CHAPTER 7

Tripartite Management:
The Apportionment of Power
and Influence

December 1979-March 1980

... to try to build airfields here is like trying to wrestle a tiger while
you are wearing a strait jacket.
Brig. Gen. Max W. Noah'!

When all the money is in the project manager’s hands, it just cuts the
program manager right out of any decision-making process at all.
Brig. Gen. Paul T. Hartung?

Quality also means doing as we request. We know the area, we know
the threat, we know best what we need to the smallest seemingly insignifi-
cant detail.

Brig. Gen. Moshe Bar-Tov?

In the winter of 1979-1980 the program was close to settling
into the form it would take for the duration. Construction at the
sites was barely under way, and the three components of Tel Aviv
management—the Israeli Air Force’s program management office
under Bar-Tov, Hartung’s American program management office
staffed by U.S. Air Force personnel, and Gilkey’s Near East Project
Office—were all ensconced in the IBM Building. The apportion-
ment of power and influence among the three was still unclear.
When the test of their relationship came, the generals joined
forces against Gilkey. From the outset Hartung and Bar-Tov had
developed a strong friendship. Aside from Hartung’s initial im-
pression of Bar-Tov as a “winner,” the two shared backgrounds as
air force brigadier generals. As program managers they also had a
common interest in influencing or even controlling operations.
Their daily meetings reinforced this bond. So close were they that
some employees called them “Har-Tov and Bartung.”* As a colonel
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in charge of a construction project that two generals sought to
dominate, Gilkey was the odd man out.

Disagreements over program issues sometimes strained the re-
lationship between Bar-Tov and Hartung. Lewis thought their spats
benefited the Corps of Engineers because their preoccupation
with each other diverted their attention from the Near East Project
Office. However, such diversions seldom occurred.” As Hartung
put it, “We’ve become close friends and we understand each
other.”® While it was Gilkey’s misfortune to face two generals
united by friendship, the reasons for disagreements among the
three transcended personal relationships. The needs of their re-
spective agencies and governments ultimately determined individ-
ual positions. As the two air forces and the Corps of Engineers pur-
sued different interests, albeit in the context of their shared goal
of successful completion of the bases, their representatives were
frequently at odds.

Hartung’s long association with military construction for the
U.S. Air Force did not prepare him for the program’s unusual fi-
nancial arrangement. As program manager he expected to control
and dispense the money when he was satisfied that the construc-
tion agent needed it. He never recognized the legitimacy of Corps
control of the budget, believing that the arrangement nullified
program manager control, cut flexibility, and increased costs. “If
you give the man that has to do the work,” he said, “too large a
budget for a piece of work, if he can accomplish something for
three-quarters of a million dollars and he has a million and he
does it for $900,000, he’s still a hero.”” Although about 20 percent
of the money would be provided by the Israeli government, con-
trol of the entire amount by the construction agent also meant
that the Israelis had no real voice in how that money would be
spent. According to Hartung this lack of control caused difficul-
ties. Some were substantive; some were matters of perception, “but
the real portion created the perceptions.”®* He opposed use of this
financial arrangement for subsequent projects. “I don’t think the
Air Force would ever participate like this again,” he said. “I
wouldn’t.” Unable to control work through the purse strings as he
was accustomed, he was not content to manage site activation and
act as go-between for the Corps and the Israelis.’

Bar-Tov too sought a dominant role. His position as program
manager was not specified in any of the intercountry agreements,
and, according to Graves, no Israeli program management organi-
zation was envisioned by the negotiators. In fact, the Ministry of
Defense’s establishment of his office—with its $20 million budget
paid from program funds—constituted an explicit rejection of the
portions of the 1979 agreements that stipulated that the United

S
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States would build and turn over to Israel two air bases.!® Neverthe-
less, Israel’s stake was legitimate. After all, its air force would use
the bases. Moreover, after the American grant was spent, Israel
would either realize any savings on the job or pay for overruns. As
its representative, Bar-Tov used his forceful personality to exert
maximum influence. That he would play a major part was evident
soon after the Corps office in Tel Aviv was established. The pro-
gram, Colonel O’Shei complained, was “saddled with a Troika-con-
figured leadership, marred by the inevitable deficiencies that such
command structures always involve.” !

