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The Nuclear Reactors (Environmental Impact Assessment for Decommissioning) Regulations 1999, as amended (EIADR) is a legal instrument that requires the environmental impact of decommissioning nuclear power stations and other nuclear reactors to be considered before consent for the decommissioning project to commence can be granted. To obtain consent, the licensee must submit an environmental statement (ES) to us which presents a detailed environmental impact assessment (EIA) for the proposed decommissioning project and any features of the project or measures envisaged to avoid, prevent or reduce and, if possible, offset, any likely significant adverse effects on the environment.
On 30 August 2024, EDF Energy Nuclear Generation Ltd (EDF) submitted its application for consent to decommission Hinkley Point B nuclear power station (HPB) under EIADR. The EIADR application also included the relevant information required for ONR to carry out an ‘appropriate assessment’ as the competent authority under Regulation 63 of the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (known as the Habitats Regulations). This is captured in EDF’s ‘shadow’ Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) report. Upon request by ONR, EDF submitted further information to support the application on 28 February 2025 and updated the application documents accordingly. In order to inform our consent decision, we are required to consider the EIADR application and have a statutory requirement to consult with relevant bodies, which include the appropriate environmental regulator, local highway and planning authorities, statutory nature conservation bodies, together with the public and other interested parties. The consultation was also placed on our website and promoted through our social media channels as it was also open to all members of the public.
Between 6 March 2025 and 6 June 2025, we conducted a consultation on the HPB application for consent and sought views from all of these parties. The responses to the consultation have helped to inform our assessment of EDF’s application. 
This report presents our response to the public consultation.
[bookmark: _Toc88503663][bookmark: _Toc208410838]Review of comments
[bookmark: _Toc88503664]We received responses from 10 organisations during the consultation. All comments received were collated and carefully considered. The consultation comments which we considered required a response are shown below along with our response. The full consultation responses were used to inform our assessment and are available on our website.
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	Consultation comment

	
	“The operational dates of a DWPF [Decommissioning Waste Processing Facility] up and running seems overly optimistic considering there has been no planning application yet and there is also currently still a ‘legal pause’ on the building of the DWPF by the NDA [Nuclear Decommissioning Authority]/ NRS [Nuclear Restoration Services]. When is the CRAWD [Contaminated Radioactive Waste Disposal] (current solid radwaste facility) being decommissioned in this timeline?”

	ONR’s response

	
	We acknowledge that the assumptions around the timing of the DWPF may have changed since the writing of the ES. EDF has advised that the CRAWD will remain operational for waste processing until the DWPF is constructed and becomes operational, currently anticipated around 2030/31, after which the CRAWD will be decommissioned.

	Consultation comment

	
	“EA would recommend that a weigh bridge is added as a requirement of the DWPF, if there is no other weighbridge available on site. In the past the station has had waste mis consignments, which may have been picked up by the final check of a weighbridge. With the increase in both radwaste and controlled wastes during the preparation for quiescence phase a weighbridge could help prevent the likelihood of a mis consignment and any regulatory action.”

	ONR’s response

	
	We acknowledge this recommendation and note that the design and specifications of the DWPF are ongoing and are for the licensee to determine.
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	Consultation comment

	
	“The IDB has no objection to the proposal but would like to recommend the following conditions: 
Conditions: 
1. During the decommissioning phase and beyond, we would require access to the rhynes, and the decommissioning works should make sure our current access is maintained. 
2. No building material shall be located within 9m of the rhynes or ordinary watercourse or interfere with our access. 
3. No fences should be erected that prevent our access to the rhynes 
The Board would request that the following informative is added to any permission that is granted: 
Informative: The drainage of the site remains unchanged with a discharge directly into the estuary hence any water quality issue of the drainage resulting from the decommissioning work is a matter for the Environment Agency. 
The applicant is advised that, prior to works commencing on site, Land Drainage Consent is required under section 23 and 66 of the Land Drainage Act 1991 from the Internal Drainage Board for any construction in, or within, 9m of a watercourse and for the introduction of additional flow into a watercourse in the Board's District (or from the Environment Agency for an EA Main River). 
There must be no interruption to the surface water drainage system of the surrounding land as a result of the operations on the site. Provisions must be made to ensure that all existing drainage systems continue to operate effectively and that riparian owners upstream and downstream of the site are not adversely affected.”

