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ABSTRACT 

Cybersecurity is no longer limited to reactive incident response. Modern threat 

actors use automation, artificial intelligence, and multi-stage attack campaigns 

that bypass traditional security controls. In this environment, predictive threat 

hunting and proactive defense have emerged as essential strategies to 

anticipate, detect, and mitigate cyber threats before they cause major damage. 

Predictive threat hunting combines threat intelligence, behavioral analytics, 

and machine learning techniques to identify patterns of compromise at early 

stages. Proactive defense goes beyond detection and includes deception 

systems, automated response mechanisms, zero trust architectures, and 

continuous monitoring. 

 

This paper presents a comprehensive review of predictive threat hunting 

methodologies, analytical frameworks, and emerging technologies supporting 

proactive cyber defense. The study discusses machine learning models, data-

driven hunting strategies, cyber deception, automation, and integration with 

Security Operations Centers (SOCs). Challenges such as data quality, 

adversarial AI, privacy concerns, and model explainability are also examined. 

The paper concludes by highlighting future directions in predictive 

cybersecurity and the importance of combining human expertise with intelligent 

automation for resilient defense systems. 

 

KEYWORDS: Predictive Threat Hunting, Proactive Defense, Cybersecurity 

Analytics, Machine Learning, Zero Trust, Cyber Threat Intelligence, 

Behavioral Detection, SOC Automation 



    
 

 

173 Page 172-190 © MANTECH PUBLICATIONS 2025. All Rights Reserved 

 

Journal of Next-Gen Threat Intelligence and Cyber Defense 

Volume 1, Issue 3, September-December 2025  

 
INTRODUCTION 

The increasing complexity of cyber threats has significantly changed the landscape of digital 

security. Organizations now face ransomware campaigns, supply chain attacks, insider threats, 

Advanced Persistent Threats (APTs), and AI-driven malware. Traditional security mechanisms 

such as firewalls, antivirus software, and signature-based intrusion detection systems are not 

sufficient to handle these sophisticated threats. 

 

Reactive defense strategies focus on responding after an attack has already occurred. However, 

by the time detection happens, damage may already be significant. Predictive threat hunting 

represents a shift toward anticipation rather than reaction. It aims to identify early indicators of 

compromise (IOCs), abnormal behaviors, and suspicious activity before an attack fully unfolds. 

Proactive defense complements predictive threat hunting by implementing preventive and 

automated countermeasures. Together, these strategies create a security posture that 

continuously adapts to evolving threats. This paper reviews the conceptual foundations, 

technical mechanisms, operational frameworks, and challenges of predictive threat hunting and 

proactive defense systems. 

 

EVOLUTION OF THREAT HUNTING 

Threat hunting has evolved significantly over the past two decades as cyber threats became 

more sophisticated and persistent. In the early stages of cybersecurity development, 

organizations mainly relied on perimeter-based defenses such as firewalls, antivirus software, 

and signature-based intrusion detection systems. These systems were designed to detect known 

threats using predefined patterns or signatures. While effective against basic malware, they 

proved inadequate against zero-day exploits, polymorphic malware, and advanced persistent 

threats (APTs). 

 

As cyber adversaries began using stealth techniques, fileless malware, encryption, and lateral 

movement strategies, it became clear that traditional reactive security methods were 

insufficient. The concept of threat hunting emerged as a more proactive method where security 

analysts actively searched for hidden threats inside networks rather than waiting for automated 

alerts. 

 

Initially, threat hunting was manual and hypothesis-driven. Skilled analysts reviewed logs,  
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network flows, and system behaviors to identify anomalies. However, the exponential growth 

of data generated by enterprise systems made purely manual hunting impractical. This led to 

the integration of automation, analytics, and eventually predictive modeling into threat hunting 

processes. 

 

The evolution can be broadly categorized into four phases: 

1. Reactive Security 

2. Active Monitoring 

3. Proactive Threat Hunting 

4. Predictive Threat Hunting 

Each phase reflects increasing maturity in cybersecurity operations and analytical capability. 

