
 

 

Budgeting for Results Commission Meeting 

 

Friday, April 26, 2013 

10:00am – 12:00pm 

 

Chicago – James R. Thompson Center, 100 W. Randolph, 2nd floor, Room 2-025 

Springfield – Stratton Building, Lt. Governor’s Video Conference Room 414 

 

Dial in: 888-494-4032 Access code: 6371670294# 

 

Agenda 

I. 10:00am  Welcome and Introductions (5 mins) 

 

II. 10:05am  Review and Approval of Minutes (5 mins) 

 

III. 10:10am  Performance Reporting System Update – Greg Wass, Office of Management and Budget (15mins)  

 

IV. 10:25am  Legislative Update (20 mins) 

a. Senate Appropriations  Outcomes Form - Senator Dan Kotowski  

b. BFR Outreach to Legislators - Greg Wass & Tasha Cruzat Green, Office of Management and Budget 

 

V. 10:45am  Fast Track Update – Greg Wass, Office of Management and Budget; Alice Gallen & Jason Saul, Mission 

Measurement (30 mins)  

 

VI. 11:15am  Social Impact Bonds Presentation – Brandon Bodor & Cristal Thomas, Office of the Governor (30 mins) 

 

VII. 11:45am  Public Hearings – Tasha Cruzat Green, Office of Management and Budget & Amber Kirchhoff, Office of 

the Governor (5 mins)  

 

VIII. 11:50am  Other Business (10 mins) 

 

IX. 12:00pm  Adjourn 

 

Next Meeting:  Friday, June 28, 2013 
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Budgeting for Results Commission Meeting 

 

Friday, February 22, 2013 

10:00am – 12:00pm 

 

Chicago - Thompson Center, 100 W Randolph, 2nd Floor, Room 2-025 

Springfield – State Capitol, 2nd floor, Room 205 

 

Dial in: 888-494-4032 Access code: 6371670294# 

 

Chicago:  John Bouman, Rep. Will Davis, Larry Joseph, Sen. Dan Kotowski, Jim Lewis, Roger Myerson, Jason Saul, 

Cristal Thomas 

Springfield:  Steve Schnorf 

Phone: Sen. Pam Althoff, Carole Brown, Maria de Jesus Prado, Lt. Governor Sheila Simon, Alex Rorke, Jose 

Sanchez 

 

Minutes 

I. Welcome and Introductions  

 

Chair thanked Commissioners and guest for their participation in the meeting.  Chair called for 

introductions in Chicago, Springfield, and from over the phone.   

 

II. Review and Approval of Minutes  

 

Roger Myerson requested an addition to the minutes regarding the specific recommendations made 

during the presentation from the Institute for Government and Public Affairs (IGPA) received at the last 

meeting.  Minutes were otherwise approved as presented.   

 

III. Discussion of Next Steps for Budgeting for Results (BFR) – Greg Wass, Office of Management and 

Budget  
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Greg Wass presented an update on the plans for continuing to implement BFR.  During his remarks, he 

outlined the phases of the project including specific work associated with each phase.  He also shared an 

updated implementation timeline.   

 

Following this update, he discussed next steps.  He began by describing the context within which BFR is 

being developed including a high level of interest by stakeholders anxious to have the tools necessary to 

use data to inform budget discussions.  It was noted that the Governor’s Office of Management and 

Budget (OMB) had been invited to testify before the Senate Appropriations Committee.  Senator 

Kotowski was thanked for the invitation and a recap of the exchange from that meeting was shared.  It 

was mentioned that legislators expressed a great deal of enthusiasm around the potential of BFR to 

enhance the state’s budgeting process and that they were interested in a preview of what could be 

expected.  The Implementation Team had been invited to consider developing a pilot to better 

understand the type of information which might be expected to be made available through BFR.   

 

Jason Saul further described the benefits of developing a prototype.  Greg highlighted the advantages 

such as providing proof of concept and disadvantages associated with undertaking a so-called “Fast 

Track” project including limited resources.  He also shared slides providing high level guidelines for 

identifying programs to participate in a Fast Track including data rich programs that were already 

outcomes oriented.   

 

Commissioners provided feedback on areas of interest as well as advantages and disadvantages of 

pursuing the Fast Track approach.  Commissioners called attention to the fact that data quality varies 

greatly across agencies and programs.  It was noted that on face value, some programs not may not 

appear to produce robust results but that this could be a product of many scenarios including a 

particularly challenging target population, a lack of adequate resources allocated to the program for 

appropriate service provision, or the nature of the service such as preventative services and those 

intended to produce longer term outcomes.  Commissioners cautioned around the misinterpretation of 

these outcomes as being unsuccessful.  Following discussion, the Commission reached a general 

consensus to move forward with exploring possibilities related to a Fast Track initiative.   