	ONR’s response

	
	EDF has acknowledged these requests and agreed for existing access and egress routes for IDB to be maintained. Conditions can be attached to EIADR consents when considered necessary in the interests of limiting the impact of the project on the environment, however, we do not consider the conditions identified above to be required as part of the consent. 
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	Consultation comment

	
	The responsibilities of MMO include the licensing of construction works, deposits and removals in English inshore and offshore waters and for Welsh and Northern Ireland offshore waters by way of a marine licence. MMO noted that a marine licence will be required for several activities of the decommissioning process for HPB.
MMO raised a number of issues and concluded that insufficient information had been provided within EDF’s ES and shadow HRA report to sufficiently assess the potential marine impacts of the proposed works. 
For example, MMO considered there to be gaps in the description of the cessation of the cooling water system, operation of the Active Effluent Discharge Line (AEDL) and Sewage Treatment Plant Line (STPL), and the potential impacts in relation to these activities.

	ONR’s response

	
	In response to MMO’s comments, we arranged direct contact between EDF and MMO to provide an opportunity for the issues to be addressed. We also requested further written evidence be provided by EDF in relation to the comments, and after consideration of that evidence, we were satisfied that the outcome of the ES and HRA would not change. We expect any remaining concerns can be addressed between EDF and MMO as the detailed methodologies for the marine works develop ahead of the applications for the marine licences required for the decommissioning project.  
Cessation of the cooling water system, along with other activities such as reactor defueling, are necessary preconditions for initiating the decommissioning and dismantling of the power station, and are therefore not within the scope of EIADR. In relation to the operation of the AEDL and STPL, we can confirm that these activities are outside the scope of EIADR since the operation of the AEDL and STPL are regulated by the Environment Agency under existing permits issued under the Environmental Permitting Regulations (England and Wales) 2016. This avoids dual regulation, in line with the Regulators’ Code.
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	Consultation comment

	
	Natural England provided detailed comments on EDF’s updated shadow HRA report, and whilst it considered the report to be improved in some areas, it considered there to be further evidence required in a number of areas to complete the HRA. For example, it considered more information to be required on the removal off the offshore cooling water intake structure and associated effects on subtidal habitats. Natural England also identified several quality assurance issues in EDF’s shadow HRA report.

	ONR’s response

	
	Natural England’s advice was considered by ONR’s specialist inspector throughout the assessment process to inform the consent decision. The key issues raised by Natural England were identified and further evidence was sought from EDF where necessary. For example, the assessment confirmed that the total loss of Sabellaria alveolata reef would be de minimis by obtaining information on the methodology of the removal of the concrete cooling water intake structure at sea.
Following receipt of all the supporting evidence from EDF, the specialist inspector judged EDF’s shadow HRA report to be acceptable, therefore we consider the appropriate assessment under the Habitats Regulations to be complete. 
We did not consider quality assurance issues to impact the outcome of the HRA, therefore we did not require those to be rectified. 
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	Consultation comment

	
	NRW considered a number of actions to be required to fully address the potential implications of the proposal on marine mammals. For example, NRW requested a clear justification for the exclusion of marine mammals from the in-combination assessment in Section 2 of EDF’s shadow HRA report. 
NRW agreed with the outcome of the shadow HRA of no adverse effect on site integrity on fish receptors, however, it noted a number of omissions and errors in the reports.

	ONR’s response

	
	NRW’s advice was considered by ONR’s specialist inspector throughout the assessment process to inform the consent decision. The key issues raised by NRW were identified and further evidence was sought from EDF where necessary. For example, EDF provided justification for why marine mammals were excluded from the in-combination assessment. 
Following receipt of all the supporting evidence from EDF, the specialist inspector judged EDF’s shadow HRA report to be acceptable, therefore we consider the appropriate assessment under the Habitats Regulations to be complete. 
We acknowledge the omissions and errors NRW identified in EDF’s shadow HRA report but we did not consider them to impact the outcome of the HRA, therefore we did not require those to be rectified.