 

1. From Reactive to Predictive Security 

Reactive Security Model 

Reactive security is based on responding to incidents after they have occurred. In this model, 

security teams depend on alerts generated by security tools such as intrusion detection systems 

(IDS), antivirus software, and security information and event management (SIEM) platforms. 

Once an alert is triggered, analysts investigate and take corrective action. 

 

Although this approach is still necessary, it has major limitations: 

 Detection depends on known attack signatures 

 Zero-day vulnerabilities remain unnoticed 

 High dwell time allows attackers to remain inside networks 

 Response often occurs after significant damage 

 

Reactive systems focus more on containment rather than prevention. As a result, organizations 

often experience data breaches before identifying malicious activity. 

 

Active Monitoring and Alert-Based Systems 

The next stage involved continuous monitoring of logs and network traffic. SIEM systems 

aggregated large volumes of data from different sources and correlated events. This improved 

visibility across infrastructure. 
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However, alert-based systems created new challenges: 

 Alert fatigue due to excessive false positives 

 Difficulty in correlating complex multi-stage attacks 

 Limited contextual understanding of attacker behavior 

 

While monitoring enhanced detection capability, it still relied heavily on predefined rules and 

did not truly anticipate threats. 

 

Proactive Threat Hunting 

Proactive threat hunting introduced a shift in mindset. Instead of waiting for alerts, analysts 

began forming hypotheses about possible attacker techniques and actively searching for 

evidence within systems. 

 

For example, a threat hunter might investigate: 

 Unusual PowerShell commands 

 Unexpected outbound network traffic 

 Suspicious privilege escalations 

 Anomalous authentication attempts 

 

This approach reduced attacker dwell time and improved detection of stealthy threats. 

However, it required highly skilled professionals and significant time investment. 

 

Predictive Security and Data-Driven Hunting 

Predictive security represents the most advanced stage in the evolution of threat hunting. It 

combines artificial intelligence, behavioral analytics, big data processing, and threat 

intelligence to anticipate potential attacks before they fully develop. 

 

Predictive systems analyze patterns such as: 

 User behavior deviations 

 Network communication anomalies 

 Historical attack trends 

 Vulnerability exposure patterns 

 Adversary tactics from intelligence feeds 
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Instead of simply identifying suspicious events, predictive models assign risk scores and 

estimate the probability of future compromise. 

 

For instance: 

 If a user account shows gradual privilege escalation and abnormal login times, the system 

may predict insider threat risk. 

 If network traffic patterns resemble early reconnaissance behavior, the system may flag a 

potential lateral movement attempt. 

 

This shift from detection to prediction reduces response time significantly and strengthens 

overall cyber resilience. 

 

Security models have evolved through several stages: 

Stage Characteristics Limitations 

Reactive Security Incident response after detection High damage before response 

Active Monitoring Continuous log monitoring Limited prediction ability 

Threat Hunting Hypothesis-driven investigation Resource intensive 

Predictive Threat Hunting AI-based prediction and analytics Requires high-quality data 

 

PREDICTIVE THREAT HUNTING FRAMEWORK 

Predictive threat hunting typically follows a structured and iterative approach that integrates 

data acquisition, analytical reasoning, machine learning, and operational response. Unlike 

traditional incident response, which begins after an alert is triggered, predictive hunting begins 

with continuous data analysis aimed at identifying early indicators of malicious intent. The 

framework is dynamic and adaptive, meaning it evolves based on new intelligence, emerging 

attack patterns, and environmental changes. 

 

A mature predictive threat hunting framework generally consists of four major components: 

1. Data Collection 

2. Hypothesis Generation 

3. Analytical Modeling 

4. Investigation and Response 
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Each component contributes to reducing attacker dwell time and improving organizational 

cyber resilience. 

 

1. Data Collection 

Data collection forms the foundation of predictive threat hunting. Without comprehensive and 

high-quality data, predictive analytics cannot function effectively. Modern enterprises generate 

enormous volumes of structured and unstructured data across networks, endpoints, cloud 

systems, and user environments. 

