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 HistorIQly Jr.

 One Minute of Bigfoot

 The Patterson-Gimlin Film and the Ape That May Never Have Existed

 
 A history mystery for young detectives ages 8–12

 
 HistorIQly Jr.

 


"I know what I saw that day. I've never changed my story because I've never had to. It happened."

 — Bob Gimlin, 2003



Chapter 1
 The Film

 What did two cowboys capture on film in a California forest — and why has nobody been able to explain it?

 On the afternoon of 20 October 1967, two men on horseback rode into a dried-up creek bed in the forests of northern California.


Their names were Roger Patterson and Bob Gimlin. They had come to this remote place — a stretch of wilderness called Bluff Creek — looking for something most people thought didn't exist.


They were looking for Bigfoot.



 [image: Two men on horseback riding through a dense northern California forest with a creek bed visible ahead]
 
 Bluff Creek, northern California, October 1967. Patterson and Gimlin rode for hours through remote wilderness to reach this spot. Why would two men go to so much trouble?
 


Roger Patterson carried a rented 16mm movie camera loaded with Kodak colour film. He had been interested in Bigfoot for years. He had written a book about it. He had talked to dozens of people who claimed to have seen something enormous walking through the forests of the Pacific Northwest.


Nobody had ever caught it on film.


That afternoon, as their horses rounded a bend in the creek, they saw something. A large, dark figure. Standing upright. Moving across a sandbar on the far side of the creek.



 Case File Extra

 Patterson's horse reared and threw him to the ground when it saw the creature. He scrambled to his feet, pulled the camera from his saddlebag, and ran towards the figure — filming as he went. The first few seconds of footage are shaky and blurred because he was running.




What Patterson filmed that afternoon lasts less than sixty seconds. It shows a tall, muscular, ape-like creature covered in dark hair, walking steadily across the clearing. Halfway through, the creature turns its head and looks directly at the camera.


Then it walks into the trees and disappears.


Patterson and Gimlin were left standing in the creek bed with their horses, their hearts pounding, and a roll of film that would become the most debated piece of footage in history.


It has been studied by Hollywood special effects experts, FBI analysts, university professors, and computer scientists. It has been enhanced, stabilised, measured frame by frame, and argued over for more than fifty years.


Nobody has ever proved it real. Nobody has ever proved it fake.


This is the story of one minute of film — and the question it left behind.

 

Chapter 2
 The Legend Before the Film

 Where did the idea of Bigfoot come from — and why did so many people already believe in it before 1967?

 In 1967 — the same year that the first heart transplant was performed and the Beatles released Sgt. Pepper's Lonely Hearts Club Band — the idea of an enormous, ape-like creature living in the forests of North America was not new. Not even close.


It was ancient.



 [image: A Pacific Northwest indigenous carved mask depicting a wild man of the woods, surrounded by forest imagery]
 
 Indigenous peoples of the Pacific Northwest told stories of wild giants in the forest for thousands of years. Different nations had different names — but the stories were remarkably similar. What does that tell you?
 


For thousands of years, the Indigenous peoples of the Pacific Northwest — nations including the Lummi, Sts'ailes, Coast Salish, and many others — told stories of wild, enormous beings living deep in the forests. The Sts'ailes people called them Sasquatch, from their word sasq'ets, meaning "hairy man." Other nations had their own names: Ts'emekwes, Stiyaha, Oh-Mah.



 Word Unlock

 Sasquatch
 The word "Sasquatch" comes from the Halkomelem language of the Sts'ailes people of British Columbia. It was popularised in the 1920s by a Canadian teacher and government official named J.W. Burns, who collected Indigenous accounts of giant wild men.




These were not fairy tales in the way that European stories about dragons or unicorns were fairy tales. Many Indigenous communities described the Sasquatch as a real creature — large, shy, strong, and best avoided. The stories were specific: where the creatures lived, what they ate, how they behaved.


European settlers in the Pacific Northwest began reporting their own encounters in the 1800s. Miners, loggers, and hunters described seeing enormous footprints, hearing strange sounds at night, and occasionally catching glimpses of something huge moving through the trees.


The Name "Bigfoot"


The word "Bigfoot" entered the English language in 1958. A bulldozer operator named Jerry Crew was working on a logging road near Bluff Creek — the very same area where Patterson would film nine years later. Every morning, Crew found enormous footprints around his machinery. Sixteen inches long. Pressed deep into the mud.


