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Team Research Project Work

Please also see the Arrangements for Managing Health and Safety for Research Project Work (Page 171)

The UCL approach to research and evaluation is designed to incorporate many of the features of applied research which are needed in LEA psychological services.  Our collaborative approach:

· addresses real practice issues, 

· involves team work with colleagues, 

· necessitates negotiation with other interested parties, 

· requires research designs which are rigorous and well informed by the existing literature, but realistic given a limited time frame, 

· demands clarity and concision in justifying and reporting conclusions.  

Our aim is to provide educational psychologists in training (EPiTs) with a model of research which, subsequently, you can realistically apply in practice.  The Web-supported Educational Psychology Research Methods and Statistics Course, tutored by Dr Robin Murphy, is geared to supporting your work on the project and your subsequent application of research in professional practice.

Every effort is made by the Educational Psychology Tutor Team to develop a set of project proposals which:

· will result in good quality applied psychological  research.

· offer relevant training opportunities for EPiTs.

· achieve some outcomes which educational psychology services consider relevant to their work.

Planning Timetable

	 2 September 2005
	Circulation of project proposals to EPiTs in the Programme Handbook

	26 September 2005
	EPiT project teams finalised

	27 and 5 October 2005
	Tutor Supported Project Planning Sessions & and preparation of submissions for Departmental or College Ethics Committee approval.

	4 October 2005
	Meetings with Project Commissioners & discussion of the Project Health and Safety Checklist

	9 November 2005
	Project Team Presentation Sessions 


Project Proposals 2005-06
The following pages contain the Project Proposals for 2006-06
· Evaluating an Emotional Intelligence Programme in Secondary Schools
· Extending the Evaluation of Pyramid Trust

· Inclusion: Identifying Success Factors in Secondary Schools
· Promoting Pupil Engagement Through Data-based Decision Making

· Tracking and Supporting Missing Children
You are asked to identify the 3 projects on which you would most like to work and sign up on the Project Sign Up Sheet in Room 206 by 9.30am, Thursday 22 September 2005 (1 for first preference, 2 for second preference etc. and if all 3 are equally preferable put a 1 against each).  Please note that some activities e.g. data collection are likely to require travel to the project location but others such as data analysis will not.  EPiTs have often found it possible to work on projects of interest to them which at first sight seemed geographically too far away.

	Project Days:
	7, 14 December 2005

	
	11, 18, 25 January 2006

	
	1, 8, 15*, 22 February 2006

	
	1, 8, 15, 22* March 2006

	Additional sessions on:
	5, 27, 28, April 2006, including Project Report Surgery am on 28/4


                                                       * Project group meetings with Robin & Norah am

	Submission Timetable:
	

	27 October 2005 
	An Ethics Committee Application needs to be submitted by each project team to either the Psychology Department (1 copy) or College (13 copies) Ethics Committees. For guidance see Unit 2 of the Educational Psychology Research Methods and Statistics course and the Graduate School web site http://www.ucl.ac.uk/gradschool - click on the button marked ETHICS.

	9 November 2005
	Project Group Presentations. Each Project team makes a 15 minutes presentation to the UCL course group and project tutors on key decisions taken in finalising the Project Design Sheet. 15 minutes per team will also be allocated for comments to be made and questions asked by the audience. At the start of the presentation each team should submit 2 copies of the following set of documents: 

· A Project Design Sheet

· A Gantt Chart

· A Project Resource and Budget Sheet

· A Project Health and Safety Checklist

For guidance on producing these documents see Unit 12e of the Research Methods and Statistics Course

	15 December 2005
	Each EPiT submits 2 copies of a draft of the Introduction and Methods sections of their Project Report (see Guidelines on page 50) for peer and tutor review using the Marking Criteria (see page 52)

	5 January 2006
	Tutorials on Questions from Peer Review of Introduction and Method Sections

	25 May 2006
	Formal submission for examination by each EPiT of their Evaluative Report on Project Work (2 hard copies and 1 copy on disk, together with an electronic copy of the project data file). A copy of the Evaluative Report on Research Project Work Declaration*(page 124) must also be included.

