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Accurate Pose Prediction on Signed Distance Fields for Mobile Ground
Robots in Rough Terrain
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Abstract— Autonomous locomotion for mobile ground robots
in unstructured environments such as waypoint navigation or
flipper control requires a sufficiently accurate prediction of the
robot-terrain interaction. Heuristics like occupancy grids or
traversability maps are widely used but limit actions available
to robots with active flippers as joint positions are not taken
into account. We present a novel iterative geometric method to
predict the 3D pose of mobile ground robots with active flippers
on uneven ground with high accuracy and online planning
capabilities. This is achieved by utilizing the ability of signed
distance fields to represent surfaces with sub-voxel accuracy.
The effectiveness of the presented approach is demonstrated
on two different tracked robots in simulation and on a real
platform. Compared to a tracking system as ground truth,
our method predicts the robot position and orientation with
an average accuracy of 3.11 cm and 3.91◦, outperforming a
recent heightmap-based approach. The implementation is made
available as an open-source ROS package.

I. INTRODUCTION

Mobile ground robots can support humans in a wide
range of applications. In disaster response [1] and planetary
exploration [2] they enter hazardous areas and provide a
remote presence in environments dangerous to humans. In
an industrial application such as construction site moni-
toring [3], mobile robots automate tedious and repetitive
tasks. These environments have in common that they are
unstructured and require the traversal of challenging uneven
terrain.

Tracked robots are well suited to these environments
because of their ability to negotiate rough terrain. Many
platforms can additionally reconfigure their kinematics to
further improve their capability of overcoming obstacles,
e.g., by changing the shape of the tracks with active flippers
or by shifting the center of mass with a heavy manipulator
arm. However, the additional degrees of freedom make tele-
operation of the robot more challenging, therefore, increasing
the mental load of the operator and the risk of errors.

Autonomous locomotion capabilities such as path plan-
ning [4] or whole-body planning [5] can alleviate the op-
erator of stress but as part of the planning process, a
prediction about the robot-terrain interaction is required. A
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Fig. 1: Based on an SE(2) pose, the joint configuration and an
Euclidean Signed Distance Field (ESDF) of the environment
(top-left), the 3D pose and terrain interaction are predicted
(bottom-left). The photo on the right shows the robot Asterix
on the same terrain for comparison.

common approach is the approximation of this interaction
via heuristics such as an occupancy grid [6] or traversability
map [7]. While this works well in semi-structured terrain, the
approximation has to be chosen conservatively to prevent
accidents and therefore limits the actions available to the
robot significantly. Moreover, heuristics are not optimal for
articulated robots because they do not take the current joint
positions into account. Pose prediction approaches, also
known as robot settling, can provide a more accurate model
of the robot-terrain interaction by estimating the 3D robot
position and orientation on the ground.

We propose a novel pose prediction method for mobile
ground robots based on Euclidean Signed Distance Fields
(ESDFs) [8] that takes the joint configuration into account
(see Fig 1). Moreover, the 3D representation allows for the
support of multi-level environments. The implementation is
available as open-source for the robot framework ROS1.

We demonstrate that our approach generalizes to different
ground robots by evaluating on two platforms in simulation.
Additionally, we perform experiments on the real robot using
a tracking system for ground truth localization data and
show our approach to be fast enough for online planning.
The evaluation scenario is based on the RoboCup Rescue
Robot League (RRL) competition2 arenas that are designed

1https://github.com/tu-darmstadt-ros-pkg/sdf_
contact_estimation

2https://rrl.robocup.org/
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to simulate unstructured environments found in real rescue
missions. The dataset and code are publicly available to
facilitate the reproduction of our results.

II. RELATED WORK

Various methods have been developed to estimate the
robot-terrain interaction for planning algorithms. An over-
view and classification of prior work on traversability es-
timation methods is given in [9]. A common approach to
approximate the robot-terrain interaction is using heuristics.
In [6], an occupancy grid is proposed for robot navigation.
The 2D grid representation stores the probability of being
occupied in each cell and therefore simplifies the problem to
a binary decision whether a surface is traversable or not.
This limitation is addressed by the authors of [7]. They
propose the traversability map which introduces a continuous
traversability value based on the local ground geometry,
encoding factors such as roughness, step height, inclined
slopes, or gaps. While being fast to compute, heuristics only
give a conservative estimate of the robot-terrain interaction.
They can not represent situations in which a robot may
traverse the terrain in one orientation but not in another
and do not take the joint configuration into account. Pose
prediction approaches address these shortcomings by vir-
tually settling the robot on the ground using a map of
the environment. Following [10], we categorize prior work
into physics simulation, geometric methods, and learning
approaches.

