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Summary

The present note summarizes the comments by desinand international
organizations on the draft repdvteasurement of different emerging forms of houskhol
and familiesresulting from the electronic consultation cortéddy the secretariat in April
and May 2010.

A total of 30 replies were received in respons¢hrequest for comments on the
report: from 28 countries, Eurostat and the Europ€antral Bank. There was general
support for the endorsement of the report by thef€@ence of European Statisticians
(CES). A number of substantive comments were subditin specific parts of the report.
The Task Force reviewed these comments, providesivers and proposed some
amendments to the draft report, which are preseanttte annex to the present note.

In view of the support by countries and organizsdioit is proposed that the
Conference endorses the reportMeasurement of different emerging forms of housihol
and families subject to the inclusion of the amendments pitesiein the annex.
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Introduction

1. The present note summarizes the comments by cesntind international
organizations on the draft report Measurement fiérdint emerging forms of households
and families (doc. ECE/CES/2010/8), resulting frbra electronic consultation conducted
by the secretariat in April and May 2010.

Summary of feedback

2. A total of 30 replies were received in respons¢heorequest for comments on the
report: from 28 countries, Eurostat and the Eurnpg@antral Bank. The following countries
replied: Armenia, Australia, Azerbaijan, Brazil, i@ala, Chile, Czech Republic, Denmark,
Finland, Germany, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, MexicNetherlands, New Zealand,
Norway, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Slovakia, SlizveSweden, Switzerland, Turkey,
Ukraine, United Kingdom, and United States.

3. Most replies evaluated positively the content @& thport and explicitly supported

its endorsement by the CES. No country or inteomati organization objected to the

endorsement. Seven countries (Germany, Latvia,ulitia, Netherlands, New Zealand,
Romania and Switzerland) submitted substantive cententhat require amendments to the
text of the report. The substantive comments reckitogether with the responses of the
Task Force and the proposed amendments to thet @egoresented in the Annex.

General comments

4, There were many favourable comments about the patersefulness of the report
to improve the measurement of new forms of famiéied households, and many countries
congratulated the Task Force on the quality anfulreess of their work.

5. Australia observed that the report provides a useful exposiioth of the changing
information requirements about families and houldshon an evolving society, and of the
options for precision in their measurement in cepswand surveys.

6. Brazil found the document very important and useful Far torthcoming revision
of their household surveys system.

7. Denmark found many of the ideas on measuring emerging favfteouseholds of
great value, although data on these new forms wfilifss are not easily available in
registers.

8. Germany commented that the report deals with a very immorissue and strongly
supported the initiative to develop and to advainternationally comparable and reliable
concepts and indicators of living arrangementsniagry commended the structuring of the
report, its value for developing surveys and timwus it provides to the discussion on the
ways of incorporating the measurement of differfartns of living arrangements into
official statistics.

9. Mexico defined the document as an important conceptudl fawocapturing the
diversity of patterns of households and families.

10. Poland characterized the report as a great basis for wbothoth the national and
international level to improve and harmonize methéor the measurement of different
forms of households, families and social relations.
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11. Portugal commended UNECE for this important initiative and fjooposing a set of
feasible criteria for measuring new phenomena,ntaknto account the well established
concepts as much as possible.

12.  Slovakiaappreciated the document, which reflects the ctizieanges in lifestyle of
modern society and in the structure of current Bbokls and families.

13.  Slovenia appreciated the concrete methodological solutenm$ good practices of
countries where these phenomena are relevantetnibhded that the actual implementation
of the new concepts and their measurement depengrionties may differ from one
country to another.

14. Swedenexpressed support for the work carried througkhkyTask Force and found
the definitions and concepts in the report to bevemt.

15.  Switzerland mentioned that the draft report is useful in tihaeeks to identify and
conceptualise new forms of family and householdarsgements, and provides
guestionnaires and guidelines for measuring them.

16. Ukraine expressed general support to the methodologicahcemis and
recommendations regarding the measurement of engerfyirms of households and
families.