Chair welcomed guest, Kathy Saltmarsh, Executive Director of Sentencing and Policy Advisory Council 

(SPAC), to share an example of a model being used to provide cost-benefit information to states.  She 

provided a brief overview of the cost-benefit analysis model at the heart of her Council’s work.  She 

indicated that SPAC was part of a broader effort known as Results First, an initiative being funded by 

MacArthur Foundation and the Pew Center to support state efforts to move towards evidence based 

approaches.  Washington state has also piloted this model in the criminal justice arena.  SPAC is using 

the model to collect and analyze data on incarceration and recidivism rates within the state.  The model 

promises to serve as a useful tool is compiling meaningful information to inform policy and practice. 

Because multiple years of data collection are needed in order to understand whether or not the 

program was effective, cost per outcome data is not yet available.    
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IV. Review of 2012 Recommendations & Discussion of Implementation Plan – Senator Kotowski  

 

The Chair led a review of a sub-set of Commission recommendations to discuss ways in which the 
Commission could support the realization of the recommendations.  Discussion was guided by three 
questions:  1) What action does the Commission want to take to accomplish the Recommendation?        
2) How will we know if/when the Recommendation has been achieved?  3) Which Commissioner will be 
the lead for the recommendation?   Discussion focused on recommendations #5, 7, 9, 12, and 14.   
 
Commission indicated plans to revisit the conversation at a future Commission meeting to ensure 
progress towards advancing key recommendations over the coming months.   
 

V. Other Business  

 

Tasha Cruzat Green and Amber Kirchhoff provided an update on the scheduling of public hearings.  Per 

the Commission’s recommendation, the goal is to hold six public hearings throughout the state and to 

expand engagement to represent a broader cross-section of stakeholders.  Specific dates and locations 

will be announced at a later date.    

 

VI. Adjourn 

A reminder that the next Commission meeting would take place on Friday, April 26, 2013 with locations 

to be decided was announced.   
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3 

Program-specific performance data is at the 

heart of Budgeting for Results (BFR). 

 

To move BFR forward we need to be able to 

gather vast amounts of program-level data 

from over 400 diverse programs spread across 

more than 90 state agencies, authorities, 

boards and commissions. 

 

Existing performance measurement efforts are: 

• Program-specific 

• Not constant over time 

• Not consistent across the board 

• Not tied to statewide outcomes 

 



Illinois Budgeting for Results 

Currently 60+ across state government 

Organized by outcome group 

High-level people in agencies 

Diverse group 

Knowledgeable about programs and budgets 

Responsible for identifying indicators 

Responsible for performance reporting 

Responsible for change management within agency 
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Illinois Budgeting for Results 

Common 
statewide 
outcomes 

Uniform 
data model 
& methods 

Data 
collection & 

analysis 

Decision 
support 
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FY12-13 FY13 FY14 FY15 



Illinois Budgeting for Results 6 

Area Outcome Definition 

Education Improve School Readiness and 

Student Success for All 

Increase percentage of Illinoisans equipped with skills and knowledge 

needed for postsecondary and workforce success. 

Economic 

Development 

Increase Employment & 

Attract, Retain and Grow 

Businesses 

Close the opportunity gap in Illinois by ensuring the labor force has the 

skills necessary to meet the needs of employers and maximize earning 

potential. Increase business investment and entrepreneurship in Illinois. 

Public Safety Create Safer Communities Reduce incidents of death, violence, injury, exploitation and fraud. 

Improve Infrastructure Improve the condition of infrastructure to protect citizens and support 

commerce. 

Human Services Meet the Needs of the Most 

Vulnerable 

Ensure all residents—but particularly children, the elderly, and persons 

with disabilities—are able to experience a quality life by meeting basic 

living needs, and providing protection from abuse and discrimination. 

Increase Individual and Family 

Stability and Self-Sufficiency 

Reduce demand on the human service system by providing services to 

help individuals and families better support themselves. 

Healthcare Improve Overall Health of 

Illinoisans 

Lower health care costs by improving the health of Illinoisans. 

Environment and 

Culture 

Strengthen Cultural & 

Environmental Vitality 

Strengthen and preserve our natural, historic, and cultural resources to 

make Illinois a more attractive place for people to visit, live and work. 

Government Services Support Basic Functions of 

Government 

Improve the basic infrastructure of state government and provide the 

tools necessary to operate more efficiently and achieve statewide 

outcomes. 