The main data sources include: 

• Network Traffic Logs 

These logs capture packet-level or flow-level information such as source and destination 

IP addresses, ports, protocols, DNS queries, and session durations. Network telemetry helps 

identify abnormal traffic patterns, suspicious outbound connections, command-and-control 

communications, and lateral movement attempts. 

• Endpoint Telemetry 

Endpoint Detection and Response (EDR) tools collect detailed information from 

workstations and servers. This includes process execution logs, registry changes, file 

modifications, memory usage, and system calls. Endpoint telemetry is crucial for detecting 

fileless malware, privilege escalation, and unauthorized script execution. 

• User Activity Logs 

User authentication attempts, login times, access to sensitive resources, and privilege 

changes are monitored to identify abnormal behavior. Behavioral deviations often provide 

early signs of insider threats or credential compromise. 

• Cloud Infrastructure Logs 

With the adoption of cloud computing, logs from cloud platforms such as virtual machine 

access, storage activity, API calls, and identity management systems have become 

essential. Cloud logs help detect misconfigurations, unauthorized resource provisioning, 

and suspicious API abuse. 

• Threat Intelligence Feeds 

External intelligence sources provide indicators of compromise (IOCs), malicious IP 

addresses, malware hashes, domain blacklists, and adversary tactics. Integrating real-time 

threat intelligence enhances contextual awareness. 
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Data Normalization and Correlation 

Collected data often exists in different formats and structures. Normalization converts 

heterogeneous data into standardized schemas, enabling consistent analysis. For example, 

timestamps must be synchronized, IP address formats standardized, and log fields mapped to 

unified categories. 

 

Correlation techniques connect related events across different data sources. For instance, a 

suspicious login event from a foreign location can be correlated with unusual file access and 

outbound data transfer. Without correlation, individual events may appear harmless, but when 

combined they may reveal a coordinated attack. 

 

Data lakes and big data platforms are commonly used to store and process high-volume security 

telemetry. Effective preprocessing significantly improves the performance of predictive 

models. 

 

2. Hypothesis Generation 

Hypothesis generation is a key differentiator between passive monitoring and active threat 

hunting. In predictive environments, hypotheses may originate from: 

• Threat intelligence reports 

• Known adversary techniques (e.g., MITRE ATT&CK tactics) 

• Historical incidents 

• Behavioral anomalies 

• Vulnerability assessments 

A hypothesis is essentially an educated assumption about potential malicious activity. 

 

Examples include: 

• “An attacker may attempt lateral movement using compromised credentials.” 

• “Unusual PowerShell execution may indicate malicious scripting.” 

• “Repeated access to financial records outside business hours may suggest data exfiltration.” 

 

Traditionally, human analysts created these hypotheses manually. However, in predictive 

frameworks, machine learning assists in generating automated hypotheses. Anomaly detection 

models can flag deviations from normal patterns and suggest possible threat scenarios. 
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For example, if an employee account suddenly accesses multiple administrative servers within 

minutes, the system may automatically generate a hypothesis related to credential abuse or 

privilege escalation. 

 

Automated hypothesis generation reduces human workload and increases hunting speed. Still, 

human expertise remains important to validate and refine these hypotheses. 

 

3. Analytical Modeling 

Analytical modeling is the core intelligence engine of predictive threat hunting. Machine 

learning algorithms process large datasets to identify patterns, anomalies, and predictive 

signals. 

 

Common models include: 

• Random Forests 

Random Forest is an ensemble learning technique that combines multiple decision trees. It is 

effective for classification tasks such as distinguishing between benign and malicious network 

traffic. It handles noisy data well and reduces overfitting. 

• Support Vector Machines (SVM) 

SVMs are used for binary classification and anomaly detection. They are particularly useful 

when the dataset has clear separations between normal and malicious behaviors. 

• Deep Neural Networks (DNNs) 

Deep learning models analyze complex and high-dimensional data. Recurrent Neural Networks 

(RNNs) and Long Short-Term Memory (LSTM) networks are useful for analyzing sequential 

logs and detecting time-based attack patterns. 