17. TheUnited Kingdom supported the report as an example of work togprtes more
accurate picture of emerging family forms, and doteat recommendations should be
flexible given that they must apply across coustrigth varying social contexts.

18. The United Statesdefined the report as an excellent summary of pmpoject,
and noted that these recommendations will providéngortant starting place for future
cooperative research.

19. Eurostat welcomed the report, which will help bringing census towards better
description of these new forms of households amdiliiezs. Eurostat also noted that the
report will influence the evolution of the existingr future instruments, such as the
Statistics on Income and Living Conditions (SILQ)tlee future revision of the core social
variables definition.

Proposal

20. In view of the support by countries and organizaiat is proposed that the
Conference of European Statisticians endorses theport on Measuring new forms of

family and household arrangements, subject to the inclusion of the amendments
presented in the Annex to this note.
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Annex

List of substantive comments, responses of the SlaForce on
Families and Households and proposed amendments ttze
report

Overall comments

1. Lithuania commented that a definition of trans-national fegsiand an analysis of
the module of such a family are missing. In theesnof an increased mobility of persons
and large-scale migration, a certain part of hoaksksh(families) live in different countries
(e.g. one of the spouses lives or works in one trydor a year or longer, while the other
spouse and a child (children) still live in anotleuntry, although they, as a household
(family), do share household income and expenditutds important for statisticians to
count such households (families), and the 2010 latipn censuses round is a very
convenient moment for this purpose.

Response by the Task Force:

2. The work of the Task Force covered selected f$orof family and living
arrangements that had been identified as emerginth ralevant in the CES region:
reconstituted families, commuters between househdiding apart together, same-sex
couples, and persons living apart but within a ekwNevertheless, it is recognized that
these are not the only new forms of families, hbot#ds and living arrangements worth |of
interest. For example, trans-national families paticularly interesting for policy makers
of both immigration and emigration countries. Ietfasome surveys all over the world are
devoted to collect information on migrants andttii@milies (in the country of origin also).
We agree that to define concepts and definitionstfans-national families would be
important within the overall objective of improvirlye relevance and household statistics,
but the topic was not included in the mission @ ffask Force.

3. New Zealand commented that the report might fitefnem separating references to
censuses, administrative sources and social surasythey are operationally different,
collect different levels and volumes of data, aatec for different levels of detail. Also,
many of the proposals would not be suited to aw®fiegrmat but may also not be suited to
a social survey format due to lack of numbers aable output.

4. Respondent burden was a key concern for Newaddalt is suggested that the uses
of the data would need to be clearly outlined tetify the amount of resources and
respondent burden that would be required to accatateosome of the suggestions in the
report. The potential issue of respondent sensitigi also cited as an issue that deserves
further consideration.

5. New Zealand also raised concern that basic deekeHata may be compromised if

guestionnaires and data collection methods are maale complex or too detailed to

capture emerging situations. This was particuldhy case for census data which may
actually suffer a loss of family information shodldure collection and output approaches
become too complicated. The collection of proxyrinfation is also of concern as this
approach may reduce the quality of the data celtect
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Response by the Task Force:

6. The Task Force agrees that (i) respondent bur@i@mespondent sensitivity, (iii
preservation of standard information’s quality, dng the use of proxy information are
relevant issues to be considered when decidingheheturveying the emerging forms of
households, families, and living arrangements.

7. The Task Force does not claim that these forhiiving arrangements have to be
considered in all social surveys or censuses,diher would like to provide countries with
support when they decide (i) to carry out a neweys devoted to the specific topics |of
interest, or (ii) to add “ad hoc” modules to exigtiand consolidated surveys in order| to
cover some of living arrangements the Task Foredt oéth.

8. The Task Force leaves to each country the etafuaf the opportunity-costs
implied by the survey of any new type of househ&dhily, or living arrangement, being
aware that these opportunity-costs may vary corsiie across countries, depending [0
the diffusion of the different types of arrangensgrind their legal recognition.