	1 July 2006
	Tutor feedback on Recommendation to Board of Examiners.

Where the recommendations from the internal examiners is for the award of a pass mark, subject either to minor corrections or stipulated revisions, the changes needed will be detailed, for amendment and re-submission by 10 July. If a pass mark is not being recommended by the internal examiners detailed feedback will be provided following the Board of Examiners meeting on 10 July.

	10 July 2006
	Submission of 1 copy of the final version of the Project Report to the Educational Psychology Office. One person from each project team will be asked to submit a second copy of their report to be sent by the team with a covering letter to the Project Commissioner.




Evaluating an Emotional Intelligence Programme in Secondary Schools

Commissioner

This project has been commissioned by Clare Ludlow, Head of Psychology, on behalf of the Cornwallis, Oldborough Manor and Senacre federation of Schools in Maidstone, Kent. 

Background

Emotional intelligence (EI) has aroused a great deal of interest in contemporary psychology. The concept was developed by Salovey and Mayer (1990) and defined as ‘A type of social intelligence that involves the ability to monitor ones own and others’ emotions, to discriminate among them and to use the information to guide ones thinking and actions’ (Mayer & Salovey, 1993). Goleman (1995) popularised the concept but also extended it significantly beyond Salovey and Meyer’s focus on ‘ability’ to include traits such as assertiveness, flexibility, empathy. Currently there is debate about the respective merits of regarding and assessing EI as an ability and as a trait (Petrides, Furnham and Frederickson, 2005; Zeider, Roberts, & Matthews, 2002). There is also a continuing debate between advocates of the construct and those who criticise its validity (Davies, Stankov, & Roberts, 1998).

There has been considerable interest in examining the development of EI in childhood and adolescence (Salovey & Sluyter, 1997), and in exploring the preventative and ameliorative potential of EI programmes in school (Zeider et al., 2002). As in other areas of application of EI, currently few clear cut conclusions can be drawn. EI is not only defined and measured in different ways by different authors, but the concept is referred to by different terms – ‘Emotional Literacy’ is favoured by many educationalists, while the terms ‘Emotional and Social Competence and Wellbeing’ are recommended by a review carried out for the DfES by Weare and Gray (2003). EI programmes for schools vary in their theoretical and research bases, and there is agreement that a great deal more research is needed (Mayer, & Cobb, 2000; Zeider et al., 2002), particularly at secondary school level (Weare & Gray, 2003).

The present project was initiated by a federation of three schools in Maidstone, Kent, following the arrival of a new executive head teacher with a strong agenda for change in promoting an ethos of self-efficacy, with young people being supported in school to take key responsibility for their own learning and personal/social development. As a result significant changes are being implemented from September 2005 with the Year 7 pupils, including the introduction of an EI programme developed by Marc Brackett and colleagues at Yale University (Maurer, & Brackett, 2004). The programme will be evaluated by collecting information, from the participating schools and three comparison schools, early in October, half way through the school year and at the end of the school year. Measures will assess both ‘ability EI’ (MSCEIT:YV; Meyer, Salovey, & Caruso, 2004) and ‘trait EI’ (TEIQue-ASF; Petrides, Sangareau, & Frederickson, in press). The following measures will also be included: Peer assessment of behaviour (Guess Who; Frederickson, & Graham, 1999), sociometric assessment by peers as workmates (Social Inclusion Survey; Frederickson, & Graham, 1999), self, parent and teacher reports of  emotional, conduct, hyperactivity-inattention, peer interaction difficulties and prosocial behaviour (Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire; Goodman, 2001) and pupil sense of belonging and acceptance in school (Psychological Sense of School Membership Scale; Goodenow, 1993). Booklets of measures will be administered by teaching staff in school. Schools will also provide scores from KS2 SATs in English, Maths and Science, Cognitive Abilities Tests administered at the start of Year 7, teacher assessments of National Curriculum levels at the end of Year 7 and information on authorised and unauthorised absences and exclusions. The measures will be scored and the data analysed at Yale and UCL.

What the project will involve

There are two strands to this EPiT project. One is to conduct an initial analysis of the data collected by the schools in September and early February across the intervention and comparison schools. The second is to design and conduct a process evaluation to complement the evaluation of outcomes. This will involve conducting observations of EI programme sessions across the intervention schools and collecting information from pupils and staff on their experience of the programme and views about it. The observation and interview schedules will be developed in consultation with Clare Ludlow and Marc Brackett and will need to be sensitive to differences in programme implementation that could be important in accounting for variations in the outcomes achieved. 

