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Abstract— Inspired by the octopus and other animals living
in water, soft robots should naturally lend themselves to un-
derwater operations, as supported by encouraging validations
in deep water scenarios. This work deals with equipping soft
arms with the intelligence necessary to move precisely in
wave-dominated environments, such as shallow waters where
marine renewable devices are located. This scenario is sub-
stantially more challenging than calm deep water since, at
low operational depths, hydrodynamic wave disturbances can
represent a significant impediment. We propose a control
strategy based on Nonlinear Model Predictive Control that
can account for wave disturbances explicitly, optimising control
actions by considering an estimate of oncoming hydrodynamic
loads. The proposed strategy is validated through a set of
tasks covering set-point regulation, trajectory tracking and
mechanical failure compensation, all under a broad range of
varying significant wave heights and peak spectral periods.
The proposed control methodology displays positional error
reductions as large as 84% with respect to a baseline controller,
proving the effectiveness of the method. These initial findings
present a first step in the development and deployment of
soft manipulators for performing tasks in hazardous water
environments.

I. INTRODUCTION

Soft robotics has seen a surge in recent times [1], as their
soft structure, adaptability and compliance are all highly
attractive features, particularly within the context of a marine
environment where fluid loading can be considerable [2], [3].
Several works have exploited these characteristics for varying
purposes underwater, such as for marine sampling where
handling delicate organisms requires compliant interactions
during manipulation [4], [5], or for achieving locomotion
through inspiration from aquatic organisms [6], [7]. In terms
of manipulation, consideration of external loading is required
to achieve accurate and reliable performance; this is even
more relevant when the manipulator is deployed on a floating
base, as an unwanted response can be substantial. Here we
consider a fixed base, but the translation to deployment on a
floating base is achievable through modifications to consider
a varying point of evaluation.
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Modelling of external loads has been proposed using var-
ious approaches [3], [8], but rarely do these works consider
the presence of an active fluid. Particularly for applications
in an ocean environment, effects from surface waves and
subsurface currents can be significant, exposing the robot
to potential large-magnitude displacements and therefore
requiring mitigation techniques to be considered. Amongst
those proposed are the use of state observers [9] or utilising
model-based control [10], for example Model Predictive
Control (MPC) [11], [12], [13]. The latter is a promising
approach, as it allows the inclusion of a disturbance model
to be embedded within the control scheme; the controller
can therefore explicitly account for perturbations during
the optimisation phase. This concept has previously been
proposed for the control of subsea vehicles [14], [15], [26],
so a similar approach for a soft manipulator could aid in
significantly improving end-effector control. Applying the
strategy to real-time, real-world operations becomes reliant
on the ability to estimate the robot state and perform the
optimisation quickly, with several solutions proposed for
both of these within the literature [16], [17], [18].

With regards to this, we propose deploying MPC for the
purpose of controlling a multi-segment continuum soft robot
under the influence of unsteady ocean wave disturbances.
The fully-coupled fluid-solid dynamical representation of
the robot is presented according to a Piece-wise Constant
Curvature (PCC) model [19], detailing our approach to
approximating fluid disturbances across each segment. Two
controllers are compared: a Model-Based Kinematic Con-
troller as a baseline and an MPC. The control is tested under
three typical scenarios commonly encountered in underwater
manipulation tasks: (a) set-point regulation under different
degrees of curvature, depths and magnitude of hydrodynamic
disturbance; (b) the ability of the controller to follow a
prescribed trajectory while subjected to disturbances and
(c) failure mitigation, i.e. the capability of the controller to
compensate for localized failure of the actuation. In all tests
a significant improvement was apparent in contrast to the
Kinematic Controller, presenting evidence that a predictive
disturbance rejection strategy is key in these contexts to
effectively improve control under wave loading.

This work contributes to the state of the art in marine
applications of soft robotics by proposing a control archi-
tecture that directly accounts for explicitly modelled time-
varying hydrodynamic disturbances. An in-depth analysis of
performance under a variety of different real-world wave dis-
turbances, showing that this architecture can autonomously
attain a posture and reduce the effect of disturbances on its
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body throughout.