	[bookmark: _Toc208410845]Nuleaf 

	Consultation comment

	
	“From a local government perspective, we believe the following are of critical importance for the EIADR and for the process of decommissioning and remediating the Hinkley B site and delivering the final Site End State: 
· Effective working between EDF and NRS to ensure a seamless transition of the site to the decommissioning phase of operations. 
· Integration of A and B site management where of benefit, for example in terms of waste management and storage. 
· Close liaison with Somerset Council to ensure that all activity on the site is aligned with Council land use and waste planning policies; and with wider policy around socio-economics and sustainable development. 
· Engagement of local authority and community through direct work with the Council and work with the Site Stakeholder Group (SSG). 
· Management of waste arisings in the most sustainable ways possible through application of the waste hierarchy and circular economy principles. 
· Minimising carbon emissions and delivering the best environmental outcomes in terms of issues including biodiversity, transport and noise.
We offer comment on two issues:
Waste Planning
Nuleaf, working through our RWPG, continues to advocate close working between Waste Planning Authorities and site operators to ensure that proposed actions on a site are aligned with planning policies. We are pleased that Somerset Council consider the proposed principles align with local planning policy and also take into account wider principles of sustainable waste management. 
It is important that there is active engagement by site operators in the preparation of future Local Plans and Waste Plans to ensure that this alignment continues. It is also important that the operator takes into account Somerset Council policy, for example the Somerset Economic Strategy, as it develops its proposal for the site end state and considers any opportunities for the interim use of land. 
Finally, we are strong advocates for the development of a Masterplan for site under decommissioning, as has been done at Winfrith. Ideally this Masterplan would cover both the A and B sites and also take into consideration operations at the C site. Other tools such as Planning Performance Agreements (PPAs) may also be appropriate. 
Stakeholder and community engagement
We note that the SSG will be used to provide updates to the local community, something we welcome. We believe however that the SSG is not the appropriate vehicle for engagement with local authorities, and therefore SSG engagement should run in parallel with direct dialogue with the local authority.”

	ONR’s response

	
	Though not within the scope of EIADR, ONR has independent oversight of the transfer of HPB from EDF to NRS through other ongoing regulatory activities. Before the site can be relicensed to NRS, ONR must be satisfied that NRS has met all the requirements of the Nuclear Site Licensing regime.
We understand that the licensee has regular engagement with local authorities, either via the SSG or directly. We recognise the importance of those engagements and encourage the licensee to maintain its engagement in them so that the views of interested parties, including Nuleaf, are considered.
EIADR does not require the licensee to provide a Masterplan, however, the EIADR consent conditions do require the licensee to submit an annual Environmental Management Plan (EMP) which identifies mitigation measures, describes their implementation and effectiveness, and any changes to them. We recognise the value of a Masterplan and expect such a plan can be discussed between the licensee and the local authority.  
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	Consultation comment

	
	“It is advised that the formal EMP clearly sets out in what way the measures are “embedded” and the process that would be required and who will be consulted in the event that the applicant needs to vary those embedded measures. 
In addition, whilst it is presumed that it will be the ONR who will monitor the implementation of the formal EMP, it is considered that the formal EMP should clearly set out who will be responsible for monitoring the mitigation measures and also outline other relevant stakeholders that would require consultation in the event of amendment. 
We request that Somerset Council are consulted on the formal EMP and any future amendments.”

	ONR’s response

	
	Whilst the EIADR consent conditions do not require the licensee to undertake formal consultation on the EMP, the licensee will be required to make the EMP available to the public within 30 days of it being sent to ONR. We encourage the licensee and the Council to engage in discussions with each other to allow the opportunity for the Council’s view to be understood.  

	Consultation comment

	
	“The consultation documents lack sufficient detail to make informed comments about the impact that the decommissioning work will potentially have on vulnerable users of the path [King Charles III England Coast Path] and road network. A Construction Management Plan and Travel Plan would assist in providing the detail which is necessary to properly assess the impact and what mitigation may be necessary.”