Control of the program budget certainly put the Near East Pro-
ject Office in a powerful position vis-a-vis the program managers.
In light of the frustration that Hartung and Bar-Tov experienced
in trying to assert their influence over construction, it might even
appear that the Corps of Engineers dominated the situation. This
was not the case. Personality, rank, and numbers also entered into
the equation. Gilkey could not deal with the barrage of questions
and criticisms from the program managers and devote the proper
attention to managing the project.'?

To a significant extent, this situation originated in Morris’ deci-
sion to assign a colonel as manager of the project. His choice still
troubled some participants, who wanted a more senior officer.
While never questioning the decision to place the project under
North Atlantic, these people continued to urge the chief’s office to
send a brigadier general to Tel Aviv. They envisioned a manage-
ment framework somewhere between the alternatives considered
by Morris, one that had a general at the top but remained attached
to North Atlantic.

In July 1979 Hewitt had evaluated the situation in Israel and
concluded that a general was necessary. Supporting the argument
Johnson had made earlier, Hewitt said that Bar-Tov’s office pres-
sured Damico for larger roles in management and execution. Only
another general officer, Hewitt contended, could “go nose to nose
with Bar-Tov.”!® Damico and the Near East Project Office staff
seemed to agree. The organizational structure they recommended
for their own office would be led by a brigadier general.'* Johnson
thought the best he might be able to do was obtain a second
colonel to serve as deputy, but knew that a general would not be as-
signed “in the foreseeable future.” Gilkey would remain in
charge.'® This prospect seemed to satisfy Gilkey, who had tried ear-
lier to convince Johnson and the staff in New York that a general
was unnecessary.'®

After Johnson left for Washington, the issue remained unre-
solved. Lewis renewed efforts to get a general for the project. He
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thought that “the Corps should have assigned a general officer as
program manager [sic] and put him on the scene from the start of
the project.” He repeatedly urged Morris to rectify the situation.
Lewis’ analysis of the relationship between Colonel Gilkey and the
program managers only confirmed his view. “Too often,” Lewis
wrote, “the NEPO PM finds himself in a defensive position opposing
two BGs.” Lewis and Hewitt believed Hartung and Bar-Tov took up
much of Gilkey’s time with their complaints. As Lewis put it, “Har-
tung, instead of spending his time helping the Corps and the con-
tractors in the interactions with agencies of the Israeli government,
kept trying to manage the Corps.” Consequently, Gilkey lacked the
time and energy that should have been devoted to the project.!’

From Lewis’ viewpoint, Gilkey was being pressured from below
as well as from above. Lewis described Curl and O’Shei, the area en-
gineers who reported to Gilkey but were of equal rank, as “two very
capable, strong-willed officers.” At the time Lewis believed “there
was a high probability both would be promoted.” He also thought
further advancement for Gilkey was unlikely. Curl and O’Shei “be-
lieved they were operating the air base projects as independent dis-
tricts,” and that Gilkey “had only general oversight and support
responsibilities.” Lewis thought that having a general in Tel Aviv
would end the ambiguity in the relationship of Gilkey’s headquar-
ters with the area offices and the program managers.!® Lewis saw
the mission as too important to manage in any other way. The com-
plex and sensitive situation required the skill, experience, and pres-
tige of a general. With his usual bluntness, Lewis told Morris he was
convinced “that if the Corps of Engineers is to meet its responsibil-
ity as DOD’s ‘construction agent,’” you should assign a general offi-
cer (GO) to devote 100 percent of his time to the project.” !