II. MANIPULATOR MODELLING

This section presents a modeling framework for a multi-
segment soft robot operating underwater in proximity with
the free surface. The model accounts for free surface eleva-
tion as a result of coincident wave trains which approach
the manipulator along the surge (Section II-B), enabling
the dynamics to be simplified to that of a planar case.
The formulation presented is agnostic to the specifics of
the actuator, aiming to maintain generality over the control
approach.

A. Kinematics and Dynamics

Considering a soft robot with n individually actuated
segments such that it is kinematically represented in the
configuration space as a vector of joint angles (see Fig. 1),
q ∈ Rn, the position of any point along the manipulator
length can be evaluated in the task-space (x ∈ R2) according
to

x(s, t) = h(s, q(t)) (1)

where s ∈ [0, 1] is the point of evaluation along each segment
from base to tip and h(s, q(t)) is the forward kinematics
at time t. Similarly, the Cartesian velocity of each point is
described by:

ẋ(s, q) = J(s, q)q̇ (2)

where J(s, q) = ∂h(s, q)/∂q is the Jacobian. Given this
kinematic representation, the dynamic equation of motion
for the soft robot is obtained as:

M(q)q̈+C(q, q̇)q̇+D(q)q̇+K(q)+G(q) = τ+FE(q, q̇) (3)

where M ∈ Rn×n, C ∈ Rn×n, D(q) ∈ Rn×n and K ∈ Rn

are the inertia matrix, Coriolis matrix, damping matrix and
stiffness matrix respectively. Also, G(q) ∈ Rn is a vector
of gravitational effects (including buoyancy), τ ∈ Rn is a
vector of actuation torques (further detail can be found in
Section III in terms of the strategies employed to generate
these) and FE(q, q̇) ∈ Rn is a generalized vector of external
disturbances including those induced by the interaction with
the surrounding fluid.

The present control is postulated in an actuation-agnostic
form, leaving the mapping from torque to actuation-specific
control input unprescribed. This ensures that the control
method is generalizable to a broader spectrum of actuation
types (e.g. tendon-driven, fluidic, etc.). A generalized dis-
turbance vector is employed to evaluate the effect of the
fluid across the body when either the fluid or body is non-
stationary (or both); this takes the form:

FE(q, q̇) =

n∑
i=1

∫ 1

0

JT
i (s, q)Fi(v, v̇)ds (4)

where Fi is the linear force acting on the i-th element relative
to the Cartesian velocity vector v = [vx, vz]

T .

Fig. 1: Piece-wise integration of fluid forcing across the
segment body, where the relative motion of the fluid is
considered to account for non-steady flows and evaluation
is performed at each local point, s, along the manipulator.

B. Hydrodynamic Interactions

Modelling a soft robot in a dense fluid medium introduces
additional complexities to the typical dynamics of the soft
body. Interaction between the body and the surrounding
medium will cause deformations relating to the hydrody-
namic parameters of the robot, which are highly nonlinear
and fully coupled. Here, a disturbance model is considered
inspired by Morison theory [20]. For simplicity of presenta-
tion the dependencies associated with F are dropped. Firstly,
the forces induced by the presence of the fluid are defined
as:

F = FA + FD (5)

where FA and FD are the added mass and drag effects
respectively. The added mass effect is a product of the body
acceleration and an added mass matrix:

FA = −MAv̇ (6)

where the coefficients in MA ∈ R2×2 are evaluated empiri-
cally in this work, producing [21]:

MA =
πd2s
4

Lρf

[
Cm,x 0
0 Cm,z

]
(7)

where ds = 0.05m is the diameter of the segment cross-
section, L = 0.3m is the segment length and Cm,x, Cm,z are
inertia coefficients relating to the body added mass where
Cm = 1 + Ca. The drag forces are modelled utilising
a relative velocity vector (rotated into the local frame of
each considered body), considering the normal and tangential
velocities at point, s, along the segment, defined as:

vr = R(s, q)(v − vf ) = [vn, vt]
T (8)



where vf = [up, wp]
T is the particle velocity vector in the

surge and heave. It follows that:

FD = −Dvr (9)

where

D =
1

2
ρfAi

[
Cd|vn| 0

0 Cf |vt|

]
(10)

and Ai, Cd, Cf are the incident area to the flow, the drag
coefficient of the segment and the frictional coefficient of the
segment. It is worth noting that in reality the off-diagonal
coefficients of Eq. 7 & Eq. 10 may be non-zero, however
a diagonal structure can be adopted when assuming the
body is axisymmetric, implying off-diagonal contributions
will be negligible in comparison [22]. The hydrodynamic
properties of the robot will vary according to the morphology
of each segment, both due to the nature of the cross-section
and the associated segment length; for longer segments with
larger cross-sections, an increased area will be subjected to
hydrodynamic loading. However, this generalised approach
remains consistent and these values can be determined ac-
cordingly through experimentation or empirical calculations.

