harm the taxpayers and the
local economy in the long run.

We recognize the fact that the fee in question has not been raised for 15 years and that the proposed fee will be
comparable to neighboring counties. However, we urge the county and the board to consider both sides of the ledger
costs as well as revenue - when determining fees, including labor rules and hiring practices that may limit the county's
flexibility as an employer.

We also encourage the board to consider the amendments proposed by the California Grocers' Association and others to
ease the burden of compliance and provide flexibility to both the regulator and the regulated business:

Phase in the cost increase over two years to allow businesses time to absorb costs into already impacted
bUdgets.
Allow an annual inspection once a business has received two positive inspections
Offer high end service to new businesses
Offer web posting of results
Encourage standardization among inspectors

These amendments, when taken as a whole, will position Placer County as a responsible regulator, protecting the public
health while providing flexibility, consistency and accountability to business owners that subscribe to good business
practices.

Thank you in advance for your thoughtful consideration of our views.

Sincerely,

David N. Butler
Chair, Rocklin Chamber of Commerce Government Affairs Committee

Members, Placer County Board of Supervisors
Jill Pahl, Director, Environmental Health Division
Tim James, California Grocers' Assn.
Wendy Gerig, Roseville Chamber of Commerce
Bobbi Park, Lincoln Chamber of Commerce



RECEIVED

FEB 19 2008
CLERK OF THE

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

WELL DRILLING COMPANY

February 14,2008

Jim Holmes, District 3 Supervisor
Placer County Board of Supervisors
175 Fu1weiler Avemle
Auburn, CA 95603

,,'
Re: Proposed fee increases by Placer County Environmental Health r 7__~_ ._-_.._ .._..~.-.:::... !

Dear Jim,

Unfortunately I am going to be out of the country when Placer County Environment
Health presents its fee increase proposal before the Placer County Board of Supervisors
on February 26, 2008. You have probably seen a copy of this. It is slated that the
standard domestic well permit will go from $413 to $669. The permit for deepening a
well will go from $185 to $372 and the permit for doing any sort of repair on a well will
go from $185 to $298.

Actually the well drillers are getting off easier than other groups like the grocers and
restaurateurs who are experiencing over 100 percent increases. Placer COlmty
Environmental Health has told us that the reason for this is that the Board of Supervisors
has ordered the Department to replace with fees $2.3 million that it gets each year from
the General Fund.

There are a couple of points that need to be made here. First, we are in an economic
crisis both nationally and locally. Placer County depends heavily on the real estate and
construction industries for both jobs and tax base. To further suppress these industries is
to hurt the people that are hurting most, and the people most likely to get us out of
economic stagnation.

It has been stated that the businesses slapped with these increased fees will just pass the
costs onto their customers. If this were true the increased fees would constitute a tax
which should receive the same sort of legislative due process that other tax increases
receive. However, I'm not sure that that is going to be what happens. A restaurateur
whose inspection fees and license fees from the County double can't just increase his/her

"\660 OLD AIR D,i\T~ ~ -c:J0-6g
'!l11 0) 823-03 POFl .,. FlO CJ_ Board of Supervisor

0') lQ'2.,!>_t u~~ ~5~ 54 ~D • AUe iEj.. CDunty Executive

~~,,5'2) Jl-ufQ c..~0) 622-2320 1-800_ G~SS VAL URN, CA 95602~ County C fp3
'r \..~ \\..> 995-W LEy .

.......~~ C~R\f\\.. ELL 530 268.211 .' .

p\..p-. Calif. Contractors Lie. #398306 r;h ~~t~1l M{1Tfa1 UtrltA
Nevada Contractors Lie. #0034841 L';I 'I'



food prices accordingly. If he or she does that, potential customers would just decide to
eat at home. Similarly for well drillers, people would decide not to drill and hook up to
public water instead, or not to build at all. (The cost of entitlements is rapidly outpacing
people's ability to pay for new homes.) So, there are powerful substitution possibilities
which prevent the passing along of these increased fees.

Second, and probably most important is the absence of any real analysis or prioritization
on the part of Placer County Environmental Health as to what programs really need to be
maintained and staffed to the extent they are now. All Placer County Environmental
Health has done in this fee increase proposal is draw a line under what is necessary to
maintain their current budget, plus inflation and various other goodies. For people like
you and me, who have been in business and who have seen hard times, we don't get the
luxury of just raising our prices when the economy goes down and revenues fall. We
have to cut our costs. It is not at all clear to me that this is what has happened at
Environmental Health.