Lewis knew who he wanted for the job. He nominated Brig.
Gen. Max W. Noah, a self-assured and very tall officer known as
“the gentle giant.” Lewis thought Noah, who later became
comptroller of the Army as a lieutenant general, had “both the
personal and professional qualifications,” among them “consider-
able experience with resource management, his personality and
his physical presence.”? Morris wanted to keep Noah as comman-
der of the Huntsville Division, an anomalous element of the Corps
whose organization-wide responsibilities included training and var-
ious special projects, but he finally agreed that “there was no ques-
tion [that] we had to get Gilkey some help.”?' At the same time, he
emphasized the need for increased cooperation with Hartung: he
wanted to know Hartung’s needs as well as a plan to meet them.
“We are,” he wrote, “far from where we must be vis-a-vis the GOI
and the two PMs if we are ever to have a smooth operation.” So
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Morris agreed to send Noah to Tel Aviv for three months.?? Lewis
“accepted him on a temporary basis if that was the only way to
secure his services.” %

Once Morris decided to send Noah to Tel Aviv, he began to
shift his overall view of the role of project management. By com-
promising with Lewis and temporarily assigning a general, he cre-
ated a managerial situation that was midway between his original
alternatives. His basic view remained unchanged: the two organiza-
tional possibilities were either an independent headquarters
under a general officer or an office managed by a colonel and at-
tached to a division. He now had an engineer general on the
scene, and he began to see Noah as the prime manager. He
thought the project’s center of gravity should shift toward Tel Aviv,
with more control of the work exercised there instead of from New
York. By the same token, he wanted Lewis to cut his involvement
with daily operations.?* “If I had intended to put a brigadier out
there in the first place,” he told Lewis, “I probably wouldn’t have
had the North Atlantic Division Engineer involved.”#

Noah went to Israel on temporary duty early in January 1980.
He had followed development of the program and at one time
thought he might be assigned as project manager. He knew Lewis
had wanted to send him there and that Morris had overruled the
choice.?® Morris considered Noah “an outstanding organizer and
manager,” and wanted him to “review and strengthen the field
management procedures.” Specifically, Morris sought a system to
control and report on progress, after which Noah was to devise
ways to control the budget and the quality of construction. All
three areas were important—delivering a quality product on time
and under budget were standard project goals—but Morris
stressed management of the schedule. His primary concern was
completion of operational bases as promised by 25 April 1982.7

Through the winter the fact that an engineer general would be
assigned permanently became evident. Lewis kept up the pressure.
At the same time, Morris told Gilkey that he was considering re-
placing him by the summer.?® Noah reported to Lewis on this con-
versation, concluding that the “Chief is convinced Jack [Gilkey]
cannot handle it from here on in although [Morris] recognizes as
should you that he has done [a] commendable job.”* Morris went
to Tel Aviv in January 1980 and asked Noah for his views on the fu-
ture of project management. Noah considered three possibilities.
The first involved replacing Gilkey with a “strong competitive 0-6
[colonel].” The other two centered on putting a general in Tel
Aviv, either Noah or someone else. The longer Noah remained in
Israel, the more he inclined to recommending a general. “As I
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shoulder more of the burden,” he told Lewis, “Jack [Gilkey] is get-
ting happier again—he needed it. I'm about to the stage that I
would recommend a BG here no matter what.” 3

The situation Noah found in Tel Aviv seemed to call for the
best available leadership. There was a set of common assumptions
with which to work. While others wondered how firm was the Is-
raeli commitment to withdraw from the Sinai and to finish the job
on time, Noah found no reason to doubt their intentions.?! “There
was,” he said, “never a feeling . . . that they . . . wanted anything
more than to have two very complete combat airfields built in the
time allowed, and they wanted them to be the best.”?2 Neverthe-
less, he remained troubled by the possibility that the Corps might
miss the deadline, which could result in Israeli refusal to finish the
withdrawal: “That’s the first thing I think about when I wake up.” 33
Despite the common goals of all three managers, he believed the
two generals tended “to be rather impatient,” and that “the inter-
face was sometimes very abrasive.” Noah thought that Hartung
sometimes seemed “so interested in pleasing the Israelis that he
Joins them in jumping on the Corps.” He saw that the Corps opera-
tion was far from perfect, but thought Hartung and Bar-Tov com-
plained too much. Lewis agreed.®

Neither of the program managers appreciated the logistical and
managerial complexities of the job. Moreover, they complained “ad
nauseum, night and day continually.” Too incessant and too signifi-
cant to ignore, the dissatisfaction had to be faced.®® Because, as
O’Shei said, Hartung and Bar-Tov were “able men with the time to
tinker,” they “tended to get, quite frankly, in the way of opera-
tions.”* Noah had to negotiate with them and found that he spent
most of the time doing just that. Noah’s objective in serving as a
buffer between Gilkey and the program managers was to protect
those who actually did the work. He wanted to “separate the con-
tractors in their effort to get things moving . . . from the political
[and] financial inter-office concerns that went on in Tel Aviv.” He
understood that failure to do so would unnecessarily burden the
people at the sites. As it was, the program managers “were down
there enough, right in the middle of the contractor’s business.”?