For the EPiTs the project provides opportunities:

· To examine the theoretical and research basis of the concept of emotional intelligence.

· To gain experience in the administration and scoring of a range of measures relevant to the assessment of Emotional, Social and Behavioural Difficulties.

· To become familiar with EI programmes for schools. This will include attending a training day at Cornwallis school on Tuesday October 4th led by Marc Brackett.

· To learn about methods of evaluating the implementation and efficacy of interventions and further develop relevant practical skills (e.g. in classroom observation).
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Extending the Evaluation of Pyramid Trust

Commissioner

This project has been commissioned by Dr. Susan Birch, Senior Educational Psychologist, Buckinghamshire.

Background

The Bucks Pyramid Trust is a programme run in conjunction with the National Pyramid Trust by Buckinghamshire Educational Psychology Service to set up after school clubs in 8 schools per year across the County, for children identified as being socially and/or emotionally vulnerable. Children may be shy, withdrawn, have difficulties making friends, focusing in class and may have specific other needs, e.g. being ‘Looked After’, EAL, poor attendance, refugees, etc.

The programme follows the model put forward by the National Pyramid Trust, based on the work of Fitzherbert (1997):   

· Screening of all children in a particular year group, usually Year 3 (teacher and parent completion of Questionnaire)

· All children where concerns are raised are discussed at a multi-agency planning meeting, hosted by school and including, where possible, EP, EWO, School Nurse. Children are identified to participate in the club and interventions are planned for any other children where concerns are raised, e.g. referral for SAL, hearing check or school nurse.

· A group of 10 children are identified to participate in the group

The groups are run by volunteers, recruited, trained and supported by the project co-ordinator. All are carefully interviewed, police checked and references are followed. The clubs themselves run in school, once a week for 10 weeks and are based around circle time, and participation in games and creative activities. They aim to improve the social interactions and communication skills of the children, to promote the making of friendships and to raise self esteem.

The programme has run in Bucks for 4 years in the south of the County with a        pilot in the North.  It has been evaluated using Goodman Strength and Difficulties Questionnaires before and after the clubs and with qualitative feedback from teachers and parents. Staff in Buckinghamshire are currently exploring increased support for parents, more longitudinal data collection and using school-based staff as volunteers.   

What the project will involve:

The aim is to explore a more comprehensive system for evaluating the programme, to contribute to building up an evidence base to help identify exactly what is happening for these children and factors influencing outcome success.

It is envisaged that Bucks staff will develop some new evaluation procedures with schools in Autumn 2005, gathering the ‘pre’ measures and setting up the groups as usual. The EPITs would then support the collection of data for the ‘post’ measures, analyse the data and make recommendations for a useful package for the next round of projects which run February – May 2006. This will involve a comprehensive review of studies that have used the Pyramid Trust Programme (see www.nptrust.org.uk/evid.html for initial information on some of these). It would also be valuable for them to interview staff, children and parents to look at specific effects.

Design: The programme evaluation will involve 2 groups of schools. 
Group A will have the programme/run the clubs in the Autumn Term.

Group B will have the programme/run the clubs in the Spring Term.

Data collection will be as follows:




September

December
February


Group A schools
Pre1
           I

Post2



Group B schools
Pre1


Pre2/post
Any additional   I

for control grp
 measures2
1 To be administered by Bucks AEPs/EPs
2 To be administered by EPiTs

I – Intervention programme

The EPiT project write up will focus on the pre-post between groups part of the study. It is anticipated that each group will involve 4 schools with 8 children participating in each school.

Pre and post measures, current and proposed:

SDQ (Goodman, 2001) teacher, self and parental questionnaire (already used).

Sociometric Assessment and Guess Who Peer Behavioural Assessment                  (Frederickson, & Graham, 1999) - to be administered to the class alongside screening Questionnaires).

Additional Measures:

With Group A schools: Post-intervention interviews with those involved - ?use of rating scales to evaluate change? Also consider how any impact on educational attainment might be assessed? 