What needs to happen is a serious look at the programs that Environmental Health staffs,
how efficiently they staffthem and whether we really need all of these people and/or
equipment. 1've been working with Placer County Environmental Health for twenty
eight years. I've seen it grow from a handful of inspectors to a bloated and
commensurately arrogant bureaucracy. The excuse always is that "the State has
mandated programs which the County must staff and fund."

Well maybe and maybe not. Let me give an example. In 1990 the State passed
legislation that among other things required every county in the State to inspect the
installation of the annular seal on every new well. In 1990 our permit fees more than
doubled to accommodate the staff required to do this. (In 1990 well permit fees jumped
to $341 from $152 in 1989.) Every year thereafter there have been substantial fee
increases well in excess of inflation until we got to the point where we are today.
However, one thing has changed and that is Environmental Health hardly ever inspects an
annular seal. That's right, in spite of "the State mandate" that seals be inspected for
which substantial fees are collected, the mlliular seals are almost never witnessed. In
light of this I haven't seen any Environmental Health officials being censured, demoted
or in any other way disciplined by the State or any other entity for not fulfilling this
"State mandate." Placer County Environmental Health has tacitly recognized that the



County's current well drillers do a pretty good job and have applied their staff other
places.

The point here is that there are thousands of State mandates out there and not enough
people to watch that they get fulfilled. Many of these "mandates" are just plain stupid.
The practical reality is that the County in this situation can and does exercise the ability
to pick and choose what mandates are the most important and how it will staff them. In
this light The Board needs to order an independent management review of the
Environmental Health Department to figure out what parts of its mission are most
important, and how it can limit resources to addressing these. To saddle businesses with
increased costs, and the people of Placer County, with a crypto-tax increase, which these
fee increases represent, is to fail our management responsibilities and to allow this
bureaucratic tumor to grow.

I hope you will take a serious look at these proposed increases and hopefully suggest
such a study. Thank you.

Very truly yours,

Dave Fulton

P.S. Placer County Enviromnental Health has proposed staggering the fee increases so
that half goes into effect July 1 and half Jan 1,2009. This hardly helps.



John A. Panelli
450 Gladycon Rd. #42

Colfax, CA 95713

February 7, 2008

Rocky Rockholm
Placer County Board of Supervisors, District 1
175 Fulweiler Ave.
Auburn, CA 95603

Re: Environment Health Division
Fee Structure Revision

Dear Sir,
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I strongly recommend no increase this year in light of the economic conditions,
especially bad on small business sole proprietors.

That being said; let us continue to study the fee structure proposal for the balance of
this year, and if economics change, consider implementation of a new proposal next year.

If it is necessary to implement a fee now, consider the fee to be divided and adjusted
over the next four or five years with the CPI factored in.

On behalf of all small business, this is not the time to raise fees, but it is the time to
reduce government and hold the line. Small Business is having to reduce staff and
tighten its belt.