Crew made a plaster cast of one footprint and brought it to the Humboldt Times newspaper. The editor ran the story with a headline that used a nickname the road workers had invented.


They called the creature Bigfoot.



 Case File Extra

 In 2002, a man named Ray Wallace died. His family revealed that he had been making those 1958 footprints with carved wooden feet as a prank on the logging crew. But here is the strange part: even after the prank was exposed, many researchers pointed out that hundreds of other Bigfoot footprints found across the Pacific Northwest did not match Wallace's wooden stompers. The prank was real — but it didn't explain everything.




The newspaper story made national headlines. Bigfoot became famous. And suddenly, a man from Washington state named Roger Patterson became very interested.


He began collecting every report, every photograph, every eyewitness account he could find. He wrote a book. He talked to anyone who would listen.


And in October 1967, he borrowed a camera, saddled a horse, and rode into Bluff Creek.

 

Chapter 3
 Fifty-Nine Seconds

 What exactly does the Patterson-Gimlin film show — frame by frame?

 The film Roger Patterson shot on 20 October 1967 is known as the Patterson-Gimlin film, or simply "the PG film." It runs for 59.5 seconds at 16 or 18 frames per second. Every single frame has been analysed.


Here is what it shows.



 [image: A recreation of the famous Frame 352 from the Patterson-Gimlin film, showing a large dark ape-like figure mid-stride, turning to look back over its right shoulder]
 
 Frame 352 — the most famous frame from the film. The creature turns to look back at Patterson. This single image has been studied more than almost any photograph in history. What do you notice about the way it moves?
 


The first few seconds are a blur. Patterson's horse had just thrown him, and he was running with the camera bouncing. Then the image steadies.


A figure comes into clear view. It is walking away from the camera, moving from left to right across a sandbar beside the creek. It is upright. It is tall — researchers later estimated between six and a half and seven and a half feet. It is covered entirely in dark reddish-brown hair.


Its arms are long. Its stride is wide and smooth. It does not move the way a human walks — the creature appears to have a different gait, with its knees bent deeper and its arms swinging further.



 Word Unlock

 Gait
 The way a person or animal walks — the pattern of their steps, the rhythm of their movement, how their arms swing. Everyone has a slightly different gait. Experts can study a walk the same way detectives study a fingerprint.




Then comes the moment that made the film famous.


At what researchers call Frame 352, the creature turns its upper body and looks directly back at the camera over its right shoulder. You can see its face — flat, dark, with heavy brow ridges. Then it turns away and keeps walking, disappearing into the tree line.


The whole encounter was over in less than a minute.


Patterson and Gimlin tried to follow the creature. They tracked footprints along the creek bed and into the forest, but eventually lost the trail. They later measured ten clear footprints in the sand. Each print was fourteen and a half inches long and six inches wide.



 "I was scared, I'll tell you that. I didn't know what it was going to do. But I knew I had to keep filming."
 — Roger Patterson, 1967



Patterson rushed the film to a laboratory in Yakima, Washington to be developed. Within days, he was showing it to the world. Scientists, journalists, and television crews all wanted to see it.


And almost immediately, the arguments began.


Was this a real creature? Or was it a man in a costume?


The debate that started in 1967 has never stopped.

 

Chapter 4
 Why People Believed

 What made so many experts take the Patterson-Gimlin film seriously — and why couldn't they simply dismiss it?

 When a blurry film of an ape-like creature first appeared, you might think scientists would have laughed it off. A cowboy and his friend claim to have filmed Bigfoot in the woods? Come on.


But that is not what happened. Not entirely.


Some scientists dismissed it immediately. But others — including serious researchers — looked at the film and found they could not easily explain what they were seeing.



 [image: Scientists in a laboratory studying enlarged film frames projected on a screen, taking measurements with rulers and protractors]
 
 Researchers projected the film frame by frame and measured everything: stride length, arm proportions, walking speed, and the way the muscles appeared to move beneath the hair. Could a costume really fool this kind of analysis?
 


Here is why the film was so hard to dismiss.