C. Unsteady Wave-Induced Disturbances

Application of this model relies on knowledge of the fluid
particle motions at each point along the soft robot, modelled
through Linear Wave Theory (LWT) in this work. As the
proposed application is for shallow ocean environments, this
simplification was reasonable. According to LWT, a random
sea-state is composed of a spectrum of monochromatic
components each with a unique wave amplitude, A, period,
T , and phase offset, ϕ [23]. When superimposed, these
components form the sea surface wave elevation, η, at a
specified point in time and space (x, t) according to:

ζ(x, t) =

N∑
i=1

Ai

2
cos(kix− ωit+ ϕi) (11)

where k, ω and λ represent the wave number, the angular fre-
quency and the wavelength of each component. Knowledge
of these characteristics for each wave component facilitates
the reconstruction of the local flow field in the whole domain
[23]:

up(x, z, t) =

N∑
i=1

πAi

Ti

cosh ki(z + d)

sinh kid
cos(kix− ωit+ ϕi)

(12)

wp(x, z, t) =

N∑
i=1

πAi

Ti

sinh ki(z + d)

sinh kid
sin(kix− ωit+ ϕi)

(13)
This information can be directly implemented within the the-
ory presented in Section II-B through a function fp(A, ϕ, ω)
to simulate the effect of the fluid flow on the body configu-
ration.

Fig. 2: Overview of the control architecture deployed for
disturbance rejection; it should be noted dependencies have
been dropped here in the model for the sake of space.

III. SHAPE CONTROL

A. Model Predictive Control

Recent work on soft robotic manipulator control has
employed MPC to address the high non-linearity of the
robotic structure in order to achieve position control. The
MPC approach involves calculation of an open-loop control
action by considering the system state, a goal state and a
specified cost function before applying it over a receding
horizon. Subsequently, the control sequence is re-calculated
and optimised relative to the cost function, thus passing from
open to closed loop [24]. The asset of MPC lies in the
ability to handle constraints as well as to account for the
system future dynamic response over a short time-horizon.
In the case presented here, this latter quality is exploited
to incorporate impending hydrodynamic disturbances within
the future sequence of control actions (Fig. 2), aiming to
adapt the optimal control output to minimise environmental
disturbances.

The assumption is made that the initial end-effector state
of the robot xinit ∈ R2 is known and a reference state is
defined at each timestep k such that xr,k = [xr,k, zr,k]

T ∈
R2. Formulating the problem as an optimisation over the state
and control trajectory, the goal of the MPC is to evaluate
a set of control inputs q̄ which minimise a specified cost
function. These control inputs are then passed to the lower
level kinematic controller given in Eq. 15 to generate an
applied actuation torque vector. To this end we solve the
following optimal control problem:

argmin
(q̄0,...,q̄K)

J =

K−1∑
k=0

(xk − xr)
TQ(xk − xr)

+∆q̄Tk R∆q̄k

(14)

s.t. xk+1 = f(xk, q̄k)

x0 = xinit

q̄min ≤ q̄k ≤ q̄max



Fig. 3: The various wave spectra selected for testing, all
based on real-world data collected using wave buoys, show-
ing (a) the JONSWAP curve for each spectra and the
temporal representation wave cases (b) W1, (c) W2 and (d)
W3 (each scaled to Hs = 3m).

TABLE I: Spectral characteristics of the three different wave
spectra tested with the control framework.

Wave Reference Peak Period (s) Significant Height (m)

W1 6.1 0.5-3 (0.5m intervals)

W2 8 0.5-3 (0.5m intervals)

W3 10 0.5-3 (0.5m intervals)

where the function f(xk, q̄k) describes the state evolution
defined by the system dynamics. Also, xk is the current state
at each instance along the control horizon and Q ∈ Rn×n,
R ∈ Rn×n are positive definite weight matrices on the state
and control respectively. The control input takes the form of
a commanded joint angle configuration q̄ and ∆q̄ represents
the intermediate step; these terms are included within Eq.
14 to prevent large step changes and minimise the required
effort.