Topic: Relationship between “Commuters between heseholds” (CBH)
and persons “Living apart together” (LAT)

9. Some countries commented on the relationshipvd®t the two arrangements
“Commuters between households” (CBH) and persorigirity apart together” (LAT),
covered respectively in chapters 2 and 3 of theorteplhe relation between the two
arrangements was discussed in the introductory tehagf the draft report, in section
“Commuters between households and living apart thege possibly overlapping
arrangements” (see paragraphs 49-51). The text edathat it may be difficult to
differentiate between CBH and LAT. Several coustriequested that the text be made
clearer in this regard.

10. Latvia noted that the relation between these two arrapgéesnmcould be
controversial.

11. New Zealandobserved that the two categories need to be glefined, also in
relation to the age of the persons: CBH could idelpeople of any age, while LAT should
include only couples. New Zealand also noted:it‘is of great importance to get these
definitions correct as incorrect counts (by as muh 20 percent as reported) would
significantly alter our understanding of key poliagd social issues. For instance, analysis
of one-parent family characteristics may produceacicurate results if such high
proportions of commuting families (or LAT for thattter) are described as one-parent
rather than couple familie’s.

12.  Switzerland noted that the report does not sufficiently hightithe fact that in most
cases LAT is a subcategory of CBH, and that thegmates are not mutually exclusive:
“...Individuals in LAT must meet in one’s or the otleehousehold in order to engage in
intimate relationships, which is part of the defon. The difference is that the focus is not
the same: the notion of CBH focuses on the fact ithdividuals may have a secondary
dwelling, whereas LAT focuses on the nature ofrtHationship between partners.”
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Response by the Task Force:

13.  The overlapping between Commuters between holdse (CBH) and Living apart
together (LAT) depends on the subjective interpi@teon the part of respondents whether
or not they maintain separate households (indepgtyden if and how much they live
together or if they consider the partner's homemsisual residence). This means that in
some cases LAT partners represent a subcateg@Bldf

14.  The possible overlapping between the two asargnts derives also from the fact
that CBH can be considered as an individual featwigle LAT is a variable related to
couple relations, as correctly noted by Switzerland

15. It is proposed to amend the text in sectionm@uwters between households and
living apart together: possibly overlapping arramgets” (paragraphs 49-51) to better
clarify the relation between CBH and LAT, and reflehe comments above (see proposed
amendments in the annex).

Proposed amendment in the report:

16. In paragraph 50 after the second sentencehadibliowing text: ‘In this case, LAT
partners represent a subcategory of CBH

17. Replace the current text in paragraph 51 with following text: ‘A solution to
properly deal with potential overlapping is to sayat the same time both LAT and CB
By combining information on both LAT, which focusesthe nature of the relationsh
between the partners, and CBH, which focuses oetistence of a secondary residence, a
more precise understanding and description of the#eations is achieved, an
consequently a more accurate classification of \ilials either as living a LAT
relationship and/or CBH.

e

T <

Chapter 1: Collection of information on reconstiuted families

18. New Zealand commented that the issue of how adopted childrencansidered
when defining reconstituted families needs to lagiftbd, particularly where a child is the
adopted child of one parent but not the other &edpartners are in a de facto relationship.
The suggested approach for collecting information keconstituted families (the
relationship matrix) is supported by Statistics N@&ealand. As reconstituted families
comprise approximately 10-12 percent of all fansilie New Zealand (and would therefore
provide relatively small numbers) such a matrixdetw be trialed in a census-type format
to assess the quality of potential analytical otgpu

Proposal for amendment in the report:

19. Modify the first part of paragraph 29 of thepod, to read as follows'This
definition implies that if the other partner adoptise child of one partner later, the
resulting family is no longer a reconstituted famiDn the other hand, when the child (or
all children in the household) is (are) the adoptdid(ren) of one adult but not of th
other, the family is to be considered as a rectuisti family. Considering adoptiv
children...”