Hartung and Bar-Tov saw the situation very differently. In the
first place, they considered their own involvement in construction
at the sites to be necessary and legitimate. In addition, Hartung
thought the area engineers, both of whom had commanded civil
works districts in the United States, lacked experience with mili-
tary construction and fast-track operations. So he was particularly
watchful of their operations.*
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Given the divergent views and purposes of the three manage-
ment offices, it is hardly surprising that even the routine aspects of
Noah'’s relations with Hartung and Bar-Tov took much of his time.
Each weekly meeting actually consumed three days. On Tuesdays,
Noah accompanied Hartung and Bar-Tov to the bases and an-
swered their questions, an experience he likened to escorting con-
gressional survey and investigation committees. Wednesdays were
spent organizing for the meetings on the next day. Then came
Thursday and the discussions themselves. The sessions reminded
him “a little bit” of “the Panmunjom table,” without the flags but
nevertheless not without conflict, with the Corps facing the pro-
gram managers across the table. The meetings considered every
problem, “from the most miniscule to the biggest.” Noah recog-
nized that both program managers had legitimate concerns. Har-
tung was bent on ensuring the quality of the product through con-
trol of construction, and the Israelis were protecting their interest
in the bases.®® However, the confrontational style of the program
managers set the tone for Noah’s weekly meetings with his chain-
smoking colleagues.

Not all of Noah'’s efforts created distance between Gilkey and the
generals. By approving the creation of a configuration control board
to be administered by the project office’s construction division, he
also took a major step toward creating permanent roles in decision-
making for program management. The program managers chaired
the board, which included the project manager as a member. The
group evaluated the operational need for changes in design, master
plans, and schedules. The board also considered the technical re-
quirements for implementation of proposals and their effect on
completion dates and construction costs. Changes required unani-
mous acceptance by the board. In the event of dissenting votes, the
program managers resolved the impasse. Cochairmanship of the
board firmly placed Bar-Tov in the management process.*

Noah also became involved in attempts to improve the trou-
blesome procurement process. By the winter it had become clear
that the system so ardently defended by Gilkey’s staff a few months
earlier was not working. Lewis, who had seen the problem during
his visit in December, decried the lack of teamwork. He com-
plained that the contractors’ design and construction elements
did not cooperate in putting together procurement packages and
that the Near East Project Office offered little help because its pro-
curement staff lacked the experience to do so. Noah, who had
been instructed by Lewis to concentrate on the procurement sys-
tem, was proud of the Huntsville Division procurement organiza-
tion and considered purchasing to be one of his division’s special
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strengths. He took reinforcement with him in the person of Ray-
mond Aldridge, his chief of procurement and supply at Huntsville
Division. Within a week Aldridge was at Ovda, offering help with
the contractor’s procurement plan.!

Joseph Perini of Negev Airbase Constructors’ parent company
also visited Ovda in January. He told Noah he was shocked at the
amount of time involved in the procurement process. Noah
promised to focus on what he acknowledged as a problem area.*

Procurement help came from the Defense Contract Audit
Agency, which sent a team to Ovda to evaluate the procurement
system used by Negev Airbase Constructors. Members of the audit
team underscored the need for training contractor procurement
personnel. Their formal report listed a host of problems with doc-
umentation of purchases. The team also cited the failure to con-
sider properly the time required to fill orders and the need to
place more orders to ensure adequate competition. The team that
examined the situation at Ramon also urged establishment of a
program to indoctrinate purchasing employees in the require-
ments imposed by government regulations.*’