	ONR’s response

	
	The ES and EMP include a Construction Traffic Management Plan (CTMP) as an embedded measure. An Outline (CTPM) is provided in Appendix 16A of the ES. We considered this in conjunction with the assessments presented across the various EIA chapters to be acceptable.

	Consultation comment

	
	“Concern is raised about the lack of detailed consideration of potential impacts on the housing market. With 90% of the current workforce already living locally in permanent housing there ought not to be any significant impacts on the local owner/occupier market from the downsizing of the current workforce. What is less clear is any potential impact on the local rental market from contractors and new employees in the preparation for quiescence phase when considered on a cumulative impact basis with in particular HPC and the Gravity project. 
The consultation document provides no details in respect of impact on the housing rental market. The presence of large numbers of well-paid contractors in the local economy means they can outcompete local people in the rental market which is already experiencing pressure. The applicant is advised to provide an element of modelling of impacts on the rental market, including sensitivity analysis in respect of delayed timelines for HPC. There is the potential for significant impact on the rental market, and knock on effects for the local community in terms of availability and affordability of housing, including risk of homelessness. 
Such impacts are likely to affect the most economically challenged people in the community, notably in Bridgwater. There is also the potential for landlords to offer substandard accommodation and for overcrowding, with potential negative consequences for physical and mental health. However, it is acknowledged that due to the scale of the decommissioning works, this may only be relevant as an inter-project cumulative impact issue. Nevertheless, it is considered that further consider of this is required by the applicant.”

	ONR’s response

	
	We raised this concern with EDF during our assessment of the application and requested further evidence be provided on this topic area. For clarity, EDF explained that the majority of the HPB workforce live locally and that there are currently 250 contractors on site to deliver defueling of the reactors. The Preparations for Quiescence phase of the decommissioning project is expected to see up to 250 contractors on site (an increase of 50 above the baseline) and the bulk of this contracted labour will be available locally, thereby reducing the requirement for temporary accommodation. Impacts to the local rental market were therefore not scoped in as a potential effect of the proposed works. ONR’s specialist inspector was satisfied that EDF had provided sufficient evidence to support the conclusions of the ES.

	Consultation comment

	
	“In relation to health and wellbeing, it isn’t clear from the documentation if facilities that currently exist at HPB for staff welfare will be maintained throughout the period of deconstruction and Safestore construction. Given the remote location of HPB, maintaining such services, or providing alternatives, will be important for staff welfare and health.”

	ONR’s response

	
	We recognise the importance of staff welfare and health throughout the decommissioning project, and as the enforcing authority for health and safety at HPB, we will maintain oversight of this through our ongoing site regulation.

	Consultation comment

	
	“It is recommended that any noise related works are limited to normal daytime working hours, and are not carried out on Sundays or Bank Holidays (unless there are specific reasons for having to carry out work at these times).”

	ONR’s response

	
	We note that the ES recognises this and that EDF has committed to the following embedded measure: “All noisy activities to be undertaken within hours for noisy activities for construction provided by Somerset Council, except where works need to be undertaken continuously (e.g. for any concrete pours that may be required) or in case of emergencies.”

	Consultation comment

	
	“Generally, it is considered that the Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment takes a thorough approach and comes to reasonable and realistic conclusions. 
It is appreciated that the applicant has now provided a viewpoint from the Coastal Path. This is very helpful and confirms the original view that the worst ongoing impact will be from this location. Greater detail outlining what mitigation the applicant is proposing along this stretch of coastal path, will be required, and we would expect to see some hard and soft landscaping measures (eg planting, whether in planters or in the ground), benches and signage. We do not agree with the conclusion reached in 14.6.1 that landscaping would be of little benefit. As stated in Table 14-13, the King Charles III England Coast Path is of national importance and every effort should be made to enhance this route as it passes the Hinkley development. 
The high fence is considered to be intimidating and visually unappealing, and therefore measures to lessen the impact of this and/or move it further inland need to be considered by the applicant. 
The additional information on the colour of aluminium cladding (table 14-5) is helpful. This colour/approach is acceptable given the proximity to other buildings of similar characteristics (such as the Hinkley Point C development). 
The proposed lighting strategy is acceptable and will reduce the overall impact from lighting in this area.”