Physics simulations compute forces and accelerations over
time to drop the robot under the influence of gravity onto the
surface. In [4], the physics engine Open Dynamics Engine
(ODE) has been used to simulate poses for a combined path
and joint configuration planning. While no timings have been
given by the authors, a general physics engine is slow as also
shown by [10]. The authors of [11] propose a specialized
approach that formulates the contact problem as a linear com-
plementary problem (LCP) which is solved using Lemke’s
method. A similar approach is taken by [12]. They interpolate
the terrain with a cubic B-patch and simulate the robot until
gravitational force and contact forces reach a static equilib-
rium. The contact forces are computed using a singular value
decomposition (SVD) with a claimed 10-times speed up over
the previous LCP approach. Geometric methods estimate
the robot-terrain interaction directly without simulating time
steps. Hence, they are typically faster. In [13], the robot is
settled on ground points at a given query pose by fitting
a plane on the cloud below the robot footprint. Several
traversability metrics are computed from the settled pose and
surface cloud. The authors of [2] propose a fast approximate
settling for a Mars rover with articulated suspension. They
infer the worst-case vehicle configuration from upper and
lower bounds for each wheel height and assign metrics such
as ground clearance. A more general approach is taken by
[10]. They propose a fast iterative method that finds the robot
pose and contact points based on a geometric model of the
robot and a least-squares approximation of the ground. The
quality of the estimation depends on how well the terrain

below the robot is approximated by a plane. The authors
of [14] avoid this issue by settling the robot directly on a
heightmap. By introducing the concept of robot heightmaps,
they reduce the pose prediction problem to a sequence of
image operations for a fast and accurate computation of
poses and contacts with a similar speed to [10]. However,
using heightmaps as the model for robot and environment
comes with the drawbacks of a coarse representation of
vertical edges and robot features due to the cell resolution
and the limitation to planning problems on a single level
in the environment. [15] proposes a learning-based approach
that uses self-supervised learning to predict the shape of the
supporting terrain. They define the pose estimation problem
as the minimization of potential energy and train a pose
regressor network that predicts the robot pose given the
heightmap.

In the following section, we present a novel iterative
geometric approach to predict the robot-terrain interaction.
The method achieves fast computation times with consistent
results because it is not limited to time steps as would be the
case for physics simulation approaches. By directly modeling
the kinematics of the robot in a robot-agnostic manner, the
pose prediction takes the current joint configuration into
account and generalizes to other robot platforms. We achieve
a high prediction accuracy by modeling the environment
with the voxel-based ESDF. In this representation, each
cell encodes the Euclidean distance to the closest surface,
therefore enabling the localization of surfaces with sub-voxel
accuracy. Moreover, the 3D representation allows for the
application in multi-level environments.

III. METHOD

We present an iterative geometric method to predict the
terrain interaction of mobile ground robots. For a given
SE(2) position and heading (x, y, ϕ) and joint configuration
q, the z position as well as roll and pitch orientation of the
SE(3) pose are predicted that are the result of the interaction
between robot and terrain. Because this method supports
3D environments with multiple levels, additionally, a coarse
estimate for the z position is needed. The environment is
represented by an ESDF Φ (p) = d that returns the Euclidean
distance d to the closest surface of a point in space p. The
distances of points in free space have a positive sign while
points inside objects are given a negative sign. The tracks and
chassis of the robot are sampled with uniformly distributed
contact point candidates. We assume that the robot and the
environment are rigid and that no slippage between robot
and surface occurs.