Sincerely,

~~~
Giovanni's/Shady Glen Inn
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I am writing to express my concern related to the proposed increase ofHealth Permit fees - v

by the Environmental Health Department to be presented to the Board of Supervisors on
Feb. 26,2008 for approval.

Dear Supervisor Rockholm:

Ref: Proposed Environmental Health Fee Increase

Supervisor Rocky Rockholm
District}
175 Fulweiler Avenue
Aubu~ Ca. 95603

Diane Howe
Coffee and Collectibles
2641 Central Avenue
Roseville, Ca. 95747

As a small business owner I find the ourrently proposed inorease of over i 00% to be
detrimental to business and unaffordable; therefore I am opposed to the suggested
increases. The justification for such an increase (which would need to pass on to
customers) would be hard to explain in the current economical environment.

If a fee increase of this large magnitude is to happen, I would respectfully request
considering a phasing approach over a four to five year period of time. At a four year
phasing I would be paying the County 25% more per year which still is a rate that can not
be asked of customers.

It is my understanding that the Environmental Health Department is working with a
group of business owners towards developing a sound financial incentive plan that would
reward businesses for good inspections over time. Being a good operator and requiring
little of County inspection time I am in favor of this direction in working together.

Thank you for your thorough consideration of this issue.

Sincerely,

tX1Jt-~~'~~L!~
Diane Howe



Diane Howe-Coffee a d Collectibles
2641 Central Avenue
Roseville, Ca. 95747

January 7, 2008

County ofPlacer
Department ofHealth and Human Services
Environmental Healt Division
3091 County Center r., Suite 180
Auburn, Ca. 95603 \.

Ref: revision to the Phrmit Terms and Pending Fee Revisions

Dear Dr. Burton! Jill ahl, RE.B.S.

I am writing concerni g the proposed fee revisions of various environmental health
facilities. I operate a ooth at Denio's Auction with approximately 400 sq. ft. with no
food prep-just distri ution of coffee, tea, spices and herbs. At this facility I have paid
health permit fees ove the past 15 years which increased yearly (by COLA) to the
current $210.00 whic I paid for 2007. I realize that increases are necessary but based on
the amount of time sp nt yearly to do inspections at my individual location I am paying
over $800.00 an hour.

It is my understandin that the proposed fee increases would be 126% for my particular
business. I feel that t is is excessive at minimum. This amount of increase will be
detrimental to busines es in Placer County overal1-either driving businesses elsewhere,
putting them out of b siness completely or certainly not encouraging them to begin
business in our Coun .

I would suggest that te County needs to look at efticiency methods of balancing
Department budgets well as creating more equitable categories in this fee area.
Recently the Transpo ation Commission made the decision not to place a sales tax
increase on the ballot or OUf County because they recognized the negative impact that
14% would have in thi downward spiraling economy. I believe that increases the
magnitude suggested ould definitely present a negative impact. As a citizen in this
County, paying taxes, was under the assumption that the General Fund was to be used to
"protect and provide £ r" me as a citizen. The increases suggested could, in fact, reduce
General Fund revenue if businesses depart from Placer County.

Please consider revie ing other methods of budget balancing as well as more equitable
categories and phasin of increases over workable periods of time (3-5 years minimum.).
Our current economy as many businesses as well as governmental agencies struggling.
I am very aware of thi as 1 sit on a local school board and regardless of our needs as we
would see them, our i creases in revenues are based on COLA (cost ofliving adjustment)
each year and we hav no ability to "collect" fees from our students. We continually
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PROPOSED INSPECTION FEE REVISIONS

Dear Director Pabl:

RE:

Jill Pabl. Director
Placer CoUIIty Environmental Health Division
3091 County Center Drive~ #180
Aub~CA 95603

February 20~ 2008

As a business owner I am very- concerned ",rith bow your department intends toinctease
inspection fees for res1aurants and other businesses :in Placer County; in some cases by
85% (Auburn Journal 2/14/08). I understand the Board ofSupervisors has asked all
departments to cut their budgets by 10010 across the board.

We all know that the economy bas been in a do,,~ people do not have the extra cash
to eat out as much as we had a year ago. The result is that restaurants and other
biIsinesses are already under an increasing burden ofdiminishing revenue. Basically it
seems that since the Supervisors ",--ant you to cut your budget, what you are actually
doing is increasing your budget by trying to replace your lost revenue with inappropriate
fee increases. These fee increases will ultimately affect the local economy as a ""-hole;
thereby reducing tax revenue in the long run w-mch \\ill ofcourse become a future budget
deficit problem for Placer County.

Just as individual businesses and households need to do some belt tightening during
