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Introduction: Evaluation Policy Analysis of the GPRA Modernization Act of 2010 

 The following document evaluates the components of the GPRA Modernization Act, 

public law 111-352, which was signed by President Obama on January 4, 2010 (GPRA 

Modernization Act of 2010, S. 352, 111th Cong., 2010). This paper will include an analysis of the 

policies within the strategic plans of this Act, incorporating Trochim’s (2009) taxonomy. 

Credible evidence and the principles within this policy model will also be part of this analysis. 

Overview 

The GPRA Modernization Act of 2010 is an updated version of a management reform 

effort known as the Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) of 1993 (Radin, 1998). 

The GPRAMA 2010 Act specifies requirements, roles, as well as implementation and reporting 

processes for both the Federal agencies and the Federal Government. Although the original 

version of this Act was enacted in 1993, the first year that the strategic plans and performance 

plans were actually required to come to life was 1997. 

This Act establishes a framework for a new Federal performance system, which provides 

mandated requirements to be followed in an effort to improve Federal programs. Essentially, 

through this process agencies are able to track and communicate their performance efforts, and 

implement planned activities based on specified goals, with a focus on usage. In doing so, this 

process is very similar to that of a formative evaluation.  

Comparing the GPRAMA 2010 Policies and Requirements to an Evaluation Policy 

Evaluation is defined as a process that “ determines the worth or merit of an evaluation 

object” (Fitzpatrick, Sanders, & Worthen, 2011). In a similar way, the GPRAMA 2010 requires 

Federal programs to follow a framework of activities and specific reporting formats that allows 

for communication of program effectiveness, and justification for Federal funding and support. 
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These requirements are specified and divided into fourteen sections within the Act, as listed in a 

later section. These prescribed requirements such as performance reports and reviews, promote 

usage (see Key Components Section, and figure 1). This is very similar to the goal of utility 

within evaluations, as discussed by Fitzpatrick, Sanders, and Worthen (2011). In addition, 

although the GPRAMA 2010 does not identify specific evaluation policies, it does require as part 

of this Act, for agencies to specify plans for evaluation within required reports, throughout 

several of the fourteen sections. In addition, the GPRAMA 2010 provides a specific definition of 

program evaluation in relationship to its application to Federal programs. Program evaluation is 

defined as “an assessment, through objective measurement and systematic analysis, of the 

manner and extent to which Federal programs achieve intended objectives.’’ (GPRA 

Modernization Act of 2010, S. 352, 111th Cong., 2010, p. 6). 

Context 

 The original GPRA 1993 originated in legislation introduced in 1990 by Republican 

Senator William Roth (Radin, 1998). President Clinton signed this original version of the 

GPRAMA 2010 on August 3, 1993. Clinton commented “the law simply required that we chart a 

course for every endeavor that we take the people’s money for, see how well we are progressing, 

tell the public how we are doing, stop the things that don’t work, and never stop improving the 

things that we think are worth investing in” (Radin, 1998, p. 308). In addition to the need for 

information and transparency, GPRA also inherited the legacy of previous reforms that based 

their efforts on the assumption that program decisions can and will be made on a rationally 

produced data system. Some of these reform efforts were: the Program, Planning, and Budgeting 

System (PPBS), Management by Objectives (MBO), and Zero-Base Budgeting (ZBB).  

Need 
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 As mentioned, it was skepticism on the performance of Government programs and 

allocation of financial resources and usage that prompted a need to implement a government-

wide management strategy (Radin, 1998). In addition, the evolving technology, and the reported 

challenges, created a need for amendments of the original Act, resulting in the GPRAMA 2010 

(Moynihan, 2013; Radin, 1998).  

In terms of technology, as information became more available through online usage, in 

contrast to 1993, in order to uphold transparency, the information gathered through this Act is 

now required to be published online (performance.gov). In this website, a federal program 

inventory can be found with specific information about strategic planning, analysis, review, and 

reporting of Federal agencies.  

Some challenges as reported by Radin (1998) were: (1) a limited ability to analyze 

interrelated program components found in multiple agencies and departments; (2) some federal 

agencies with complex set of programs and components merge/conflict with each other; (3) 

disjuncture between the development of the strategic plan and the performance plan; (4) 

disjuncture between the activity of GPRA and the efforts within federal agencies to comply with 

other management requirements; (5) requirements were framed in general terms. As a response, 

the changes made from GPRA 1993 to GPRAMA 2010 included amendments in the strategic 

and performance planning, performance reporting, as well as in technical and conforming 

guidelines. 