Figure 2 gives an overview of the algorithm. In the
following, the individual steps are briefly described. The
robot pose WTC is given by the transformation between
the gravity-aligned world frame W and COM frame C of
the robot. The static, stable robot pose is predicted in an
iterative process based on the SE(2) pose which is used as
the initial guess for the SE(3) pose WTC

(0). First, the robot
is dropped from above the ground until the first contact in the
Falling Stage. Afterwards, in the Rotation Stage, the robot is
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Fig. 2: Overview of the pose prediction algorithm. The input pose is used by the Falling Stage to find the first contact with
the ground. The Rotation Stage repeatedly rotates the robot about the least stable axis until a stable state is found. Contact
candidates are visualized as orange points and the support polygon as green points.

repeatedly rotated around the least stable axis of the support
polygon until it is in a stable state.

A. Falling Stage

In this stage, the first contact with the ground is found by
translating the robot along the z-axis of the world frame. The
translation distance is determined by the minimum distance
of any part of the robot to the ground d∗min. While the
distance to the closest surface dmin can be retrieved from
the ESDF, it is unknown whether dmin is the distance to
the ground or a closer wall. However, it can not be greater
than the distance to the ground: dmin ≤ d∗min. Therefore,
we can translate by dmin to get closer to the ground. This
step is repeated until we find a solution in contact but not in
collision with the ground.

First, using the kinematic model of the robot and its joint
configuration q, the N contact point candidates are computed
in the COM frame. Using our current estimate of the robot
pose WTC

(k), each candidate point pi is transformed to the
world frame and the distance di to the closest surface is
determined using the ESDF:

di = Φ
(
WTC

(k) · Cpi

)
(1)

Our current estimated pose is valid if there is at least one
contact point with the ground (2) and no contact candidate
is below the ground (3):

∃d ∈ d1, ..., dN : d < ϵ (2)
∀d ∈ d1, ..., dN : d ≥ 0 (3)

where ϵ is the distance threshold for contacts. If these
conditions are fulfilled, we continue with the Rotation Stage.
Otherwise, we perform an iteration by computing the mini-
mum distance as

dmin = min (d1, ..., dN ) (4)

and translating the robot pose by this distance along the
z-axis of the world frame with the adaptive step size ∆h.

WTC
(k+1)

=WTC
(k) ·Trans(z;−∆h(k) · dmin) (5)

∆h(k+1) =∆h(k) · hf (6)

Note that because points inside objects return negative
distances, dmin can also be negative and, therefore, move
the robot upwards. For this reason, the initial pose estimate
can also be inside the ground. The step size is initialized
with ∆h(0) = 1 and reduced each iteration by hf ∈ (0, 1)
to prevent oscillation and ensure convergence. The updated
pose estimate is used to perform the next iteration starting
with (1).

B. Rotation Stage

Based on the first contact found in the Falling Stage, the
robot is now rotated around the least stable axis until a stable
state is found. At the start of this phase, there are three
possible contact cases depending on the number of contacts
that determine how the rotation axis r is computed.

In case of only one contact point, the rotation axis is
orthogonal to the vector between contact point c and center
of mass (COM) p

(k)
com, given as the translational part of

WTC
(k). It is computed as the cross product between the

vector of COM to contact point and the (normalized) gravity
vector:

r =
(
p(k)
com − c

)
× (0, 0,−1)T (7)

In case of two contact points, the rotation axis is simply
the line connecting both points:

r = c2 − c1 (8)

For the case of three or more contact points, we obtain
the convex hull of all contact points, also called support
polygon, using Andrew’s monotone chain algorithm [16]. We
use the Force-Angle Stability Margin (FASM) [17] to assess
the stability margin of each axis of the support polygon
ai = ci − ci+1 and the minimum:



Fig. 3: Side-view of the Rotation Stage. The rotation axis
r, the contact candidate pi and the predicted contact point
ĉi form a triangle. di is the distance to the closest surface,
retrieved from the ESDF. Rotating the robot by αi would
result in a contact.

βi =FASM (ai) (9)
βmin =min (β1, ...βNc

) (10)

If the minimum stability is positive βmin > 0, the current
robot pose estimate is stable and the algorithm terminates.
Otherwise, the axis with the lowest stability margin is set as
the rotation axis.

In the next step, the robot is repeatedly rotated around this
axis towards the COM until the next contact with the ground
is found. The rotation angle is determined as the minimum
angle until any part of the robot would make contact with the
ground. This step is repeated until a valid solution is found,
i.e. in contact with the ground but not in collision.