• Hidden Markov Models (HMMs) 

HMMs are effective in modeling sequential processes such as multi-stage attacks. They can 

estimate the probability of moving from reconnaissance to exploitation phases. 

• Bayesian Networks 

Bayesian models calculate probabilistic relationships between different variables. They help 

assess attack likelihood based on correlated indicators. 
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Threat Scoring and Risk Prediction 

Predictive models typically output a risk score rather than a simple binary result. Risk scoring 

may consider: 

• Behavioral anomaly intensity 

• Asset criticality 

• Known vulnerabilities 

• Intelligence-based threat severity 

Combining these factors allows organizations to prioritize high-risk incidents effectively. 

 

4.  Investigation and Response 

After suspicious patterns are detected, analysts conduct deeper investigation to confirm or 

dismiss potential threats. Even in predictive environments, human validation is critical to 

reduce false positives. 

 

Investigation may include: 

• Reviewing raw logs 

• Performing endpoint forensic analysis 

• Examining network packet captures 

• Validating user intent 

 

If malicious activity is confirmed, automated response mechanisms may be triggered. 

 

Common proactive response actions include: 

• Isolating infected endpoints from the network 

• Revoking compromised credentials 

• Blocking malicious IP addresses 

• Resetting privileged accounts 

• Deploying emergency patches 

 

Security Orchestration, Automation, and Response (SOAR) platforms enable automated 

playbooks that execute predefined containment actions instantly. Automation reduces response 

time and limits attacker progression. 
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Here is the fully elaborated Section 4 written in detailed academic style, consistent with your 

research paper tone: 

 

MACHINE LEARNING IN PREDICTIVE THREAT HUNTING 

Machine Learning (ML) plays a central role in predictive cybersecurity by enabling systems to 

automatically detect patterns, learn from historical incidents, and anticipate future threats. As 

enterprise networks generate massive volumes of logs and telemetry data every second, manual 

analysis becomes impractical. ML algorithms provide scalable and adaptive mechanisms to 

process this data and identify malicious behavior at early stages. 

 

Unlike traditional rule-based systems, machine learning models improve over time as they are 

exposed to more data. They can identify subtle deviations that are not easily captured through 

static rules or signature-based detection. In predictive threat hunting, ML supports anomaly 

detection, attack classification, risk scoring, behavioral profiling, and automated response 

decision-making. 

 

Machine learning techniques used in cybersecurity can be broadly categorized into supervised 

learning, unsupervised learning, deep learning, and reinforcement learning. Each category 

serves a specific role in predictive defense frameworks. 

 

1. Supervised Learning 

Supervised learning involves training models using labeled datasets where each data instance 

is tagged as malicious or benign. The model learns the relationship between input features 

(such as network attributes or file characteristics) and output labels (e.g., malware or normal 

activity). Once trained, the model can classify new unseen data. 

In predictive threat hunting, supervised learning is widely used for: 

• Phishing email detection 

• Malware classification 

• Spam filtering 

• Intrusion detection 

• URL reputation analysis 
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For example, in phishing detection, features such as email header anomalies, suspicious URLs, 

attachment types, and language patterns are extracted. A classifier such as Logistic Regression, 

Decision Trees, or Random Forests can then predict whether the email is malicious. 

 

Similarly, malware classification systems extract static and dynamic features such as: 

• File hash signatures 

• API calls 

• Opcode sequences 

• Memory behavior 

• Network connections 

 

Popular supervised algorithms include: 

 Decision Trees 

 Random Forests 

 Support Vector Machines (SVM) 

 Gradient Boosting Machines 

 k-Nearest Neighbors (k-NN) 

 

The main advantage of supervised learning is high accuracy when labeled data is sufficient.  

 

However, it has limitations: 

 Requires large and well-labeled datasets 

 Struggles with zero-day attacks 

 May become outdated if threat patterns change 

Despite these challenges, supervised learning remains a strong foundation for predictive 

classification tasks. 