	ONR’s response

	
	We raised this comment with EDF to understand if additional measures would be required to reduce the visual and landscape impacts.
As the coastal path is currently routed around the southern extent of the site, EDF did not consider additional screening from this viewpoint to be necessary due to the effective screening already provided by the surroundings of the site on all sides, including by the Hinkley Local Wildlife Site. The ES also notes that there is a high proportion of hard standing across the works area with minimal opportunities to introduce new planting. 
After consideration, ONR’s specialist inspector was satisfied that the Safestore cladding in combination with the existing natural screening provided by HPB’s surroundings will reduce the effects to an acceptable level. Any additional amenity features can be discussed between the licensee and the Council.  

	Consultation comment

	
	The Lead Local Flood Authority (part of Somerset Council) considered further information to be needed on (a) site specific measures during each phase to manage surface water, and (b) details of the drainage system, maintenance arrangements and measures to manage pollution. A number of specific comments are given in Somerset Council’s full response.

	ONR’s response

	
	We raised this with EDF and were advised that the current drainage system is managed under the HPB’s existing asset care requirements which will continue throughout decommissioning under the Integrated Management System to ensure it remains functioning and fit for purpose as the proposed works progress. Therefore, ONR’s specialist inspector did not consider this to be part of the decommissioning project. 
Multiple commitments are provided in the EMP to ensure appropriate drainage provision during the project, for example, the use of a decommissioning drainage plan and implementation of the Site Protection and Monitoring Programme and appropriate groundwater monitoring and management regime, in line with the Integrated Management System. Any new development which comes forward would be subject to its own planning application and should be designed in accordance with the latest standards.
With respect to climate change resilience, it is noted that the EMP states “the Safestore will need to be protected throughout the Quiescence and Final Site Clearance phases (i.e. to 2120 or the date of its demolition if earlier) and that flood mitigation measures will be built into the design of the Proposed Works and incorporated into the Safety Case for HPB.”
Overall, the specialist inspector was satisfied that an adequate assessment has been carried out on surface water and flood risk and that appropriate mitigation measure are in place. We expect the licensee will be able to resolve any remaining drainage queries with the Lead Local Flood Authority directly through its routine engagements with the Council.
We note that the Environment Agency agreed with the summary findings on flood risk and that IDB has no objections to the project.
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	Consultation comment

	
	“The exclusion of an assessment of the potential polluting effects of radioactive material in the terrestrial, freshwater and marine environments cannot be justified. The ONR cannot possibly conclude that the proposed decommissioning works will not have adverse effects on the natural environment if it cannot be excluded on the basis of available evidence, that there will be no harmful radioactive waste disposal or leakages into the land, freshwater or the marine environment… 
Whilst we acknowledge that the disposal of radioactive waste is not the area we assessed and comment on, it is considered to comment in relation to habitats and the wider natural environment. Any omission of detailed assessment of the potential effects of radioactive wastes (solid, particulate or liquid) on the natural environment in the submitted ES gives us cause to draw ONR to assess if it is fit for purpose to inform of the likely significant effects arising from the decommissioning process.”

	ONR’s response

	
	Chapter 2 of the ES provides a description of wastes generated, including estimated volumes, and an overview of how waste will be managed, as per EIADR requirements. Whilst radiological waste and discharges will be generated during the decommissioning project, the management of these wastes and discharges was scoped out of the ES, which was agreed with ONR on the following grounds. 
HPB’s environmental permit issued by the Environment Agency under the Environmental Permitting (England and Wales) Regulations 2016 sets out limits and conditions relating to the disposal of solid and non-aqueous liquid radioactive wastes, including those relating to wastes arising during decommissioning. To satisfy the permit conditions, the licensee is required to manage radioactive waste and discharges by utilising Best Available Techniques in order to minimise the volume and activity of waste discharges to the environment. The permitting regime ensures that effects from radioactive discharges and disposals to the environment are tolerable and acceptable, and hence prevents significant environmental effects from occurring.
Any changes to radioactive waste disposals and discharges would require a permit variation and would be assessed by the Environment Agency, therefore scoping these aspects out of the EIADR application avoids dual regulation. This approach is in line with ONR’s enforcement principles and the Regulators’ Code.