As in the beginning of the Falling Stage, we start by
retrieving the distances of our contact candidates to the
closest surface using our latest pose estimate (1). We define
a new frame R such that its x-axis is aligned with the
rotation axis r, the z-axis is gravity-aligned and the y-axis
forms a right-handed coordinate system pointing to the side
of the COM. Each contact candidate is transformed to this
frame. Any candidates that are part of the rotation axis or
fall on the negative side of the y-axis are excluded from
the following steps. Before an iteration is performed, we
check if the current pose estimate fulfills the previously
introduced validity constraints (2), (3). If the solution is valid,
we continue with the next Rotation Stage by determining a
new rotation axis. Otherwise, we perform the next iteration of
this Rotation Stage. Using the distance to the closest surface
di, we predict a possible contact point ĉi on the ground (see
Fig. 3). Note that this introduces a small error as indicated by
the dotted circle. In a side-view, the rotation axis r, contact
candidate pi and predicted contact ĉi form a triangle.

For each contact point candidate, we can compute the
angle αi that would lead to a contact with the ground using
the law of cosine:

αi = σi arccos

(
∥pi∥2 + ∥ĉi∥2 − d2i

2∥pi∥∥ĉi∥

)
(11)

The sign of the angle σi is negative, if the contact
candidate is below the ground:

σi =

{
+1, di ≥ 0

−1, di < 0
(12)

We obtain the minimum angle with:

αmin = min (α1, ..., αN ) (13)

and rotate the robot pose estimate by this angle:

RTC
(k)

=
(
WTR

)−1 WTC
(k)

(14)
WTC

(k+1)
=WTR ·Rot(x; ∆h(k) · αmin) · RTC

(k)
(15)

∆h(k+1) =∆h(k) · hf (16)

As in the Falling Stage, we use a decreasing step size
∆h to prevent oscillations. The updated pose estimate is
used to perform the next iteration using the same rotation
axis until the validity constraints are fulfilled. The algorithm
terminates, when a stable support polygon has been found.

IV. EVALUATION

We evaluate the pose prediction accuracy of our approach
in multiple scenarios in simulation and on the real robot and
compare it to the Heightmap Pose Prediction (HPP) proposed
in [14]. Moreover, by evaluating on two different tracked
platforms (see Fig. 4), we demonstrate the generality of the
method. The first robot Asterix is a highly mobile platform
with main tracks and coupled flippers on the front and back
and a chassis footprint of 72× 52 cm. In contrast, the DRZ
Telemax robot features a completely different track design
with no main tracks, four independent flippers in a unique
triangle shape, and a chassis footprint of 81 × 40 cm. We
use four different arenas of the RoboCup RRL for evaluation
(see Fig. 5). Developed by the National Institute of Standards
and Technology (NIST) and the RRL’s technical committee
as standard test methods for maneuvering and mobility, they
are designed to include unstructured terrain and obstacles
also found in real rescue missions. Each arena offers a
different terrain to represent a wide variety of challenges.
The two maneuvering arenas feature easier terrain with a
series of double ramps with a height of 17 cm and inclination
of 16◦ in the ”Continuous Ramps” and three 10 × 10 cm
bars on flat ground in the ”Curb” scenario. In comparison,
the mobility arenas feature more difficult terrain. In the
”Hurdles” scenario, the robots have to overcome 15 cm and
26.5 cm steps. The ”Elevated Ramps” scenario is composed
of boxes with varying heights up to 35 cm and 16◦-slanted
tops, therefore, being the most challenging terrain to traverse.

In the following, the process of capturing the evaluation
data is explained. We generate ground truth pose data by
driving the robot manually through the terrain and recording
its position and orientation in world frame every 5 cm. While



(a) Asterix (b) DRZ Telemax

Fig. 4: Tracked robot platforms used for evaluation.

driving, the flippers are continuously adjusted to overcome
the terrain and joint positions are recorded alongside each
pose. Onboard distance sensors like Lidar and depth cameras
are used to generate a complete map of the environment. The
map representations, ESDF and heightmap, are created with
Voxblox [8] and elevation mapping [18] respectively, each
with a voxel or cell size of 5 cm.