Illinois Budgeting for Results 

Outcome 

Impact-level indicator 

Outcome-level indicators 

Program-level indicators 



Existing performance metric data 

solutions deployed by the state are not 

sufficient to the task. 

 

Existing performance reporting solutions 

lack sufficient analytic capacity and 

user-friendly interfaces to meet BFR 

needs.
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Illinois Budgeting for Results 

• IPRS is planned to incorporate 

• data collection 

• analysis 

• presentation 

• The first IPRS component – data collection – was 

deployed earlier this month 

• We held online training sessions for GOMB/CROs 

• This component uses MS SharePoint with SQL Server 

database 

• Each agency enters program data via a web form 

Illinois Performance Reporting System (IPRS)
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Agency  

Division/Bureau 

Program Group  

Program Program Program 

Program 



Illinois Budgeting for Results 
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Illinois Budgeting for Results 
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Illinois Budgeting for Results 

BUDGETING FOR RESULTS 

• Agencies will enter program descriptions into IPRS 

by April 26 (today) 

• Agencies will submit program-level indicators to 

GOMB for review, and enter by end of May 

• Agencies will begin collecting and entering 

program-level performance data into IPRS during 

Q1 FY14  

 

IPRS phase one:  performance data 
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Illinois Budgeting for Results 

BUDGETING FOR RESULTS 

• FastTrack is developing data analytics methodology 

• This essentially involves outcomes-based program 

evaluation based on evidentiary research and 

internal data 

• The capability to support this analysis should be 

incorporated into IPRS at a later stage 

• In addition, a “dashboard” capability needs to be 

built for public presentation of BFR information 

• These enhancements will require the acquisition or 

development of additional technology components 

Future IPRS phases:  data analysis and presentation
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Agency Outcomes Form        
Contact Information 

1a. Name of Agency 

      

1b. Name of Program (if applicable) 

      

2. Primary Contact Name:  
      

Email: 
      

3. Address:       
   Street 
            
   City    State, Zip Code 

 

Outcome Selection 

Primary Outcome supported by your agency/programs (please check only one): 
 Improve School Readiness and Success (Education) 
 Increase Employment (Economic Development) 
 Attract, Retain, and Grow Businesses (Economic Development) 
 Create Safer Communities (Public Safety) 
 Improve Infrastructure Safety (Public Safety) 
 Meet the Needs of the Most Vulnerable (Human Services) 
 Increase Family Stability and Self-Sufficiency (Human Services) 
 Improve Overall Health of Illinoisans (Healthcare) 
 Strengthen Cultural & Environmental Vitality (Quality of Natural, Cultural, & Environmental Resources) 
 Support Basic Functions of Government (Government Services) 

 

Contribution to Outcome  

How many people did you serve last year?   
      
 
How do you know if you’re effective in achieving these outcomes? 
      

What are your measures/indicators of success? 
      

How well did you do last year? 
      

 

Costs Per Outcome 

Total FY13 (All Funds): $      Total Requested FY14 (All Funds): $      

 

 

 



Agency Outcomes Form        
Additional Notes 

 

      

 

 



Fact Sheet: Social Impact Bonds 
Budgeting For Results Commission Meeting 

April 26, 2013 

 
What is a Social Impact Bond (SIB)? 

 SIBs are a new and innovative approach for finding solutions to social problems. 

 A private investor (usually an investment bank or a foundation) makes an initial monetary 

investment to help develop or scale a particular intervention. 

 A government entity contracts with an intermediary that commits to leveraging this private 

investment to achieve a specific social outcome.   

 The government pays investors a return only if the program succeeds, rather than paying 

upfront for programs or activities that may or may not have anticipated effects 

 The model is intended to complement existing funding for social services, not act as a 

replacement. 

 SIBs are in the same spirit of BFR’s vision and goals – “pay for success”. 

 

Who are the key players? 

 Government: A public agency that defines the outcome and guarantees a return for the 

investors if social outcomes are met 

 Investor: Provides upfront capital for the interventions 

 External Organization/Intermediary*: Promises to deliver social services within defined 

treatment population, Underwrites contract; assesses impact of interventions and manages 

ongoing performance; acts as body through which funds flow from investor to service 

provider, and from government to investor 

 Service Provider: Perform the intervention 

 A Beneficiary Population: Receives effective services 

*It is possible to have no external organization/intermediary 

 

Why do it? 

 Government pays only if program delivers on its promised impact (transfers risk from 

government and taxpayers) 



 Focus on outcomes instead of just quantity of services to produce results (BFR-related) 

 SIBs fund preventive services that will save government money down the road 

 Breaks down budget silos and increases collaboration in agencies and across sectors 

 Helps scale up effective interventions to multiple areas  

 Encourages innovative solutions to social problems 

 Overall, improving performance, lowering costs, increasing transparency, and 

ongoing learning  

 

What are the challenges? 