D @

20. There is a concern about the use of the tereesnstituted’ and ‘intact’ to describe
these families. When discussing terminology to dbscthese emerging family types, the
StatisticsNew Zealand preference has been to use the terms ‘step’ deddbed’. These
terms are more descriptive of current situatiorterathan the terms used in the report,
which tend to imply an ideal family type as a badisomparison.
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Proposal for amendment in the report:

21. A new paragraph should be added between pafagra9 and 30, to reads

follows: “The Task Force prefers to use the term "reconsttutamily" rather than
"stepfamily”. The latter term may give some respoisl negative associations, based
historical contexts. Countries in which such negatassociations are thought not to

relevant may use the terms "stepfamily” and "retituried family" as equivalents”

Response by the Task Force:

22.  We prefer to distinguish between reconstitui@ailies and blended families
indicated in paragraph 30. Countries that prefeuge the term "blended family" as
equivalent term for "reconstituted family" (and benfind the current paragraph 30 le
useful) may do so, provided this is clearly statethe definitions.

[e

Chapter 2: Commuters between households

23.
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Germany suggested to discuss how to avoid misunderstasdifighe term “place

of usual residence” by respondents. “... in somes#assould be helpful to follow up with
the concept ‘centre of living’ to describe thisuiss Another possibility could be to let the

commuter define himself/herself what and whereusgal place of residence is.”

Response by the Task Force:

24.  As stated in paragraph 100 of the report, tfesron usual residence included in

CES Census Recommendations for the 2010 censusdsased on the number of nigh
spent in each dwelling: “a person’s place of usaaldence is that at which he/she spe
most of his/her daily night-rest”, apart from a rhen of special cases. The Task Fo
decided to be as consistent as possible with thergeconcepts and definitions of the C
Census Recommendations, including the importan¢eqanof usual residence. Moreove
the concept of “centre of living” appears ambiguaumsl could be interpreted in differe
ways in different countries.
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25.  In paragraph 103ermany suggested to consider that commuters not onlyelr
between households but also between householdlace @f work and vice versa.

Response by the Task Force:

26. As mentioned in paragraph 103 of the repor, chapter on commuters betwe
households does not cover commuting between placesaence and place of work
study (this is normally covered in the census). ¢hapter focuses on commuters betw
households, which is a different group of peopleowlsually sleep in two differen

or
een

dwellings.

27.
dwelling, because respondents could have problendsstinguish between those forms
housing and “regular” home.

28.

In paragraph 104Germany suggested including holiday homes and vacant

of

Latvia commented that the sentence in paragraph 105 ga pé: “Secondary

homes are of interest, while holiday homes and madeellings are not considered in the

census data collection process” is not correct lmxshe Census Recommendations for
2010 censuses (paragraph 627 - 631) prescribeutoemate also holiday homes and vac
dwellings.

the
ant
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Response by the Task Force:

29. Holiday homes and vacant dwellings can be deiduin the text (they are already
included in paragraphs 157-160). Holiday homes eachnt dwellings, like secondary
dwellings, are to be enumerated in the housingu=ns

Proposal for amendment in the report:

30. Add the following text to paragraph 105%€tondary homes are of interest, as well
as holiday homes and vacant dwellings. In the newsGs Recommendations for the 2010
censuses (UNECE-Eurostat 2006), a new non-core twas added on secondary, seasonal
and vacant dwelling available to the household (s&mgraphs 632-637).

31. In footnote 14, page 5&ermany requested correction of the affiliation of Robert
Naderi and Kerstin Ruckdeschel to “Bundesinstitut Bevolkerungsforschung”. This will
be done which will be implemented.

32. New Zealandnoted that it is of great importance to get théniteon of commuters
between households correct as incorrect countsagbynuch as 20 percent as reported)
would significantly alter our understanding of kpglicy and social issues. For instance,
analysis of one-parent family characteristics magdpce inaccurate results if such high
proportions of commuting families (or LAT for thatatter) are described as one-parent
rather than couple families. These inconsistenmaessignificantly affect our understanding
of issues such as child poverty and the resouhaschildren have access to. For example,
the resources that are available to children wHongeto one-parent families in single
households are very different (and potentially mori¢ical) than resources available to
children who have access to resources in moredharhousehold.

Response by the Task Force:

33. In order to avoid incorrect counts it is vemypiortant to avoid double counting of
people who commute between households, as correctigd. Unfortunately this may
increase the burden on respondents.