With Group B schools: The EPiT group will have a major role in recommending additional measures/evaluation measures to include with the pre-intervention measures.
For EPiTs this project provides opportunities:

· To learn about intervention approaches for socially and emotionally vulnerable primary pupils, in particular about the work of the National Pyramid Trust.

· To learn about methods for evaluating innovative programmes and intervention initiatives in schools.

· To gain experience in the administration and scoring of a range of measures relevant to the assessment of Emotional, Social and Behavioural Difficulties.

· To extend skills in interviewing staff, and primary aged pupils.
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Inclusion: Identifying Success Factors in Secondary School

Commissioners

This project has been developed as part of an ongoing collaboration with Chris Soulsbury (Head Teacher) and Linda Evans (Inclusion Team Leader) Foxwood School, Kent LEA. 

Background

In recent years a major strand of Government Policy on inclusion has been to promote the re-integration of children from special to mainstream schools through partnership working between the schools involved (Allen & Brown, 2001; DfEE, 1997; DFES, 2003). Since 1999 the Educational Psychology Group at UCL has been contracted to evaluate re-integration projects of this type in three LEAs. In each case, measured outcomes in terms of the amount of re-integration actually achieved have been poor, with one notable exception. We found that Foxwood School in Folkstone succeeded in achieving very high levels of re-integration for children with significant levels of need across many different mainstream schools. For example, the mean percentage time in mainstream for the 20 Foxwood children in the evaluation study was 89%, while other schools were achieving less than 15% on average (for children similar in age whose difficulties were generally less). 

Research conducted in 2003-4 with 14 former Foxwood pupils attending mainstream schools full time in KS2 found that none of these pupils were rejected as workmates by their mainstream peers. The proportion of included pupils identified as popular workmates was similar to that of mainstream pupils. These are not typical of the findings in the literature on inclusion where pupils who have special educational needs are more often rejected and less often accepted by classmates (Frederickson, & Furnham, 2004; Nabuzoka, & Smith, 1993; Dyson, Farrell, Polat, & Hutcheson, 2004). 

It is acknowledged that the transition form primary to secondary school often represents a challenge for inclusion, with substantial numbers of pupils transferring from mainstream to special school at that time. The purpose of the present project is to investigate inclusion in KS3 for nine pupils whose secondary schools are receiving support from the Foxwood Inclusion Team. The purpose is to assess academic, social and affective outcomes for the nine pupils. And to investigate the processes involved: the barriers and facilitators to learning and participation from the perspectives of pupils, parents and staff.

What the project will involve

1. Administration of measures in the nine classes in two secondary schools to assess social and affective outcomes and examine social processes in the peer group. Measures will include the Social Inclusion Survey (Frederickson, & Graham, 1999), the Guess Who peer assessment measure (Frederickson, & Graham, 1999), the Psychological Sense of School Membership Scale (Goodenow, 1993) and measures of distributive justice (Frederickson, & Simmonds, submitted) and belief in a just world (Dalbert, 2001) .

2. Collection of information on academic outcomes and attendance from staff.

3. Devising and implementing interview schedules for SENCOs, Inclusion Support Teachers, pupils and parents to identify the barriers and facilitators to learning and participation. 

4. Using a multiple case study design to identify for further investigation the processes associated with successful outcomes.

For EPiTs the project provides opportunities:

· To explore the concepts of inclusion and mainstream-special school partnership in supporting inclusive practice in secondary schools.

· To learn about methods for evaluating important outcomes and processes in inclusive initiatives.

· To gain experience in the administration and scoring of a range of measures relevant to the assessment of Emotional, Social and Behavioural Difficulties.

· To extend skills in interviewing staff, parents and early adolescence.
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Project Engage: Promoting Pupil Engagement
through Data-Based Decision Making

Commissioners

This project has been commissioned by Sandra Christenson, Professor of Educational Psychology, University of Minnesota, School Psychology Program, USA and Sandra Dunsmuir, Reading Educational Psychology Service. 

Background

Student engagement at school and with learning have emerged as crucial factors associated with academic success and school completion in the US (McPartland, 1994).  The intensity and nature of engagement varies for students.