Affiliations 

 The major responsibility for the implementation and reporting of the GPRAMA 2010 was 

bestowed on the Office of Management and Budget (OMB). After the GPRA 1993 was enacted, 

the OMB revised agencies’ drafts of strategic and performance planning to ensure that the Act 



EVALUATION POLICY ANALYSIS                                                                                         4                                                                   

was followed appropriately. The annual report on agency performance is to be produced with the 

President’s annual budget. 

Intent and Purpose 

 The intent of this Act is to restore the confidence of the American people in the Federal 

Government, by implementing a new Federal performance and management performance 

system, which includes easy access to reports. Radin (1998, p. 308) summarizes the purpose of 

this act (see Table 1). 

 
Key Components 

The GPRAMA 2010 consists of fourteen sections (Table 2) listing specific requirements 

for Federal agencies and Government to follow and report (GPRA Modernization Act of 2010, S. 

352, 111th Cong., 2010).  

Table 2: The Fourteen Sections in the GPRAMA 2010  
1. Strategic planning (including amendments) 8. Technical and conforming amendments. 
2. Performance planning (including amendments) 9. Format of performance plans and reports.  
3. Performance reporting (including amendments) 10. Federal government and agency priority goals. 
4. Implementation of this act. 11. Performance management skills and competencies. 
5. Quarterly priority progress reviews and use of 

performance information. 
12. Transparency of federal government programs, 

priority goals and results. 
6. Agency performance improvement officers and 

the performance improvement council. 
13. Reducing duplicative and outdated agency 

reporting. 
7. Chief Operating Officers 14. Congregational oversight and legislation.  

Table 1: Purpose of the GPRAMA 2010 
To improve the confidence of the 
people in the government by 
holding agencies accountable for 
achieving program results. 

To improve congressional decision-
making by providing information on 
achieving statutory objectives and 
relative effectiveness of various 
programs. 

To help managers improve service 
delivery by requiring them to plan 
for meeting program objectives and 
providing them with information 
about program results.	

To stimulate reform with a series 
of pilot projects that could be used 
as examples for others. 

To improve internal management of 
the federal government.          

To promote a focus on health, 
service quality, and public 
satisfaction.	
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The regulations within the GPRAMA 2010 require that federal agencies develop strategic 

plans with long-term goals, performance plans with annual goals and measures, and that 

leadership involvement and accountability is present. This act requires that a government wide 

performance plan be drafted providing a single, cohesive picture of the overall federal 

performance. Within these components, the regulations can be summarized into three general 

key components: (1) management and planning; (2) action through analysis and review; (3) and 

reported results and usage. Figure 1 below shows the active cyclical progression of the fourteen 

sections of the GPRAMA 2010 divided into these three key components.  
	

 

 

       Figure 1: Key Components of GPRAMA 2010 

 

																				 	
 
 

Figure 1. This is a diagram that exemplifies the cyclical activities of the GPRAMA 2010. More 

specifically the fourteen categories of this Act are grouped under the appropriate key 

components. This is an original diagram, basing these three components from “The New 

Federal Performance System: Implementing the GPRA Modernization Act,” by D. Moynihan, 

2013, p. 1, IBM Center for the Business of Government Improving Series. 

 

MANAGEMENT AND 
PLANNING

REPORTED 
RESULTS AND 

USAGE

	

	

• Performance		
Reports.	

• Reports	Plans	and	
Format	

• Transparency	
• Performance	
Improvement	

• Reducing	Duplicative	
reports	

	
	

• Performance	Management.	
• Technical	and	Conforming.	
• Strategic	Planning.	
• Performance	Planning.	
• Priority	Goals.	

	

• Priority	progress	reviews.	
• Chief	Operating	Officers.	
• Implementation.	
• Congregational	oversight	and	legislation.	



EVALUATION POLICY ANALYSIS                                                                                         6                                                                   

In Figure 1, the policies of the GPRAMA 2010 begin with required management and 

planning activities, ranging from performance management activities, to establishing priority 

goals. The GPRAMA 2010 requirements then lead to action through analysis and review; some 

of these stipulations require priority progress reviews, and implementation guidelines. Last, the 

requirement of the GPRAMA 2010 lead to reporting results and promoting usage. Some of these 

activities include, guidelines for required performance reports, and performance improvement. 

Focus of paper. This paper will focus its analysis on the policies within the section of the 

GPRAMA 2010, identified as “strategic planning,” as these capture many of the policies that 

relate to these key components (GPRA Modernization Act of 2010, S. 352, 111th Cong., 2010). 

As the paper develops the discussion on credible evidence will focus on the policies listed under 

the section of the GPRAMA 2010 labeled “Federal Government and Agency performance,” as 

this section contains specific information on assessment (GPRA Modernization Act of 2010, S. 