	Consultation comment

	
	SWT considered there to be insufficient evidence to support the conclusions that the cooling water intake structure dismantling works will not have significant effects on wildfowl and wading birds: “The ES is not specific about the number of months over which these works will take place or in which months of the year and there is no commitment to restricting these works to the periods of the year when the over-wintering birds will be present or present in their greatest numbers. And there is no detail about the nature of the works themselves and what types of machinery will be used and how much noise and vibration and the extent of visual disturbance this is likely to create.”

	ONR’s response

	
	Chapter 2 of the ES provides a description of the works required to dismantle the cooling water intake structure and Graphic 2-9 provides the indicative timeline for these works, which is January to June 2029 for the offshore works. Paragraph 8.10.33 of the ES states that “the operation of plant and personnel associated with the Jack-Up Barge, which will provide a working platform at single, fixed location for up to two months during the birds’ overwintering period.”
EDF committed to the following embedded measure in Chapter 9 and the EMP: “The deck and surrounding piles of the cooling water intake structure will be removed using conventional methods, and not using explosives, which may include use of (for example) diamond-wire cutting machines, presence of jack-up vessels/ floating cranes/ guard vessels”.
EDF has also committed to the following, as set out in the EMP: “Undertaking the Proposed Works in accordance with good practice. All noisy activities to be undertaken within hours for noisy activities for construction provided by Somerset Council, except where works need to be undertaken continuously (e.g. for any concrete pours that may be required) or in case of emergencies. Where the potential for significant effects arises, applying methods, considered to be best practice, in accordance with the recommendations in BS 5228:1-2009+A1:201413, the approved code of practice for construction noise.” 
We recognise that the detailed methodologies for the works are yet to be developed and that these will be required for the marine licence for the works, therefore we consider the information EDF provided at this stage to be sufficient.

	Consultation comment

	
	SWT suggested several ecological enhancements for EDF to implement throughout the various phases of the project, for example, planting more tree saplings and installing a hibernaculum for reptiles.

	ONR’s response

	
	The assessment carried out by ONR’s specialist inspector determined that the measures proposed in the ES are sufficient in reducing the impacts of the decommissioning project to an acceptable level. Whilst the enhancements proposed by SWT would be beneficial to the environment, they are not required for the EIADR requirements to be met.

	Consultation comment

	
	“Surveys to inform the ES recorded a number of Schedule 1 bird species breeding within the application site, most notably Peregrine falcon and Cetti’s warbler. The ES acknowledges that these bird species are likely to be impacted by the proposed works and could be displaced from their nesting sites. As there is no acknowledgement that these disturbance impacts could be unlawful as per Section 1 5) of the Wildlife and Countryside Act,1981 (as amended)… 
The ES should acknowledge that any works that could result in offences under this or any other legal provisions must be subject to the necessary mitigation and compensation measures, which may require the operations to be licenced by Natural England.”

	ONR’s response

	
	We acknowledge this and expect the licensee to comply with all relevant legislation. We did not require the licensee to update the ES with this information since it is not considered to impact the conclusion of the ES.
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We have carefully reviewed and considered all of the consultation responses received and have raised matters where necessary for completing the assessment of the EIADR application. 
Based on the responses received, we considered it necessary to request further evidence from the licensee to support some of the conclusions of the ES and the HRA and to confirm the adequacy of the measures EDF proposed to reduce the environmental impacts to an acceptable level. After consideration of the evidence submitted, ONR’s specialist inspector did not consider the outcome of the ES and HRA to have changed. 
The consultees raised a number of topics that were relevant to the decommissioning process but which did not necessarily require detailed consideration under the EIADR process. Consultees also raised a number of topics that we consider have been dealt with reasonably in the application documents, when the long timescale of the project and resulting uncertainties are taken into account. Consequently, it is for these reasons that we have decided not to pursue such topics.
Along with the publication of this consultation response document, we have published the full individual responses received to the consultation exercise and our Project Assessment Report. 
We will continue to engage with and keep stakeholders informed of future EIADR applications.
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