34. New Zealand mentioned that the recommended approach of ashimg core
questions followed by two ‘family tie’ questions it feasible in terms of additional
questions in the census. Sample surveys would ptphaot provide the numbers to
provide accurate data for detailed analysis.

Response by the Task Force:

35.  One solution could be to include only one suirgge question in the census (question
1 in paragraph 150) and to survey a sub-sampldesiet individuals in a specific post-
census survey.

36. New Zealand further pointed out that proxy reporting may bertipalarly
problematic as the respondent may not be abledeiq® details of the other residence or
who usually lives at the other residence.

Response by the Task Force:

37. ltis preferable that people answer for thexesehs far as possible.

38.  With regard to the definition of “place of uswesidence”,Romania proposed to
refer to the definitions and practices presentethhCES Recommendations for the 2010
censuses.
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Response by the Task Force:

39. The report is based on the same definitionsafilresidence as the one presented in
the CES Census Recommendations. Identifying commsildetween households may pe
useful to count once and only once people who denghat they have two or more usual
residences at the same time.

Chapter 3: Living apart together

40. Latvia suggested that an additional explanatioght be useful for the category
“persons who live in the other dwelling” in paragined0d and “number of / percent of all
people living in households where at least a persorLAT relationship lives” in
paragraph 47f.

Proposal for amendment in the report:

41.  Modify the text in paragraph 40d to reaBefsons who live in the other dwelling
(partner, parents, partner’s parents, children, par’s children, others)

42.  In paragraph 47. (f) delete “People living isg that the text reads(f) Number
of/percent of all households where at least a pergo LAT (living apart together
relationship lives

43.  The Netherlandssuggested to add a paragraph and questions froiatierlands
Family and Fertility Survey 2008.

Proposal for amendment in the report:

44. Add the text in a new paragraph after paragréaph on page 49Statistics
Netherlands frequently conducts the Netherlandsilyaend Fertility Survey (NFFS) to
publish socio-demographic figures on, among othérgs, relationships, family structure
child birth, birth control and work and children.h& NFFS’s were based on
representative sample of men and women living énNbtherlands and for the year 200
born in the period 1945-1989 (i.e. around 18-62rgeaf age at interview) regardless o
their marital status, country of birth or nationgli The interviews of the latest NFFS
were held face-to-face by experienced intervievedrStatistic Netherlands in the peric
March-August 2008.”

= o @
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45.  Add the following to the Summary table on p&geafter the information for the
Netherlands Kinship Panel Survey (2005 and 2007):

Netherlands Family and Fertility Survey (2008)

- Do you have/want a partner without cohabiting?

- What is the reason why you choose to live without partner?
- How many days of the week do you live with yauimer?

Target population: men and women born 1945 to 1989

Chapter 4: Same-sex couples

46. Germany suggested to discuss and test if discreet metbod&l be helpful to
reduce underreporting, for example, in the selfiatstered part of the survey.
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Response by the Task Force:

47.  The effect of survey modes is already coveneparagraph 230 of the report (“The
mode of collection may also be a factor in decidiogv to design a question that collects
information on same-sex couples. For example, spadéor question complexity may be
an issue in a self completion questionnaire or egngonversely there may be an
embarrassment factor in an interview situation”pweéver, some text could be added
referring in particular to underreporting.

Proposal for amendment in the report:

48.  Add the following text to paragraph 23@iVen that mode of collection may affect
levels of reporting (for example, respondents matywant to verbally tell of their same-sex
relationship) consideration should be given toitesthe collection of such information in
the most discreet way available. For example, éf shrvey has a self-administered section
then the question could be placed there. Ideallystion testing should determine whether
the mode of collection is an issue, however, iteisognized that this is difficult as the
population being measured is proportionally srhall

49. New Zealandcommented that the paper proposes that LAT inftonas collected
using essentially Core questions (i.e. whether @imeyin an intimate relationship and how
long they have been in that relationship for) irmbmation with questions about the
characteristics of their partner and the reasonth® LAT arrangement. This approach has
raised three concerns. First, such questions amel@ to be very sensitive and may be
considered by respondents to be an unwelcome iotrusto their personal relationships.
Second, collecting this information may raises gciy issues. For this reason, Statistics
New Zealand has chosen not to collect this typdad&. Third, there probably isn't much
value in collecting information about individualglationship ‘intentions’ (i.e. “Do you
intent to start living with your current LAT partrig as studies have shown that intentions
do not usually result in a corresponding behavidtiese questions may also be extremely
difficult for a respondent to accurately answer.