 Requires government agencies to take the lead in negotiations with external organizations 

on the correct outcome and price 

 Defining outcomes is not easy 

 Multi-year funding promises must be firm 

 Benefits can accrue to different agencies and at different levels of government 

 

What does it take for success? 

 Must be a target priority area for government (significant cost saving/value creation 

opportunity)  

 Potential for a broad, scalable impact  

 Proven high net benefits in the past  

 Measurable outcomes 

 A well-defined treatment population  

 A reliable comparison group or counterfactual 

 Safeguards against harming the treatment population 

 

SIBs in Illinois 

 Jan 2013: Governor’s Task Force on Social Innovation, Entrepreneurship, and Enterprise 

recommended Illinois explore this strategy as a tool to complement the BFR momentum 

 Mar 2013: The Dunham Fund (Aurora) made $275,000 grant to the Harvard Kennedy 

School’s SIB Technical Assistance Lab to place a full-time SIB Fellow in GOMB, and support 

from Prof Jeff Liebman at Harvard to navigate and implement a strategy 

 Apr 9, 2013: Governor announced at Annual Council on Foundations Conference in Chicago 

that Illinois would be the 3rd state to embrace a SIB strategy 
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Pay for Success Contracts and Social Impact Bonds 

Cristal Thomas 
Deputy Governor 

 

Brandon Bodor 
Governor’s Task Force on Social Innovation, Entrepreneurship, and Enterprise  
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Budgeting For Results Commission 

 

 



What is a Social Impact Bond (SIB)? 

• SIBs are in the same spirit of BFR’s vision and goals – “pay for 

success”. 

  

•SIBs are a new and innovative approach for finding solutions to social 

problems. 

 

• A private investor (usually an investment bank or a foundation) makes an 

initial monetary investment to help develop or scale a particular 

intervention. 

 

• A government entity contracts with an intermediary that commits to 

leveraging this private investment to achieve a specific social outcome.  

  

• The government pays investors a return only if the program succeeds, 

rather than paying upfront for programs or activities that may or may not 

have anticipated effects 
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Motivation for Using Pay for Success Approach 

 

1. Encouraging innovative solutions to social problems. 
• Government pays only if program delivers on its promised impact. 

• Shifts risk of failure (and of wasting taxpayer dollars on programs that don’t 

work) to private sector. 

• Can also break down the budget silos that hinder investment in prevention. 

 

2. Improving performance and lowering costs. 
• Focuses government agencies and social service providers on achieving 

program objectives and improving performance in a way that is transparent 

to taxpayers. 

 

3. More rapid learning about what works and what doesn’t. 
• Ongoing measurement of a program’s impact is a fundamental component 

of this approach. 
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Illustrative Potential Areas of Application 

1. Services for at-risk youth such as those aging out of the foster care  

 and juvenile justice systems. 

 

2. Homelessness prevention. 

 

3. Adult corrections. 

 

4. Kindergarten readiness/third grade reading levels (potential savings in special 

 ed costs). 

 

5. Employment/work-force development services. 

 

6. Preventive health care interventions (asthma, for example). 

 

7. Keeping elders out of nursing homes with home-based services. 

 

 
 

For further discussion of criteria for successful applications of this approach see Jeffrey Liebman, Social Impact Bonds:  

A Promising New Financing Model to Accelerate Social Innovation and Improve Government Performance,  

Center for American Progress, February 2011. http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2011/02/social_impact_bonds.html. 
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Criteria for Successful Application of this Approach 

 

1. A potential for a broad, scalable impact – otherwise it is not worth the 

effort. 

 

2.    A potential for high net benefits – otherwise the numbers won’t work. 

 

3. Measurable outcomes. 

 

4. A well-defined treatment population (to prevent cream-skimming). 

 

5. A reliable comparison group or counterfactual. 

 

6. Safeguards against harming the treatment population. 

 

This tool works better for supplemental services than for core 

operations. 
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Recent Developments in Illinois 
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•Jan 2013: Governor’s Task Force on Social Innovation, 

Entrepreneurship, and Enterprise recommended Illinois explore this 

strategy as a tool to complement the BFR momentum 

 

•Mar 2013: The Dunham Fund (Aurora) made $275,000 grant to the 

Harvard Kennedy School’s SIB Technical Assistance Lab to place a 

full-time SIB Fellow in GOMB, and support from Prof Jeff Liebman at 

Harvard to navigate and implement a strategy 

 

•Apr 9, 2013: Governor announced at Annual Council on Foundations 

Conference in Chicago that Illinois would be the 3rdstate to embrace a 

SIB strategy 



UK Peterborough Prison Pilot 

A short-sentence prison in Peterborough, England with one-year recidivism rate 

of around 60 percent. 