Christenson (2002) articulated a conceptual model for student engagement, where engagement is defined as a multi-dimensional construct that involves four types of indicators.  The primary external - or low inferential - indicators of engagement include academic (e.g., sustained attention, attainments, completion of academic work) and behavioural (e.g. attendance; exclusions; classroom participation; participation in extracurricular activities).  Internal - or high inferential - indicators of engagement include cognitive (e.g., processing academic information, thinking about how to learn, relevance of schoolwork to future ambitions) and psychological (e.g., identification with school, sense of belonging). The literature suggests that these low and high inferential indicators of engagement relate positively and significantly to dropout and school completion rates (Anderson & Christenson, in press; Christenson & Havsy, 2004).  Student self-report is a useful method of finding out more about the role of high inferential indicators (cognitive and psychological) in order to gain a better understanding of a student’s level of engagement. Understanding the source of student’s disengagement is vital for determining the most appropriate approach to intervention and guiding resource allocation.

Engagement is not conceptualized as an attribute of the student, but rather a state of being that is highly influenced by contextual factors, such as policies and practices of the school and family or peer interactions.  Three key contextual facilitators have been identified – home, school, peers – in relation to the capacity of each to provide consistent support for learning (Sinclair, Christenson, Lehr, & Anderson, 2003).  The school context refers to the impact of the school climate; the quality of teacher-student relationships; the effectiveness of instruction in academic, social and emotional learning areas; the variability in options for programming; and the degree to which personal concerns are handled through mental health support.  The family context refers to impact of messages about the value of schooling and the consistency of academic and motivational support for learning.  Peer context refers to school experiences and expectations to graduate among peers, presence of relational aggression, and nature of social networks.

The distinction between indicators of engagement and facilitators of engagement is relevant for intervention.  Indicators convey a student’s degree or level of connection with school and learning, such as attendance patterns, attainments, and problem behaviour.  Facilitators of engagement are those contextual factors that influence strength of the connection, such as school discipline practices, parental supervision of homework and peer attitudes toward academic accomplishment.  Facilitators of engagement have implications for intervention practice and policies, whilst indicators can be used to guide identification procedures – initiating referrals at the first signs of withdrawal – as well as to direct the progress monitoring of individual students and programmes.

To design efficacious interventions, it is necessary to measure validly the internal indicators of engagement.  Student engagement is conceptualized as a mediator between the context and learning outcomes. Children’s competence is intertwined with contextual influences; developmental outcomes are based on transactions between individuals and the environment.  Thus, preventative and intervention approaches must be aimed at both the individual and the environment.  To date, researchers have examined aspects of the context separately from noting how the pattern of contextual variables influences engagement (Fredericks, Blumenfeld, & Paris, 2004).  Another goal of Project Engage is to identify alterable variables that influence engagement and impact on students’ learning outcomes. 

The development of a psychometrically sound instrument for measuring cognitive and psychological engagement - the high inferential aspects of student engagement - is currently underway in the US.  All ninth grade students (Year 10 UK equivalent) in the Minneapolis Public Schools have been measured with the Student Engagement Survey.  Preliminary results suggest that both cognitive and psychological engagement factors are present.    

Aims of the Pupil Engagement Project

· To conduct a replication study to determine whether the factor structure for cognitive and psychological engagement is similar for students in the US and UK.
· To identify interventions for the purpose of facilitating student engagement using instrument items.  

What the project will involve

EPiTs will be involved in administering the survey to Year 10 pupils in Reading secondary schools.  Following data analysis, EPiTs will propose ways of assessing the validity of the measure for the UK population.  Data from a US sample will be available for a comparative analysis.  Finally, EPiTs will generate implications for interventions for the engagement subtypes.  

For EPiTs the project provides opportunities:
· To explore the psychometric properties of the Student Engagement Survey with a UK sample

· To understand theories of student engagement

· To gain experience in analyzing data using factor analytic procedures

· To compare the data from UK and US populations and reflect on cross-cultural features

· To consider assessment-to-intervention links for the four engagement subtypes and level of intervention (universal or individualized). 
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Tracking and Supporting Missing Children

Commissioners

This Project has been commissioned by the Hillingdon Educational Psychology Service and the Hillingdon Pupil Support Service (Tina Rae Senior Educational Psychologist (Behaviour) and Sue Woodrow Pupil Support Manager).