Response by the Task Force:

50. The core questions recommended for LAT are wémjlar to those found in the
Generations and Gender Survey which have already tested by a number of countries.
It is also indicated in paragraphs 6 and 7 (paged)this report provides recommendations
regarding the emerging families and householdsalsat recognizes that any given country
may have different priorities for which specifiafios to measure.

Chapter 5: Living apart but within a network

51. Germany had a remark on footnote 34 on page 81, “The terast important help’
still could lead to very subjective interpretation the respondent. We suggest discussing if
an additional explanation how the term ‘importaist'defined together with the question
could help to avoid this problem.”

Proposal for amendment in the report:

52.  Replace the text of footnote 34 with the follogvtext: “With this question we ar
trying to assess the subjective evaluation of wiespondents perceive as the most
important support they give or receive. Understagdndividual citizens’ perceptions and
assessments is crucial not only for understandivar tbehaviours, but also for designing
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and implementing policies, thus it is necessargditect and develop subjective indicatars
(Veenhoven, 2002). Using “important” allows the givto declare under a subjective
perspective which is the help he/she provides wélieihe considers as more valuable for
who receives support. On the other hand, it alltivesreceiver to declare which is the help
which she/he considers as more valuable for hinsélér Individuals living in different
countries may provide a different interpretationndfat is “important” for cultural reasons
or specific characteristics of the policy envirommheBut these differences are particularly
important both to detect specific tensions and gappolicies, as well as resources and
tensions in the individual and family arrangements.

53. New Zealand wrote, “The presence of this topic is deemed #lgbut of place
when discussing emerging family and household foifthss topic may be more accurately
discussed within a family function / wellbeing framork... The suggested approach
involves an extensive suite of questions to idgritie many aspects involved in this topic,
but such a volume of questions would necessitdeaat one additional module in a sample
survey (such as the General Social Survey)....”

54.  Switzerland similarly noted that “Living apart but within a metrk” is neither a
particular form of alternative household, nor nevald It added that among the five types
surveyed in the report, this may be the most cormatel resource-intensive to investigate,
and that despite the interest of the topic, thelfahapter may be considered as peripheral
to the central goal of the report, which is to defand measure new forms of family and
household arrangements.

Response by the Task Force:

55.  Although the Task Force is aware that “Livirgad, but within a network” is not a
particular form of household alternative (as expliqointed out in page 76, par 259), the
analyses of inter-household dynamics and networictfaning are of central interest.
Although some countries have already widely considl@nd included these topics in their
surveys, this may not be the case for some othemtdes possibly interested in the topic.
Likely for this reason, the formulation of a stued approach to survey the networking
interactions among households, based on the cdasedl experience of some countries,
was requested from the Task Force and includets imission.

56. New Zealandcommented, “One omission is including data abatereled families

— both within and outside the household. Collectd@da about both situations is very
important, particularly in the New Zealand contdrtthis country, many [&bri or Pacific
people reside with members of their extended familg have extensive extended family
support from outside their household. On the otferd it has been suggested that some
European New Zealanders are more likely to findosapamong extended family that live
in close proximity to their household. While thisaynbe the case, extended family
networks exist across cultures in New Zealand aralige many different types of
financial, in-kind, emotional, and other types opport.”

Response by the Task Force:

57. The task force agrees with the comment of Nealahd. Nevertheless, whereas
most traditional societies are characterized by tifaohily households and extended
families, in modern societies most household fasitonsist of just one family. So, to look
at the “modified extended families” means to coesid more diffuse situation and to
balance the informative needs with the responsedsur
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