The movement. Several experts in human movement — called biomechanics specialists — studied the creature's walk. They found that its gait did not match a normal human walk. Its knees stayed bent throughout the stride. Its arms swung in a way that would be difficult for a person to copy naturally. A professor named Dr. Grover Krantz at Washington State University said the proportions of the creature's limbs did not match any known human body type.



 Word Unlock

 Biomechanics
 The science of how living things move. Biomechanics experts study the way muscles, bones, and joints work together when a person walks, runs, or throws. They can tell a lot about a creature just by studying the way it moves.




The muscle movement. When the creature walks, something appears to ripple under the hair on its body — especially on the thigh and shoulder areas. Supporters argued this was muscle moving beneath skin and fur. In 1967, they said, no gorilla suit had muscles that moved like that.



 Detective Challenge

 In 1967, the best gorilla costumes in Hollywood were stiff foam suits with rubber masks. They did not show muscles moving under the surface. If the creature in the film is wearing a costume, it would have to be the best ape costume ever made — in an era when costume technology was far less advanced than today. Does that make you more likely to believe the film, or less?




The footprints. Patterson and Gimlin cast several of the footprints they found at the site. Fingerprint expert Jimmy Chilcutt of the Conroe, Texas police department later examined the casts and claimed he found dermal ridges — the tiny lines on skin that create fingerprints in humans. He said these ridges ran in a pattern unlike any human or known primate.


The location. Bluff Creek was extremely remote. The nearest town was hours away by unpaved logging road. Why would anyone go to such extraordinary effort to stage a hoax in a place where they might never be found?


For many people, these details added up to something real. This was not a blurry photograph of a shadow. This was moving film of something walking, turning, and looking back at the camera.


But not everyone was convinced. Not by a long way.


Because the men behind the film had a problem. And that problem had a name.

 

Chapter 5
 The Evidence

 What does the physical evidence actually tell us — and what doesn't it tell us?

 Let's look at the evidence the way a real investigator would — one piece at a time, without deciding the answer before we start.



 Evidence Card

 The Film (20 October 1967)

 59.5 seconds of 16mm Kodak colour film showing a large bipedal figure walking across a sandbar at Bluff Creek, California. Shot by Roger Patterson using a rented Cine-Kodak K-100 camera. Film has been stabilised, enhanced, and measured frame by frame by multiple independent researchers.

 Status: Never conclusively debunked. Never conclusively verified. The original film is now held by Patterson's widow.




The film itself is the central piece of evidence. But there are other pieces worth examining.



 [image: A detailed plaster cast of a large humanoid footprint, fourteen inches long, showing toe impressions and dermal ridges]
 
 One of the plaster casts made from the footprints at Bluff Creek. At fourteen and a half inches long, these prints are more than twice the size of an average adult human foot. Do they look like prints made by something wearing a costume?
 


The footprints. Patterson and Gimlin documented ten clear prints in the sand along the creek bed. The prints measured 14.5 inches long and 6 inches wide. They showed five distinct toes. The depth of the impressions suggested a creature weighing an estimated 500 to 800 pounds. Physical anthropologist Dr. Jeff Meldrum of Idaho State University later studied these and hundreds of other alleged Bigfoot prints and said many showed a feature called a midtarsal break — a flexibility in the middle of the foot that humans do not have but great apes do.



 Word Unlock

 Midtarsal Break
 A bend in the middle of the foot, between the heel and the toes. Humans walk with stiff feet — our arches act like springs. Great apes like gorillas and chimpanzees have flexible feet that bend in the middle as they walk. Some Bigfoot prints appear to show this bend.





 Detective Challenge

 The footprints at Bluff Creek were pressed deep into wet sand, suggesting something very heavy made them. If a person in a costume was wearing fake feet, they would need to weigh several hundred pounds to press the prints that deep — or find another way to fake the pressure. How could someone create realistic-looking footprints that deep without actually weighing that much?




The film speed. There is an argument that has been going on for decades about how fast the film was running. The camera's speed dial had markings at 16, 24, 32, 48, and 64 frames per second — but no click-stops, so it could be set anywhere in between. At 16 fps, the creature's movements look more natural — too smooth and fluid, some say, for a person in a heavy costume. At higher speeds, the movements look slightly more human.


Patterson normally filmed at 24 fps, but in the excitement he did not check the dial. He later told researcher John Green that the camera was set at 18 fps. Some experts believe it was closer to 16. The exact speed has never been settled.