As we consider a generalised actuation, we only place
constraints on the desired joint angle rather than the torque
directly. The MPC constraints can be easily adapted for this
to include consideration for effects such as saturation. The
optimised joint-angle sequence is the direct input to Eq. 15
to actively adapt the robot configuration to the disturbance.
Although the control inputs are applied in the joint-space, the
optimisation is performed with reference to the task-space in
order to operate around a position rather than a configuration.
Solving for the subsequent state xk+1 was performed through
numerical integration over the discrete time interval ∆t =
0.1s using a fifth-order variable step Runge-Kutta method.
For our analysis, the prediction horizon was defined as tp =
15∆t.

B. Model-Based Kinematic Control

To present an informative comparison, a kinematic con-
troller was utilised as a baseline controller. For convenience
we elect to formulate the manipulator control in the task-

TABLE II: Desired end-effector positions the controller is
tasked with regulating in Section IV-A, given in Cartesian
co-ordinates.

Pose Reference End-Effector Cartesian Position (x,z)

P1 (0.3,-3.7)m

P2 (0.5,-3.7)m

P3 (0.7,-3.7)m

P4 (0.3,-4.3)m

P5 (0.5,-4.3)m

P6 (0.7,-4.3)m

space, which for the soft robot under consideration relates to
the position of the end-effector. The kinematic approximation
is well covered in literature [10] and we therefore just present
the control strategy adopted for the baseline controller in this
work. It follows that the actuation torque, τ , is generated by
application of a feed-forward with PD control law such that

τ(q̄, q, q̇) = K(q̄) +G(q̄) + α(q̄ − q)− β(q̇) (15)

where α and β are two gain matrices on the proportional
and derivative actions, respectively. The commanded joint-
angle configuration, q̄, is determined by applying a kinematic
control loop as a planning strategy where

˙̄q = J+(q̄)(Ke(x̄− h(q̄))) (16)

where Ke, x̄ and h(q̄) are a gain, the desired task-space set-
point and the forward kinematics of the joint configuration,
respectively, and J+(q) is the Moore-Penrose pseudo-inverse
of J .

IV. SIMULATION RESULTS

The manipulator is modelled with three individually ac-
tuated segments which are all assumed to be identical
with regards to their physical properties and hydrodynamic
characteristics. The simulated scenario was configured to
replicate the conditions a vehicle-manipulator system may
encounter. Real-world data was sourced to emulate a typical
shallow-water environment, collected using a wave buoy
located within the Moray Firth, an inlet off the cost of
Inverness, Scotland (57◦57′.99N, 003◦19′.99W) through the
online repository of the Centre For Environment Fisheries
and Aquaculture Science (Cefas) [25]. Three different wave
spectra were selected as depicted in Fig. 3, purposefully
choosing varying spectral peak periods and scaling wave
height (listed in Table I) to analyse any direct effect on
the controller performance. For each test performed, a 60s
temporal segment was analysed with the manipulator situated
at an operating depth of z = 4m, implying wave disturbances
will significantly influence the robot dynamic behaviour.
It should be noted that the estimated wave disturbances
considered by the control are those defined by Eq. 4 with
added white gaussian noise (SNR = 20); the assumption
here is that reasonably accurate spectral information can be
obtained using a method similar to [26].



Fig. 4: When subjected to the (a) wave train, the evolution
of the (b) segment tip positions with respect to the base
at (0m, 0m), (c) actuation torques and (d) wave loading
torques are analysed. Shown are the evolution’s for case W3
and highlighted in grey are key points of note where large
disturbances are impacting the manipulator.

A. Disturbance Rejection Performance

We assess the overall controller capability to compensate
for wave disturbances by undertaking set-point regulation
tasks over the cases previously mentioned. To illustrate
the behaviour of the control when considering disturbances
across the temporal interval, Fig. 4 shows the evolution of
the position, control torques and wave loading for each of
the three segments under the wave train depicted in Fig.
4(a). Subscripts 1, 2 and 3 refer to the base, middle and
end-effector segments respectively. With reference to the
hydrodynamic torques, Fig. 4(d) shows the independent fluid
loading across each segment. As can be seen, the actuation
torque applied by the controller varies at each wave loading
point of inflection, showing an active effort to compensate
for the disturbance and maintain the end-effector position
steady.