We measure the prediction accuracy by comparing the
ground truth pose with the predicted pose at each recorded
pose along the path. The ground truth SE(3) pose is reduced
to an SE(2) pose by setting roll, pitch and z to 0 and
used as input to the pose prediction. The position error is
given as the Euclidean distance between ground truth and
predicted position. The orientation error is the minimum
rotation angle that is required to align ground truth and
predicted orientation. The error metrics are averaged over
all pose samples in each scenario.

To enable the reproduction of our experiments and results,
we make our evaluation software3 and dataset4 publicly
available. The supplementary video5 provides additional vi-
sualizations of our results.

A. Simulation

While ground truth pose data is hard to obtain in real
scenarios, it is readily available in simulation. In our evalu-
ation, we use the Gazebo robot simulator which is based on
the ODE physics engine. Both robot platforms are driven
through the four arenas (see Fig. 5) which have been
modeled in Gazebo. The ESDF and heightmap are created
from simulated depth camera data of Asterix and shared on
both robots. The results are listed in Table I.

It can be seen that in the first three simulation scenar-
ios, both approaches achieve similar performance on both
robots, except for the ”Curb” scenario on Telemax where our
approach outperforms HPP by ∼1 cm in position and ∼1◦

in orientation error. However, the strengths of our method
become apparent when looking at ”Elevated Ramps”. This
scenario is characterized by a very rough terrain with many
steps and slopes. Here, our approach significantly outper-
forms HPP by ∼5 cm in position and ∼6◦ in orientation
error on both robots.

3https://github.com/tu-darmstadt-ros-pkg/hector_
pose_prediction_benchmark

4https://tudatalib.ulb.tu-darmstadt.de/handle/
tudatalib/3978

5https://youtu.be/3kHDxPnEtHM

(a) Continuous Ramps (b) Curb

(c) Hurdles (d) Elevated Ramps

(e) Continuous Ramps (f) Elevated Ramps

Fig. 5: Overview of the evaluation scenarios in the Gazebo
simulator and the DRZ Living Lab. All arenas are part of
the RoboCup RRL competition.

TABLE I: Comparison between our approach and the
heightmap pose prediction (HPP) [14] in simulation (Sim)
and on the real robot (Real). The table lists the average
difference between predicted and ground truth pose. Bold
numbers indicate the best performance.

Position Error Orientation Error
Average [cm] Average [deg]

Ours HPP Ours HPP
Asterix (Sim)
Continuous Ramps 1.58 1.59 2.89 3.29
Curb 1.2 1.11 2.85 3.2
Hurdles 1.04 0.95 1.05 1.42
Elevated Ramps 2.37 7.43 6.59 12.24
DRZ Telemax (Sim)
Continuous Ramps 2.29 2.66 3.38 3.98
Curb 1.93 3.02 2.67 3.98
Hurdles 0.98 0.82 1.32 1.26
Elevated Ramps 2.08 7.97 4.57 10.54
Asterix (Real)
Continuous Ramps 3.06 2.64 2.39 2.39
Elevated Ramps 3.16 6.71 5.43 11.13

B. Motion Capture System

While the evaluation in simulation has shown that our
approach can accurately predict the robot-terrain interaction
under ideal conditions, an application on the real platform is
subject to higher uncertainties with additional sensor noise
and model inaccuracies. Furthermore, it is expected that the
prediction quality heavily depends on the quality of the
map which depends on various factors including the used
sensor, surface properties, localization, and the integration
algorithm. Therefore, we also evaluate on the real Asterix
robot to assess the influence of these effects and quantify

https://github.com/tu-darmstadt-ros-pkg/hector_pose_prediction_benchmark
https://github.com/tu-darmstadt-ros-pkg/hector_pose_prediction_benchmark
https://tudatalib.ulb.tu-darmstadt.de/handle/tudatalib/3978
https://tudatalib.ulb.tu-darmstadt.de/handle/tudatalib/3978
https://youtu.be/3kHDxPnEtHM


TABLE II: Timing results for the prediction of a single pose.