The second photograph. Patterson also took still photographs at the site. These show the footprints, the creek bed, and the general area. They confirm the location and the conditions described — but they do not, of course, show the creature.


All of this evidence points in one direction: something walked across that clearing. The question is what.

 

Chapter 6
 The Theories

 What are the main explanations — and what are the problems with each one?

 After more than fifty years of study, there are three main theories about the Patterson-Gimlin film. Each has supporters. Each has problems.


Theory 1: It's Real


Supporters of this theory believe the film shows a genuine unknown primate — a species related to humans and great apes that has survived undetected in the forests of North America.



 [image: An aerial view of vast, endless Pacific Northwest forest stretching to the horizon, showing the sheer scale of wilderness]
 
 The Pacific Northwest contains millions of acres of roadless wilderness. Could a large primate species survive here without being officially discovered? The forests are certainly big enough — but is that enough?
 


They point to the movement — which biomechanics experts have struggled to replicate with a human in a suit. They point to the muscle movement visible under the hair. They point to the footprints, which show anatomical details that would be extremely difficult to fake. And they point to the long history of sightings by Indigenous peoples and settlers across the Pacific Northwest.


The problem? No one has ever found a body, bones, teeth, or any other physical remains of a Bigfoot. No one has captured one. No clear photograph or video — besides this film — has ever been produced. For a breeding population to survive, there would need to be hundreds or thousands of these creatures. That many large animals leaving zero physical evidence is very hard to explain.



 Detective Challenge

 Bears are large mammals that live in the same forests where Bigfoot is reportedly seen. We find bear bones, bear fur, and bear droppings regularly. If Bigfoot exists in the same forests, why do we never find Bigfoot remains? Can you think of a reason — or does this make you doubt Bigfoot is real?




Theory 2: It's a Hoax


Sceptics believe the film shows a person wearing a gorilla suit. They point out that Roger Patterson was not a neutral observer — he was a man who had spent years searching for Bigfoot and had financial reasons to want dramatic footage. He was trying to fund a documentary.


Several people have come forward over the years claiming to have been "the man in the suit." The most prominent was a man named Bob Heironimus, a local from Yakima, who said in 2004 that Patterson had promised to pay him $1,000 to wear a gorilla costume and walk across the clearing. Heironimus said he was never actually paid.


The problem? Hollywood special effects experts have examined the film and many have said that the costume, if it is a costume, would have been beyond the technology available in 1967. No one has ever successfully recreated the film using a suit. And Heironimus's account contains details that some researchers say do not match the film.


Theory 3: It's Inconclusive


Many scientists — perhaps the majority — say the film simply cannot be proven either way with the evidence available. It might be real. It might be a hoax. Without the original camera settings, without the creature itself, and without a confessed accomplice whose story holds up under scrutiny, we may never know.



 Case File Extra

 The 1968 film Planet of the Apes featured the most advanced ape costumes Hollywood had ever created. Makeup artist John Chambers won an honorary Oscar for the work. But even those costumes were stiff foam and rubber — nothing like the fluid, muscular movement visible in the Patterson-Gimlin film. Several special effects professionals have said that recreating what the film shows would have been extremely difficult with 1967 technology.




So the three theories stand. Something walked across Bluff Creek in 1967. Nobody agrees on what it was.


But there is one more thing we need to look at. Not the creature — but the men who filmed it.

 

Chapter 7
 The Men Behind the Camera

 Can we trust the men who shot the film — and does it matter?

 In any investigation, you do not just examine the evidence. You examine the witnesses. Who are they? What did they have to gain? Are they trustworthy?


So let's look at Roger Patterson and Bob Gimlin.



 [image: Two men in western clothing with cowboy hats standing beside horses in a forest clearing, one holding a small movie camera]
 
 Roger Patterson (left) and Bob Gimlin. Patterson was a dreamer and a showman. Gimlin was a quiet, practical outdoorsman. They told the same story for the rest of their lives — but were they telling the truth?
 


Roger Patterson was a rodeo rider and self-taught naturalist from Yakima, Washington. He was charismatic and enthusiastic, but he was also broke. He had borrowed money to rent the camera. He had been trying for years to make a Bigfoot documentary and needed dramatic footage to sell it. He owed money to several people.