To quantify the performance against the baseline controller
specified in Section III-B, identical tasks were undertaken
and the RMSE of both strategies compared. These extensive
results are displayed in Fig. 5 by means of a non-dimensional
error ratio, where empc and epd refer to the MPC and
Kinematic control respectively and empc/epd = 1 relates
to equal performance. These results highlight the superior
performances of the MPC against the baseline controller
across all cases, showing substantial improvement in end-

Fig. 5: Variation in error between the MPC strategy and the
baseline feedforward + PD strategy, represented as an RMSE
ratio. Shown are the results for cases (a) W1 (b) W2 and (c)
W3.

effector control under disturbances. An intuitive observation
is that the reduction in error becomes more significant as
the magnitude of disturbances grow, an expected outcome
as the baseline control performance will deteriorate at a
faster rate with growing disturbances. This largely owes to
the ability of the MPC to consider modelled disturbances
explicitly within the control architecture. Likewise, the peak
period of the wave appears to have a significant effect on
the MPC performance, particularly when the manipulator
is attempting to maintain an end-effector position close to
the base, i.e. when all segments undergo high curvatures.
This aligns with the expectation that elongation of the fluid
trajectories beneath the surface [23] has a direct influence on
regulation performance.

The largest reductions in error for each period across all
poses and wave heights were 81.67%, 81.60% and 83.78%
for cases W1, W2 and W3 respectively, whilst the lowest
reductions were 6.48%, 2.82% and 5.12%. Interestingly,
these all referred to the same pose, the larger reductions
relating to pose P3 and the lowest to P4. The inference
here is when the soft robot experiences higher curvatures, the
improvement in set-point regulation is less drastic due to the
fact that the body is experiencing a lower variation in flow,
therefore a lower disturbance torque. A similar cause is that
higher depth will also imply lower disturbance torques, so
the variation in performance is expected to be lower. Ocean
wave effects decay exponentially with depth [23], so it is



(a) All three segments controllable. (b) Second (mid) segment uncontrollable. (c) Third (tip) segment uncontrollable.

Fig. 6: Set-point regulation validation of the control with varying actuation capability, showing poses at different end-effector
depths and degrees of segment curvature.

unsurprising that a clear difference can be seen between all
set-points at z = −3.7m compared to z = −4.3m.

B. Actuation Failure Mitigation

An interesting aspect of deploying MPC for regulation
tasks is the ability to adapt and remain functional under vari-
ations to system dynamics. As a plant model is exploited in
the optimisation of the control inputs, adaptations to adverse
scenarios become simpler and more accessible. The example
we consider in this instance is one of the actuated segments
”failing”, i.e. can no longer be actuated and becomes passive,
meaning the controller must compensate for by adapting the
actuation of the other segments.

Considering this, simulations were performed emulating
instances where a segment could not be actuated directly and
the end-effector position was purely controlled by the config-
uration of the other segments. As displayed in Fig. 6(b)(c),
the controller was able to reconfigure the soft robot to suc-
cessfully reach the desired end-effector position, both when
the second and third segment were unactuated and could
not be controlled (independent of each other). This is highly
advantageous when considering the proposed application and
operational environment of these systems. The potential of
the manipulator sustaining damage is increased during these
operations, so if an instance arose where the actuation failed,
using advanced control like the MPC proposed here mitigates
the risk of mission failure. The limitation in this instance
is that the workspace is reduced, however the ability to
still partially operate is highly desirable when operating in
extreme environments. Generally, it is beneficial to maintain
some functionality and attempt to continue operating rather
than abandoning the mission completely, particularly from a
costs incurred perspective.

With regards to quantitative performance, the results pre-
sented in Fig. 7 provide further evidence of the controller
ability to still regulate the end-effector position with minimal
increase in RMSE. Two poses were tested, P3 and P6, as
these cases contrast in operational depths with the robot
fully extended, so the change in performance was of interest.