economic downturns" so do the various departments ofour local government.



With increased fuel costs" delivery expenses" employee related expenses,. higher credit
card rates, etc. combined wilh less business, our profit margins are shrinking day by day.
To add this increase in fees at this time, "vill ultimately drive some out ofbusiness. You
are quoted in the Auburn Journal (2/14108) stating "Despite the criticism,. the fee structure
will be forwarded as initially proposal" Although the ne>l1: line quotes you as saying "I
understand and empathize," it is clear that you have already made up your mind
regardless of the evidence that shows that this is a bad decision.

Please reconsider the new fee structure and do all you can to trim your department just as
we have to tighten our belts.

Thank you,

J::«Ii)/Q
Rose Perez
Owner

Cc: PlACER COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

7()-



February 22, 2008

Supervisor Jim Holmes, Board Chair
Placer County
175 Fulweiler Avenue
Auburn, CA 94603

"~,~:"·~.:," •.c.,",,=.,.~.,, .·•.• ·:,.O",·••" •.,,"~.,.,"""-'''''''']

;i i;

!~ f ~'Cil;<'o ,"\ I JC8 i
1! I' .til/d,)"""" ~;;}-#J.,~------~
(I ~ [{\vl('DflMe/1faJ HealM~s !
!t:;~~~ ~~:-:-~-,"Iij;

,- 9_

•'-""'--
CAUFORNIA
RESTAURANT
ASSQCIATION

RE: February 26. 2008, Agenda #4: Health &Human ServicesfEnviornmental Health - OPPOSE

Dear Supervisor Holmes:

The California Restaurant Association (CRA), on behalf of the interests of over 22,000 member foodservice
establishments in California, strongly OPPOSES the fee increases proposed by the Placer County Environmental
Health Department. Implementing such adrastic increase over a short period of time is unreasonable and unduly
burdensome and we oppose this measure.

Many restaurants simply cannot afford an increase of this magnitude. In some cases, the increase is 100% to
200% more than the current fee. This is beyond the scope of what is considered reasonable and would be
overwhelmingly burdensome, especially for small mom &pop restaurants.

Based on the nature of our business, we are avulnerable industry that is tough to survive in already. On average,
restaurants make less than a nickel for every dollar in sales and withthe recent increase in the state's minimum
wage, another increase in cost makes it much more difficult to survive in an already difficult industry.

While we undersumd the goals of the County to reduce costs, we respectfully ask the Board for a reasonable and
responsible approach.

For these reasons, we strongly oppose the fee increases proposed by the Placer County Environmental HeaNh
Department and urge your "NO" vote.

Sincerely,

Johnnise Foster Downs
Legislative Director

cc: Members, Board of Supervisors

;,If{2;>ARE TO !OlE !NSPH'lED.
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NELSON BOOKKEEPING SERVICES
LAURA NELSON

6775 TRAILHEAD CT.
FORESTHILL, CA 95631

PHONE: 530-852-0761 FAX: 530-367-3717
LANBOOKKEEPING@CEBRIDGE.NET

February 15, 2008

Jill PaW, Director
Placer County Environmental Health Division
3091 County Center Drive, #180
Auburn, CA 95603

.-k1l County T:':2cu'dve Office
RE: PROPOSED INSPECTION FEE REVISIONS ~ County Counsel

. ~ Mike Boyle
Dear DIrector PaW: 10 \-\HS e-\~l

As a business owner I am very concerned with how your department intends to increase inspection fees
for restaurants and other'businesses in Placer County; in some cases by 85% (Auburn Journal 2/14/08).
I understand the Board of Supervisors has asked all departments to cut their budgets by 10% across the
board.
We all know that the economy has been in a downturn, people do not have the extra cash to eat out as
much as we had a year ago. The result is that restaurants and other businesses are already under an
increasing burden of diminishing revenue. Basically it seems that since the Supervisors want you to cut
your budget, what you are actually doing is increasing your budget by trying to replace your lost
revenue with inappropriate fee increases. These fee increases will ultimately affect the local economy
as a whole; thereby reducing tax revenue in the long run which will ofcourse become a future budget
deficit problem for Placer County.
Just as individual businesses and households need to do some belt tightening during economic
downturns, so do the various departments of our local government.
With increased fuel costs, delivery expenses, employee related expenses, higher credit card rates, etc.
combined with less business, our profit margins are shrinking day by day.
To add this increase in fees at this time, will ultimately drive some out of business. You are quoted in
the Auburn Journal (2/14/08) stating "Despite the criticism, the fee structure will be forwarded as
initially proposed." Although the next line quotes you as saying "I understand and empathize," it is
clear that you have already made up your mind regardless of the evidence that shows that this is a bad
decision.
Please reconsider the new fee structure and do all you can to trim your department just as we have to
tighten our belts.

A L-?D T)2G17::5t.RJ20'2:.. L;F FD'Q8'3TH JLL D/)/1 D e
C-Hfrrf1t;t2-

Cc:

Thank you,

~4~~
PLACER COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS



February 20,2008

Hon. Jim Holmes, Chair
Placer County Board of Supervisors
175 Fulweiler
Auburn, CA 95603

Re: Proposed Environmental Health Fee Increase