After the film, Patterson made money showing it at theatres, on television, and at public events. He was not a neutral scientist who stumbled on something unexpected. He was a man who went looking for Bigfoot and — against all odds — found it.



 Detective Challenge

 Does the fact that Patterson was actively looking for Bigfoot make the film less believable? Think about it this way: if you wanted to find a rare bird, you would go where rare birds live. Finding one doesn't mean you faked it. But if you also needed money and had been trying to sell a documentary... does that change things?




Patterson died of cancer in 1972, aged just 38. On his deathbed, according to those who were there, he insisted the film was real.


Bob Gimlin was different. He was a quiet, serious outdoorsman — an expert horseman and hunter. He had no particular interest in Bigfoot before the trip. He went along, he said, because Patterson was his friend and asked him to come for safety.


After the film became controversial, Gimlin stopped talking about it for nearly twenty years. He was embarrassed by the attention and the accusations. When he finally began speaking publicly again in the 1990s, his story had not changed a single detail.



 "I know what I saw that day. I've never changed my story because I've never had to. It happened."
 — Bob Gimlin, 2003



Gimlin never made significant money from the film. Patterson had promised him a share of the profits but never paid. Gimlin did not sue. He simply walked away.



 Case File Extra

 In the years after the film, Gimlin's friends and family all said the same thing: Bob Gimlin was one of the most honest men they had ever met. He was not the kind of person who would participate in a hoax. But of course, that is exactly what his friends would say — whether the film was real or not.




Then there is the question of Bob Heironimus — the man from Yakima who claimed in 2004 that Patterson had promised him $1,000 to wear a gorilla suit. He said he was never paid.


Heironimus described being given a suit, driving to Bluff Creek, and walking across the sandbar while Patterson filmed. His story was detailed. But researchers found problems. Heironimus could not produce the suit. His description of the location did not match the site exactly. And some of his details contradicted the physical evidence.


Was he telling the truth? Was he lying for attention? Nobody has been able to confirm or disprove his claim.


Two men behind the camera. One dead. One who has never wavered. And a third who says he was inside the costume.


The truth depends on which of them you believe — and whether believing someone is the same as proof.

 

Chapter 8
 What We Know Now

 After more than fifty years of analysis, what has modern science added — and what questions remain?

 The Patterson-Gimlin film was shot in 1967. Since then, technology has advanced enormously. High-definition video. Computer modelling. Digital enhancement. Motion-capture technology that can analyse every joint movement frame by frame.


So has modern science settled the question?


Not exactly.



 [image: A computer screen showing a digitally enhanced and stabilised version of the Patterson-Gimlin film with measurement overlays]
 
 Modern researchers have digitally stabilised the film, removing the camera shake and allowing much clearer analysis of the creature's proportions and movement. The technology has improved — but the answer hasn't become clearer.
 


Dr. Jeff Meldrum, a professor of anatomy and anthropology at Idaho State University, has spent years studying the film using modern biomechanics software. He argued that the creature's gait — the way it walks — does not match any known human walking pattern. The arms are proportionally longer. The legs bend differently. The stride is too long for a human of that apparent height.


But others disagreed. Researchers have pointed out that a very tall person with padded clothing could, in theory, produce a similar walk. The film resolution is too low to be absolutely certain about proportions.



 Detective Challenge

 Modern CGI technology could easily create a convincing Bigfoot film today. But in 1967, the only option was a physical costume. If you were trying to prove the film was fake, what would you need to do? And if you were trying to prove it was real, what evidence would settle the question once and for all?




The costume question remains the biggest sticking point. In 2002, costume expert Philip Morris of Morris Costumes in Charlotte, North Carolina, claimed that he had sold Patterson a gorilla suit before the film was made. Morris said it was a standard ape costume that Patterson then modified.


But Morris could not produce records of the sale. The suit itself was never found. And other costume and special effects professionals — including people who worked on Planet of the Apes, which was being filmed in Hollywood at the same time — said that the creature in the Patterson film looked far more sophisticated than anything available in 1967.



 "I'm good, but not that good."
 — John Chambers, Oscar-winning makeup artist for Planet of the Apes, when asked if he made the Patterson costume



The question of Bigfoot's existence beyond the film has not been resolved either. Despite thousands of reported sightings, hundreds of footprint casts, and countless hours of searching, no body, bones, or DNA evidence confirmed to belong to an unknown primate has ever been found in North America.