 

2. Unsupervised Learning 

Unsupervised learning does not require labeled data. Instead, it identifies hidden structures or 

patterns within datasets. This approach is especially valuable in cybersecurity because many 

threats are previously unknown and do not have predefined labels. 

 

In predictive threat hunting, unsupervised learning is primarily used for anomaly detection.  
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The assumption is that malicious behavior deviates from normal patterns. 

 

Common unsupervised techniques include: 

• K-means clustering 

• DBSCAN clustering 

• Hierarchical clustering 

• Principal Component Analysis (PCA) 

• Autoencoders 

• Isolation Forest 

 

For example, user login behavior can be clustered based on typical login time, device type, and 

geographic location. If a login attempt significantly deviates from these patterns, it is flagged 

as anomalous. 

 

Similarly, network traffic can be grouped based on normal communication flows. Sudden high-

volume outbound traffic to unknown IP addresses may be detected as potential data exfiltration. 

 

The main advantages of unsupervised learning are: 

 Ability to detect unknown or zero-day threats 

 No dependency on labeled datasets 

 Adaptability to dynamic environments 

 

However, it also has drawbacks: 

 Higher false positive rates 

 Difficulty in interpreting anomalies 

 Requires careful threshold tuning 

 

Even with these challenges, unsupervised learning is critical for predictive security, especially 

in environments with evolving threat landscapes. 

 

3. Deep Learning 

Deep learning is an advanced subset of machine learning that uses artificial neural networks 

with multiple hidden layers. These models are capable of automatically extracting complex  
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features from raw data without manual feature engineering. 

 

Deep learning is particularly useful in predictive threat hunting when dealing with: 

• Large-scale log data 

• Sequential network events 

• Malware binary analysis 

• Encrypted traffic classification 

• User session behavior 

 

Recurrent Neural Networks (RNNs) and Long Short-Term Memory (LSTM) networks are 

effective for sequential data analysis. Since cyber attacks often occur in stages (reconnaissance 

→ exploitation → lateral movement → data exfiltration), sequential models can detect 

abnormal progression patterns. 

 

For instance, an LSTM model may analyze a sequence of login attempts and file access events. 

If the sequence matches patterns commonly associated with privilege escalation or insider 

threats, the system predicts elevated risk. 

 

Convolutional Neural Networks (CNNs) have also been applied to malware detection by 

converting binary files into image-like representations and identifying malicious patterns. 

 

Advantages of deep learning include: 

 High accuracy in complex environments 

 Automatic feature extraction 

 Strong capability in processing unstructured data 

 

However, deep learning models require: 

 Large computational resources 

 Extensive training datasets 

 Careful tuning to avoid overfitting 

 Mechanisms for explainability 

 

Explainability is particularly important in cybersecurity because analysts must understand why 

a system flagged certain activity as malicious. 
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4. Reinforcement Learning 

Reinforcement learning (RL) differs from other ML methods because it focuses on decision-

making rather than classification. In RL, an agent interacts with an environment and learns 

optimal actions through rewards and penalties. 

 

In predictive threat hunting, reinforcement learning is used in adaptive defense systems. Instead 

of simply detecting threats, RL models learn the best response strategy over time. 

 

For example: 

• If isolating a device prevents lateral movement, the system receives a positive reward. 

• If blocking traffic disrupts legitimate business operations, it receives a penalty. 

Over time, the model learns which defensive actions maximize security while minimizing 

operational disruption. 

 

Applications of reinforcement learning in cybersecurity include: 

• Automated firewall configuration 

• Dynamic network segmentation 

• Adaptive honeypot placement 

• Intelligent patch management 

• Real-time response optimization 

 

One promising area is autonomous Security Operations Centers (SOCs), where reinforcement 

learning assists in prioritizing alerts and recommending response actions. 

 

The main advantage of RL is adaptability. It continuously learns from new attack patterns. 

However, it requires carefully designed reward functions and safe deployment environments 

to prevent unintended actions. 
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Figure 1: Predictive Threat Hunting Architecture 

 

CYBER THREAT INTELLIGENCE INTEGRATION 

Threat intelligence enhances predictive hunting by providing context. 