To Aldridge the message was obvious: “The one thing that
came out loud and clear is the need for training in the [design and
construction contractors’] purchasing departments.” With the
audit report as a guide, he wanted procurement analyst Roy E. Ed-
wards from Huntsville Division to teach procedures to the contrac-
tors, both of whom welcomed the help. Noah approved the pro-
posal, and a third Huntsvillian came to Tel Aviv.** As had Noah
when he first arrived, Aldridge and Edwards stepped into a situa-
tion that lacked structure and form. Only one standard procedure,
designating which classes of materials could be purchased in Is-
rael, had been written.*> While Edwards worked with the contrac-
tors developing check sheets, forms, and procedures, Aldridge
began the effort to systematize the process at the other end, in
Gilkey’s headquarters. The results began to appear in April in a
procurement guidance series issued by the procurement and
supply division. Each issue spelled out procedures and consoli-
dated information on one subject. The documents went to the Tel
Aviv staff, the program managers, the area offices, and the New
York office. The first explained the series itself.** The next twelve
covered subjects ranging from procurement staff visits at the area
offices to assistance by the Ministry of Defense in local purchases.*’

Theoretically, Noah did not replace Gilkey as manager. Instead,
they discussed issues, and Noah recommended courses of action. Ac-
cording to Noah, Gilkey still had final authority and was free to de-
cide whether to follow his advice. However, in addition to outrank-
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ing Gilkey, Noah had agreed to follow courses of action determined
by Lewis, with whom he talked frequently by telephone. So the lack
of any notable independent action by Gilkey is far from surprising.*

Lewis did not content himself with interposing Noah between
Gilkey and the generals. His assessment of the relationship be-
tween the three offices convinced him of the need for other mea-
sures. Lewis thought that the program managers unnecessarily
complicated the project by attempts to control construction. He
understood Gilkey’s mission as construction of the two air bases,
while program management’s primary responsibility was making
the bases operational. He also believed that the American program
manager did not provide Gilkey with proper support. For example,
after the program manager’s office failed to respond to the re-
quest for help in establishing a communications network, the pro-
ject’s signal officer had to establish his own direct contacts with the
Ministry of Communications.*

To rectify this situation, Lewis told Gilkey to take the offensive.
Lewis wanted “to start the flow of requests moving in the other di-
rection, that is, from him to Hartung.” He had come to Gilkey with
a problem regarding a subpoena issued by the Israelis to an Ameri-
can contractor, and Lewis thought Hartung should have handled
the matter with the Israelis. But these specific complaints were sec-
ondary and merely symptoms of his primary concern: alleviation
of the pressure on Gilkey.*

Lewis also saw the proximity of Gilkey’s office to those of Har-
tung and Bar-Tov as part of the problem. O’Shei had told him that
the close location of the three offices exacerbated the tendency of
the program managers to intervene in construction decisions:
“Program personnel attend our staff and technical meetings, are
on distribution for our reading files, and even receive copies of the
correspondence and reports between the Area Engineer and his
staff.” Given this arrangement, O’Shei continued, “intervention in
our process is as casual and easy as this proximity would indicate.”!
Lewis finally concluded that, with the two generals demanding so
much of Gilkey’s time, the IBM Building was not big enough for all
three of them. If Gilkey moved across town into the Palace Hotel,
the situation might improve. So, after clearing his decision with
Johnson in Washington, Lewis told Gilkey to move his office.*

Bar-Tov saw the relocation coming months before it took place.
He alerted Hartung to a rumor of a move in October 1979. He ac-
knowledged the dubious utility of such stories but cautioned his
American counterpart that “our. mutual short experience in this
project has indicated that many rumors in the past turned into real-
ity and accomplished facts.” He thought such a move would signifi-
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cantly shift the program’s center of gravity. “I would appreciate your
advising the COE,” he wrote Hartung, “to bring any such plans to
us for our mutual approval before reaching a point of no return.”