 Evidence Card

 Environmental DNA Studies (2010s–present)

 Scientists have collected hair, soil, and water samples from areas where Bigfoot has reportedly been seen. DNA analysis has identified bears, deer, wolves, and humans — but never an unknown primate.

 Status: No DNA evidence of Bigfoot has been confirmed by any peer-reviewed scientific study.





 The Case So Far

 
 	On 20 October 1967, Roger Patterson and Bob Gimlin filmed a large, bipedal figure at Bluff Creek, California.

 	The film lasts 59.5 seconds and shows a creature covered in dark hair, walking upright and turning to look at the camera.

 	Biomechanics experts have struggled to replicate the creature's walk with a human in a suit.

 	Several people have claimed involvement in a hoax, but no claim has been fully verified.

 	No body, bones, or confirmed DNA of an unknown primate has ever been found in North America.

 	The original costume — if it was a costume — has never been produced.

 	After 50+ years of analysis, the film has never been conclusively proven real or fake.

 

 Now it's your turn. What do you think happened?



 

Chapter 9
 Think Like a Detective

 Now that you know everything — what do you think was walking through Bluff Creek?

 You have now seen the same evidence that scientists, film experts, and investigators have argued over for more than fifty years.


Let's lay it out.


If the film is real, then somewhere in the forests of the Pacific Northwest, a large, undiscovered primate species has survived for thousands of years without leaving a single body, bone fragment, or confirmed piece of DNA. Indigenous peoples knew about it. A cowboy caught it on film. And the scientific world has ignored it.


If the film is a hoax, then Roger Patterson — a broke rodeo rider from Yakima, Washington — created the most convincing ape costume in history, better than anything Hollywood had in 1967. He walked it across a remote creek bed, filmed it on a borrowed camera, and fooled biomechanics experts, anthropologists, and computer analysts for more than half a century.



 [image: The Bluff Creek film site today, showing a forest clearing with a creek bed, peaceful and empty]
 
 Bluff Creek today. The exact spot where Patterson filmed the creature in 1967. It looks peaceful — and completely ordinary. Would you expect to find something extraordinary here?
 



 Detective Challenge

 Here is the real question behind the question: which is harder to believe? That a large unknown primate exists in North American forests — or that a man with almost no money and no special effects training created the most convincing creature footage in history? Think carefully. Both options require you to believe something extraordinary.




There is one more thing worth considering. This case is different from the Cottingley Fairies, the Cardiff Giant, or the Loch Ness Monster. Those cases were eventually settled. Somebody confessed. Somebody found the evidence of the trick.


The Patterson-Gimlin film has never been settled.


Patterson died insisting it was real. Gimlin has never changed his story. Heironimus says he wore the suit — but cannot prove it. The costume, if it existed, has vanished. The creature, if it existed, has never been found.


After more than fifty years, we are exactly where we started: with 59.5 seconds of film and a question nobody can answer.


Dr. Grover Krantz, a physical anthropologist at Washington State University who spent decades studying the film, put it simply: he said he fully accepted the Patterson film as genuine, because the alternative — that someone in 1967 built a suit more convincing than anything Hollywood had ever produced — seemed even harder to believe.


Not everyone agrees with him. But the argument he made is still the one at the heart of this case.


Most hoaxes are fragile. Pull one thread and they fall apart. The Cardiff Giant crumbled when scientists tapped it with a hammer. The Cottingley photos fell apart when an old woman finally told the truth. The Piltdown skull collapsed under a fluorine test.


This film has survived every test thrown at it — and still nobody can say, with certainty, what it shows.


You have the evidence. You have the arguments. You have the doubts.



 The Case Is Yours

 You've read the evidence. You've heard the theories. Now it's your turn.

 Was the creature at Bluff Creek a real, undiscovered animal — or the greatest costume ever worn? And how do you decide when the evidence points both ways?



 

About This Book

 One Minute of Bigfoot is a narrative non-fiction book for young readers ages 8–12. All events, dates, and people are real. The story is told in a way that makes history exciting while teaching critical thinking.

 ***

 This book is part of HistorIQly Jr. — history’s greatest mysteries, written for curious young detectives.

 Visit jr.historiqly.com for more books.

 • • •
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