Dear Supervisor Holmes:

RECEIVED

FEB 22 2008
" : IHE

BUN: ·A SL,;:'t.fWISORS

I am writing on behalf of the board of directors of the Rocklin Area Chamber of Commerce and the members of the
chamber's Government Affairs Committee to provide members' input concerning the proposed increase to the county's
environmental health fees.

First of all, we would like to express our collective appreciation to county staff, including Jill Pahl, Environmental Health
Director, for the proactive and forthright manner she has represented the county in these discussions. This is just the kind
of partnership the community should expect and receive from its public servants.

Secondly, we wish to recognize that protecting the public health is one of the county's most important functions.
Inspecting food safety and food facilities is an essential role of the county and key to its public health mission.

That being said, we wish to express some concern regarding the proposal before you:

While we understand the county's intention to capture revenue to cover the cost of services, we urge the county to
exercise restraint and prudence when pursuing this strategy of "cost recovery." Such aggressive pursuit of revenue from
the pl:Jblic or from businesses may benefit the county's general fund in the short term but may harm the taxpayers and the
local economy in the long run.

We recognize the fact that the fee in question has not been raised for 15 years and that the proposed fee will be
comparable to neighboring counties. However, we urge the county and the board to consider both sides of the ledger
costs as well as revenue - when determining fees, including labor rules and hiring practices that may limit the county's
flexibility as an employer.

We also encourage the board to consider the amendments proposed by the California Grocers' Association and others to
ease the burden of compliance and provide flexibility to both the regulator and the regulated business:

Phase in the cost increase over two years to allow businesses time to absorb costs into already impacted
budgets.
Allow an annual inspection once a business has received two positive inspections
Offer high end service to new businesses
Offer web posting of results
Encourage standard'lzation among 'Inspectors

These amendments, when taken as a whole, will position Placer County as a responsible regulator, prot'ecting the public
health while providing flexibility, consistency and accountability to business owners that subscribe to good business
practices. .

Thank you in advance for your thoughtful consideration of our views.

Sincerely,

b~h.~h.-.--
David N. Butler
Chair, Rocklin Chamber of Commerce Government Affairs Committee

Members, Placer County Board of Supervisors
Jill Pahl, Director, Environmental Health Division
Tim James, California Grocers' Assn.
Wendy Gerig, Roseville Chamber of Commerce
Bobbi Park, Lincoln Chamber of Commerce



February 15,2008 RECEIVEf'

FEB 22 2008
Jill Pahl, Director
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Dear Director Pahl: ,I.4P
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We have been reading about how your department intends to increase inspection fees for
restaurants and other businesses in Placer County; in some cases by 85% (Auburn Journal
2/14/08). Bruce Kranz informed us of an increase that your department was requesting.
He also stated that the Board of Supervisors had asked all departments to cut their
budgets by 10% across the board.

We all know that the economy has been in a downturn, people do not have the extra cash
to eat out as much as we had a year ago. The result is that restaurants and other
businesses are already under an increasing burden of diminishing revenue. Basically it
seems that since the Supervisors want you to cut your budget, what you are actually
doing is increasing your budget by trying to replace your lost revenue with inappropriate
fee increases. We do not recall any news story about ANY business in Placer County
that has been a serious health risk to the public. For you to increase your inspection fees
and frequency of inspections is blatant budget padding!!!!! You should be ashamed of
yourself and you should have the moxy to CUT THE DEADWOOD IN YOUR
DEPARTMENT!!!! This includes personnel as well as paperwork.

We also understand that you have introduced a new electronic record keeping system (lap
top computers) which has increased the inspection time. Would it not seem reasonable
that "improving" the technology ofyour department would then streamline your
department and make it MORE efficient and therefore LESS costly??? In fact like all
government bureaucracies it is obvious that you are doing all you can to protect your
department by becoming less efficient and more redundant in your operations.

If you tried this in the private sector, you would be run out of business! !!!!! Since OUR
TAXES PAY YOUR SALARIES, WE DEMAND THAT YOU CUT YOUR BUDGET
BY 10% AS INSTRUCTED BY THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS. We hire them to
manage you!!!!!!!

Sincerely,
'J. ,--i . ..'

k~1&~T~MRi{~ST
P.O. BOX 292, AUBURN, CA 95604

Cc: PLACER COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
J-

5I.A_[JQ.C-":J·, ~(>c v.(<C.' C~Cj ~-l.C:'C!.L/'1.e l ;1--,
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