Background

Visser, Daniels, and Mc Nab (2005) argue that too little is known with regard to the characteristics of children and young people missing from schooling.  They postulate that many of these pupils will have social, emotional and behavioural difficulties which are largely unrecognised and thus not provided for.  The number of missing children and young people is currently estimated at 100,000 in the U.K.

In 2002, the Department for Education and Skills (DfES) set a target in its strategic framework document that: “By 2005, ensure that robust multi-agency systems are in place in each local authority to identify and track children missing education or at risk of doing so”. In June 2003, OFSTED published the report Key Stage 4: towards a more flexible curriculum which highlighted the large proportion of unsatisfactory provision for pupils who were not at school.  The report recommended that the exchange of information on the attainment and needs of pupils involved in alternative programmes out of school should be improved to secure better monitoring of and accountability for their progress.  It also recommended that better systems for tracking pupils missing from school rolls should be put in place and maintained.

The DFES has organised the London Challenge Design Collaborative (CME) and produced guidance intended to highlight good practice which already exists in LEAs for identifying children missing from education, plus those at risk of going missing, helping them move back into education (or alternative provision) and maintaining contact to prevent them slipping through the net again.  According to the DFES Process Steps – Good Practice Guide (2004), children may fall out of the education system because they:

· fail to start appropriate provision and hence never enter the system;

· cease to attend, due to exclusion (e.g. illegal unofficial exclusions) or withdrawal; 

· fail to complete a transition between providers (e.g. being unable to find a suitable school place after moving to a new LEA).

Their personal circumstances or those of their families may contribute to the withdrawal process and the failure to make a transition.

The DFES have identified a range of systems, processes and procedures currently used by LEAs to reduce the risk that children fall out of the education system and go missing.  Existing good practice broadly falls into three categories:

· measures to reduce the likelihood that children fall out of the education system, such as audits of the rolls and registers of schools;

· measures to identify and locate children missing education, such as truancy sweeps and the provision of named points of contact to receive notification of children from other agencies; and

· measures to re-engage the missing with appropriate educational provision, such as multi-agency panels to broker admissions.

LEA staff are attempting to ensure the development and implementation of such measures.  However, in so doing, there also remains a significant and on-going concern that the underlying problem of disaffection is perhaps not being tackled in the best possible way.  Solomon & Rogers (2001) small scale study uses the views of pupils in pupil referral units, plus the views of their tutors and others to try and throw new light on the causes of disaffection.  

The authors challenge the current assumption that disaffection is the result of an inappropriate curriculum and that the best remedies are those which are ‘vocational’ or out-of-school.  Their study highlights the need for taking individual differences into account when we try to understand what lies behind pupils’ disaffection from schooling.  The authors also suggest that the notion of ‘self-efficacy’ – or the perceived ability to be a change agent in one’s own life – may provide a key both to understanding disaffection and to designing interventions to help disaffected students in the context of regular schooling.

What the project will involve
· Collating information regarding current measures to reduce the likelihood that children ‘go missing’ in Hillingdon and providing a picture of the current systems and provisions to support them to re-engage with appropriate educational provision.

· Undertaking individual case studies in order to identify key social, emotional and educational experiences and individual ‘personal’ factors, such as self-efficacy which may have led to disaffection, truancy or school refusing behaviours and subsequently led to the child being labelled as ‘missing’.

· Preparing a report summarising the outcomes of the investigations with recommendations as to how the LEA can improve the current systems, processes and procedures.  The recommendations may make particular reference to the ways in which the Educational Psychology Service can contribute to the measures designed to re-engage the missing children, particularly via their contributions to multi-agency panels who broker admissions and contribute to the design of individualised learning packages which promote self-efficacy.

For EPiTs this project provides opportunities:
· to explore common risk factors associated with children missing education and identify the way in which they ‘go missing’ within a local context;

· to explore how individual children may become disaffected and to investigate what lies behind their disaffection from schooling;

· to learn about the ways in which Educational Psychologists can contribute to the development of systems within an LEA and the specific role that they can play in the identification, tracking and programme planning for children missing education;

· to contribute to the formulation of appropriate research questions, design and methods in consultation with the Project Commissioners.
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