 

UK Justice Ministry has contracted with a nonprofit intermediary named Social  

Finance to deliver services to prevent recidivism. 

 

The government will make payments to Social Finance only if the reoffending rate 

falls by at least 7.5 percent compared to the recidivism rate in a group of similar 

prisons.   

 

If payments are earned, they will be made in the fourth, sixth, and eighth years 

based on outcomes achieved in working with prisoners during three consecutive  

two-years periods. 

 

Social Finance has raised $8 million from social investors to finance service 

delivery by another nonprofit, the St. Giles Trust. 

 

Social Finance estimates that if this intervention is successful and scaled across 

the UK, reductions in incarceration costs would more than cover the cost of  

the services. 
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Massachusetts Initiative 

Request for information was issued in May 2011.  More than three dozen  

responses were received. 

 

Formal procurement (RFR) was issued in January 2012 to select 

negotiating partners (both intermediaries and service providers) for two projects. 

 

Chronically Homeless Individuals 

•  Aims to house 400 chronically homeless individuals over a three year period. 

•  Expects annual budget savings of $20,000 per housed individual, primarily from 

    reduced Medicaid spending. 

 

Youth Aging Out of the Juvenile Justice System 

•  Current three-year adult conviction rate is around 60 percent. 

•  Aims to serve 300 youth per year. 

•  Expects budget savings of $30,000 for each youth who is redirected to a better 

    path, primarily from reduced incarceration costs. 
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What Does it Look Like? 
One Possible Structure 

Two key points:   

1. From the government’s perspective, this is simply a performance-based contract.   

 The “bonds” are how the private service providers finance their operations. 

 

2. If the project succeeds, the government pays the full cost of services, though in some cases achievement  

 of performance goals may produce budgetary savings that partly or fully offset the cost of the services. 

Government Intermediary 

Private 
Funders 

Service  
Providers 

5. Principal + ROI 1. Investment 

2. Working capital 

4. Performance- 

based payments 

3. Outcomes & budget savings 
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Another Possible Structure 

Private 
Funders 

Government 
Service 

Providers 

Technical 
consultants 
as needed 

Performance-based payments 

Working 

capital 
Principal and ROI 

Outcomes and budget savings 
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How it Works 

Government
Bond-Issuing 
Organization

Private
Investors

Service 
Providers

3. Performance-based 
payments

1. Working
capital

4. Repayment and ROI from
performance-based 

payments

2. Funding for
operating costs

Key points:   

1. From the government’s perspective, this is simply a performance-based contract.   

 The bonds are how the private service providers finance their operations. 

 

2. The government must still pay the full cost of services, though in some cases achievement of 

performance goals may produce budgetary savings that partly or fully offset the cost of the services. 
11 



The Future of Social Impact Bonds: 
Two Perspectives 
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• A way to overcome barriers to innovation in government that in theory 
could be overcome directly, but in practice cannot.  

– Introducing more rigorous performance evaluation. 

– Contracting based upon results. 

– Investing in prevention, especially in proven models. 

– Establishing sustained multi-year collaborations among government 
agencies to reform funding strategies and improve outcomes. 

 

• The most effective way for innovative non profits to access the private 
capital they need to go to full scale. 

– A social impact bond simultaneously raises the capital and ensures that 
the government is prepared to purchase the new volume of services. 

– Decisions about which non profits get government funding to grow are 
made based on proven effectiveness, not on lobbying prowess. 

 

Key question: how many existing interventions have strong enough results to 

be appropriate for this financing model? 



Next Steps in Illinois 
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• May 2013: Illinois issues an RFI for SIBs 

 

• Jun 2013: “Social Impact Bond Fellow” hits the ground in 

Illinois and is housed in GOMB 

 

• Jun-Jul 2013: RFI results collected and Illinois develops 

plan for issuance of RFP 



Questions 
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Cristal Thomas 
Deputy Governor 

 

Brandon Bodor 
Governor’s Task Force on Social Innovation, Entrepreneurship, and Enterprise  

 

 

 

Resources on SIBs:  

Harvard Kennedy School SIB Tecnhical Assistance Lab  

http://hks-siblab.org/ 

 

 

 

Contact for Illinois-specific inquiries: Social.Impact.Bonds@illinois.gov  

 

 

http://hks-siblab.org/
http://hks-siblab.org/
http://hks-siblab.org/
mailto:Social.Impact.Bonds@illinois.gov
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