Hartung assured Bar-Tov that the story lacked validity. He too
had heard the rumors, which he thought originated with unin-
formed employees. Hartung believed that expansion of the pro-
gram would eventually necessitate placing more support offices in
the Palace but did not “envision Project Management or design in-
terface activities being a part of this thinking.” These were the
“Center of Gravity’ functions,” and they would remain where they
were. He expected that “any planning to shift activities closely
aligned to Program management will be discussed with us before
any action.” Neither he nor Bar-Tov asked why the Near East Pro-
ject Office might be considering such a move.**

In December Gilkey told Hartung that he had been directed to
take his office to the Palace. When office space became available
there after the first of the year, he transferred the executive office
and the construction division from the IBM Building to the hotel.
The moves continued over the winter as more staff sections and
some contractor offices also left the IBM Building.*®

Bar-Tov complained that the moves complicated liaison activi-
ties and delayed work. The hiring freeze in his ministry made it im-
possible to compensate for the separation with additional Israeli
employees. He asked Hartung to “direct NEPO not to make any in-
dependent decisions that according to good management prac-
tices should be discussed and approved on the PM’s level.” %

Hartung appeared to have been particularly stung by the move,
carried out so soon after he had denied the rumors. He com-
plained to Noah that the transfer was not in the best interest of the
program. He also contended that the refurbishment of the offices
in the Palace prior to the move constituted an extravagance that
“was perceived as an example of total disregard for Program cost
control, right at the project manager level.” An inclination to
profligacy, he concluded, “permeates throughout the organiza-
tion.” Hartung also took the opportunity to lecture Noah on cost
control. “[I] would appreciate it,” he wrote, “if all NEPO folks bet-
ter understood that in addition to this program having CPFF con-
tracts, the Construction Agency is not on the normal fixed fee basis
for its operation, but is financed directly from program funds on
an actual cost basis.” He told Noah that “a dollar saved by NEPO is
a dollar saved for the program,” rather than for the Corps through
a nonexistent account he dubbed “the COE industrial fund.”*

Noah listened but changed nothing. He explained only that
the shortage of space in the IBM Building had made the action
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Palace Hotel

necessary. Thereafter, the Near East Project Office kept its distance
from the program managers. After Brig. Gen. John Wall took over
as project manager in the spring, he returned the construction di-
vision to its former location, but he kept his headquarters and his
own office in the Palace.”

The move provided some breathing room but did not alleviate
tension between the Corps and the program managers. Morris vis-
ited Israel in late January 1980 and recognized that this was the key
problem. He called the establishment of proper working relation-
ships among the three managers “by far my biggest concern.” *
The feelings of mutual frustration that had brought about the
transfer of the office persisted, perhaps even grew, and spilled over
into other areas of their relationship.

Extensive negotiations over the proper method for construc-
tion of family housing at the bases reflected this hostility. All of the
par ticipants worked in Tel Aviv, yet they conducted their discus-
sions through formal memorandums. The question involved re-
sponsibility for that part of the job. Either it would be removed
from the contractors’ scope of work and assigned to Israeli pro-
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gram management or built for the Americans by Israeli subcon-
tractors. Both of these options reflected a willingness to accommo-
date the changing economic situation in Israel. All told, the hous-
ing matter involved a relatively small $20 million slice of a
billion-dollar pie.

The notes went back and forth through the late winter and early
spring. Hartung wanted the Corps to stop its procurement and de-
sign activities and consider alternatives for management of housing
construction that would take into account the Israeli interest in car-
rying it out. The Corps was responsible for completing usable bases
on time, so Gilkey, backed by Noah and Lewis, refused to yield con-
trol over construction of any of the facilities required for initial op-
erating capability. Finally, Bar-Tov withdrew his ministry’s request
for consideration of Israeli management of the housing project.®

Participants understood the issue to involve much more than a
small piece of a big job. Lewis and Bar-Tov rarely agreed on ques-
tions of substance, but they did concur on the significance of the
dispute over housing. Lewis recalled that “the most basic issue was
who was in charge of managing the construction project itself: the
Israelis, BG Hartung, or the Corps.”® Bar-Tov, on the other hand,
concluded that “without the ability to direct NEPO directly from
the PM’s office, the PMs will be left with the responsibility without
any authority—a situation that is unacceptable to me.” He too saw
the fundamental question as one of control. He also saw that he
was losing it.%2

e 7
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