Scenario Mean Std. Dev. Max.
Continuous Ramps 566 µs 214 µs 1233 µs

Elevated Ramps 778 µs 282 µs 2221 µs

the performance under realistic conditions. Our evaluation is
based on data provided by the authors of [19]. They used the
high-performance Qualisys optical motion capture system of
the DRZ Living Lab6 to generate ground truth localization
data. The ESDF and heightmap are created with a spinning
VLP-16 Lidar mounted on the robot while using the tracking
data of the motion capture system for scan localization.
Two scenarios are used for evaluation (see Fig. 5e,5f), a
simplified ”Continuous Ramp” scenario with two double-
ramps on flat ground on a straight path and the ”Elevated
Ramps” which were also part of the simulated scenarios. The
results on the real platform (see bottom of Table I) confirm
the findings in simulation. While the error metrics of both
approaches are very close in the easier ”Continuous Ramps”
scenario, our approach again significantly outperforms HPP
in ”Elevated Ramps”. Compared to the results in this arena
in simulation, the position error increased by 0.79 cm, while
the orientation error even decreased by 1.16◦. This behavior
might be explained by the fact, that the simulated arena is
not identical to the real one. In total, our approach achieved
an average position accuracy of 3.11 cm and orientation
accuracy of 3.91◦ in this test. These results demonstrate that
our approach is robust to sensor noise and model inaccuracies
and that the performance on the real robot is comparable to
the simulation.

C. Performance

We measured the average time to predict a single pose on
the two datasets recorded with the real Asterix platform. The
computation has been performed on the mobile CPU AMD
Ryzen 7 5800H from 2021. As can be seen in the results in
Table II, the average prediction time varies greatly depending
on terrain complexity. However, in both cases, the timings
allow for online planning applications.

D. RoboCup RRL 2023 Bordeaux

The RRL competition is part of the annual international
RoboCup event and fosters the development of mobile robots
for the support of first responders in disaster situations. Dur-
ing the participation of Team Hector7 in the RoboCup World
Championship 2023 in Bordeaux, the proposed approach
has been applied as part of a whole-body planner [5] to
autonomously overcome obstacles by planning flipper trajec-
tories online, contributing to winning the 2nd place overall
as well as the ”Best in Class Autonomy” and ”Technology
Challenge” awards.

V. CONCLUSIONS
In this paper, we presented a novel pose prediction ap-

proach to predict the terrain interaction of mobile ground

6https://rettungsrobotik.de/en
7https://www.teamhector.de

robots with active joints. By making use of an ESDF, we
benefit from its ability to represent surfaces with sub-voxel
accuracy. Our evaluation has shown that this leads to a
higher pose prediction accuracy in unstructured environments
compared to an approach based on heightmaps. Further
research is required for environments with unstable ground
where slippage or significant floor compliance might occur.
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[1] I. Kruijff-Korbayová, R. Grafe, N. Heidemann, A. Berrang, C. Hus-
sung, C. Willms, P. Fettke, M. Beul, J. Quenzel, D. Schleich, et al.,
“German rescue robotics center (drz): A holistic approach for robotic
systems assisting in emergency response,” in SSRR. IEEE, 2021, pp.
138–145.

[2] K. Otsu, G. Matheron, S. Ghosh, O. Toupet, and M. Ono, “Fast ap-
proximate clearance evaluation for rovers with articulated suspension
systems,” J. Field Robot., vol. 37, no. 5, pp. 768–785, 2020.

[3] K. Becker, M. Oehler, and O. Von Stryk, “3d coverage path planning
for efficient construction progress monitoring,” in SSRR. IEEE, 2022,
pp. 174–179.

[4] M. Norouzi, J. V. Miro, and G. Dissanayake, “Planning stable and
efficient paths for reconfigurable robots on uneven terrain,” JINT,
vol. 87, pp. 291–312, 2017.

[5] M. Oehler, S. Kohlbrecher, and O. von Stryk, “Optimization-based
planning for autonomous traversal of obstacles with mobile ground
robots,” Int. J. Mech. Control., no. 1, pp. 33–40, 2020.

[6] A. Elfes, “Using occupancy grids for mobile robot perception and
navigation,” Computer, vol. 22, no. 6, pp. 46–57, 1989.

[7] M. Wermelinger, P. Fankhauser, R. Diethelm, P. Krüsi, R. Siegwart,
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