Types of intelligence: 

• Strategic intelligence (long-term trends) 

• Tactical intelligence (adversary tactics) 

• Operational intelligence (real-time campaigns) 

• Technical intelligence (IP addresses, hashes) 

 

Frameworks such as MITRE ATT&CK provide standardized techniques and tactics that 

improve hunting accuracy. 

 

PROACTIVE DEFENSE STRATEGIES 

Proactive defense is about stopping threats before exploitation occurs. 

1. Zero Trust Architecture 

Zero Trust assumes no implicit trust within the network. Every request must be verified 

continuously. This limits lateral movement. 
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2. Deception Technologies 

Honeypots and decoy systems mislead attackers and collect intelligence. Deception reduces 

attacker confidence and exposes malicious intent early. 

3. Automated Incident Response 

Security Orchestration, Automation and Response (SOAR) platforms automate repetitive 

response tasks. 

4. Attack Surface Reduction 

Regular patching, vulnerability scanning, and configuration management reduce exposure. 

 

BEHAVIORAL ANALYTICS AND USER MONITORING 

User and Entity Behavior Analytics (UEBA) identifies abnormal behavior such as: 

• Unusual login times 

• Access to sensitive files 

• Rapid privilege escalation 

 

Behavioral models assign risk scores to users and devices. 

 

Behavior Indicator Risk Level Example 

Login from new country Medium VPN misuse 

Mass file download High Data exfiltration 

Multiple failed logins Low to Medium Brute force attempt 

 

PREDICTIVE METRICS AND RISK SCORING 

Predictive systems use scoring mechanisms: 

• Threat likelihood score 

• Behavioral anomaly score 

• Vulnerability risk index 

• Asset criticality rating 

Combining these metrics improves prioritization in Security Operations Centers. 
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CHALLENGES IN PREDICTIVE THREAT HUNTING 

1. Data Quality Issues 

Incomplete logs can reduce prediction accuracy. 

2. False Positives 

High false positive rates may overwhelm analysts. 

3. Adversarial AI 

Attackers may manipulate ML models through poisoning attacks. 

4. Privacy Concerns 

Continuous monitoring can raise ethical and compliance issues. 

5. Skill Gap 

Effective predictive hunting requires skilled analysts along with AI systems. 

 

CASE STUDY: PREDICTIVE DEFENSE IN ENTERPRISE NETWORK 

A mid-size financial firm implemented predictive analytics using endpoint detection and 

response (EDR) tools combined with ML anomaly detection. 

Results observed: 

• 35% reduction in detection time 

• 28% reduction in ransomware incidents 

• Improved SOC efficiency 

The firm integrated threat intelligence feeds and zero trust principles, leading to better network 

segmentation and faster containment. 

 

FUTURE DIRECTIONS 

Future research may focus on: 

• Explainable AI (XAI) for transparent threat decisions 

• Federated learning for privacy-preserving detection 

• Quantum-resistant cryptography integration 

• AI-driven cyber deception 

• Autonomous SOC systems 

The integration of predictive analytics with cyber resilience planning will become more critical 

in the coming years. 
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CONCLUSION 

Predictive threat hunting and proactive defense represent a significant shift from traditional 

reactive cybersecurity strategies. Instead of waiting for attacks to occur, organizations now 

leverage data analytics, machine learning, and intelligence-driven frameworks to anticipate 

malicious activities. This approach reduces dwell time, improves incident response, and 

enhances overall resilience. 

 

However, predictive systems are not perfect. They require high-quality data, skilled 

professionals, and continuous model updates. Adversarial AI and privacy concerns remain 

significant challenges. Therefore, a balanced approach combining human expertise with 

automated intelligence is necessary. 

 

In the evolving threat landscape, predictive threat hunting will become a core component of 

cybersecurity strategies. Organizations that adopt proactive defense mechanisms will be better 

prepared to handle sophisticated and emerging threats. 
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