Likewise, significant wave heights in the range of Hs =
1.5−3m were selected to restrict the analysis to instances of
large disturbances. Across all spectra, only a 25.61% increase
in RMSE was witnessed, which given that the robot has
lost 1/3 of it’s manoeuvring ability is quite remarkable. Still
comparing the partially actuated case to the fully actuated
case, the wave with the largest peak period (case S3) showed
the lowest disparity, recording a 23.17% increase. Although
the largest wave is expected to induce the highest torques,
this result could point to the higher frequency waves causing
a passive excitation of the middle segment, thus driving the
error higher than when the segment is controlled. It should
be noted that this difference was marginal and differed < 4%
compared to the other spectra. Interestingly, there were some
instances where the fully actuated robot actually recorded
larger RMSE than the partially actuated robot. However,
a key observation is that these cases exclusively relate to
waves with the largest significant wave height tested. The
inference here is that when the wave becomes substantially
larger than the robot body length (≈ 3x larger), the control
has difficulty regulating the end-effector position regardless
of actuation capability. It should be noted however that
the values recorded are still a significant improvement in
comparison to standard control techniques which do not
consider a time-history of the wave disturbances within the
control, as demonstrated in Fig. 5.

C. Trajectory Tracking

All tests in the previous section involve defining a constant
target position which the controller attempts to regulate under
disturbances. An intuitive further extension is to instead
define a trajectory which the end-effector must follow with
minimal fluctuations while subject to wave loading. With
respect to this, a star trajectory in the task space was
prescribed for the controller to attempt to track with the
end-effector. All three wave spectra were considered for this
demonstration (Fig. 3) with significant wave height Hs =
3m. A visual representation of the task for case W3 is given
in Fig. 8(d), which brings evidence of minimal discrepancy



Fig. 7: RMSE of the soft robot end-effector in the presence
of a mid-section actuation failure, in comparison to a fully
actuated soft robot. Shown are the results for cases (a)(b)
W1, (c)(d) W2 and (e)(f) W3 when attempting to regulate
the end-effector pose (a)(c)(e) P3 and (b)(d)(f) P6.

regardless of the magnitude of the wave disturbance. Evalu-
ation of controller performance across the three spectra over
a 60s time interval yields RMSE of 0.2491m, 0.2944m and
0.2821m for cases W1, W2, and W3 respectively. This shows
relatively consistent performance irrespective of wave period
when tracking a trajectory, a markedly distinct behaviour
from other underwater floating-base systems [15] such as
ROVs. This is justifiable by considering that, at such wave
lengths, drag-based forcing will be predominant and acting
on the manipulator over timescales which are much larger
than the control timescale.

V. CONCLUSIONS

A predictive control strategy was successfully deployed
in simulation on a multi-segment soft robot for rejection of
active time-varying disturbances. The controller is tested un-
der realistic scenarios which underwater manipulators com-
monly encounter, i.e. set-point regulation, trajectory tracking
and fault compensation. The modelled disturbances were
incorporated within the control through a NMPC strategy,
displaying significant performance improvements in compar-
ison to a model-based kinematic control strategy, with up to
≈ 84% reduction in error witnessed. Successful trajectory
tracking tests under wave disturbances were also observed,
showing constrained positional error throughout the tracking

Fig. 8: Trajectory tracking task for a star path, initial condi-
tion fully extended and subject to the wave elevation in Fig.
4 (case W3, Hs = 3m), showing the end-effector position
with respect to the base at (0m, 0m). Subscripts τ and 0 refer
to cases under wave disturbances and neglecting disturbances
respectively.

task irrespective of wave conditions. Finally, robustness to
actuation failure was demonstrated, whereby the controller
was still able to attain a desired end-effector position when
only controlling 2 of the 3 segments. This is promising
with regards to operating in extreme environments, as the
implication is certain tasks could still be completed under
partial system failure.

With reference to the points raised in the introduction
regarding difficulties of operating in a marine environment,
MPC shows potential for improving the control of under-
water manipulators by accounting for disturbances explicitly
within the control sequence optimisation, while accounting
for system dynamics to minimize such disturbances. The
overall performances of the MPC are found to scale posi-
tively with wave heights, Fig. 5, further supporting the use
of MPC as a control solution for real-world operation of soft
manipulators.
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