352, 111th Cong., 2010).  

GPRAMA 2010 Policy Types: Trochim’s Taxonomy 

Trochim (2009) postulated a taxonomy to identify and classify evaluation policies into 

eight types. The purpose of his taxonomy is to bring clarity and allow for policy evaluations to 

be analyzed. Due to the similarities that GPRAMA 2010 has with evaluation policies as 

described earlier, Trochim’s (2009) policy types can also be found among the eighteen 

requirements and policies stipulated under the strategic planning section of the GPRAMA 2010. 

By using Trochim's (2009) taxonomy, these policies can be classified under seven out of the 

eight types of policies, aiding the analysis in this paper. Through this classification, we can better 

understand the policies, and ensure that these address multiple dimensions within the GPRAMA 

2010. 
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Types of Policies Within the Strategic Plan Section 

 The strategic plan requirements and policies are to be fulfilled by all Federal Agencies. 

An agency is defined in this section as an executive agency with the exception of the Central 

Intelligence Agency, the Government Accountability Office, the United States Postal Service, 

and the Postal Regulatory Commission (GPRA Modernization Act of 2010, S. 352, 111th Cong., 

2010). Based on Trochim (2009) the eighteen requirements to be followed by the Federal 

agencies, and the policies within, can be classified under the following seven policy types: goals, 

participation, management, roles, process and methods, use, and meta-evaluation (see Table 3).  

Table 3, lists the eighteen policies classified within these seven policy types, based on 

Trochim’s (2009) taxonomy. The section labeled as goals contains the policies in the strategic 

plan that focuse on requirements of inclusion of general goals and objectives, descriptions of 

these, and alignment of these with the Federal Government priority goals. This policy also 

requires for agencies to explain how these goals will be achieved, and for agencies to provide 

descriptions of the cooperation with other agencies towards the development of these goals.  

The policies that were classified as “participation policies” are those that focus on 

providing guidelines and policies that enforce the development and adjustment of the strategic 

plan through collaboration of other agencies, as well as appropriate committees of Congress 

consultations. In addition, the policy that informs Federal agencies as to the timeframes that the 

strategic plan should cover, and the year in which it should be submitted is found under the 

management section.  

Roles policies contain the distribution of the different functions and responsibilities that 

lead toward the development and adjustment of the strategic plans. In addition, the section of 

process and methods contains policies related to methodology and mission statement content.  
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Furthermore, the use policy focuses on specific reporting requirements. In addition, the 

meta-evaluation section contains a policy requiring for evaluation plans to be included in the 

strategic plan. These evaluation plans are to be determined by each agency and therefore can 

include meta-evaluations. However, it is important to note that no specific requirements about 

the actual content of the evaluation are provided throughout the GPRAMA 2010. 

Table 3: Strategic Plan Requirements and Policies 
Policy Type GPRAMA of 2010 Content  
Goal  
 

v The strategic plan must include: 
• Goals and objectives, including outcome-oriented goals for major functions and operations. 
• Description of how goals and objectives contribute to the Federal Government priority goals. 
• A description of how the goals and objectives are to be achieved. 
• A description of how the agency is working with other agencies to achieve its goals.				

Participation  
 

• In developing or adjusting the strategic plan: (1) agencies shall solicit and consider the suggestions 
of entities potentially affected by such a plan; (2) and will check periodically with Congress. 

• The agency shall consult with the appropriate committees of Congress at least once every 2 years. 
• Description of how the goals and objectives incorporate suggestions of congressional consultations 

is required. 
Management  
 

• The strategic plan shall cover a period of no less than 4 years following the fiscal year in which the 
plan is submitted.  

Roles  
 

• The functions and activities of this section shall be considered to be inherently governmental 
functions. Only Federal employees shall perform the drafting of strategic plans. 

• As needed, the head of the agency may make adjustments to the strategic plan to reflect significant 
changes in the environment in which the agency is operating, with notification of Congress. 

Process and 
Methods  
 

v The strategic plan must include: 
• A mission statement including functions and operations of the agency. 
• A description of the operational processes, skills and technology, and the human, capital, 
information, and other resources required to achieve those goals and objectives. 
• Description of how performance goals contribute to the general goals and objectives. 
• Identification of those key factors external to the agency and beyond its control that could 
significantly affect the achievement of the general goals and objectives. 
• A performance plan may not be submitted for a fiscal year not covered by a current strategic plan. 

Use  
 

• A strategic plan no later than the first Monday in February of any year following the year in which 
the term of the President commences, shall be made available by the head of each agency on the 
public website of the agency, and the President and Congress shall be notified of its availability.  

Meta-
Evaluation 

• A description of the program evaluations used in establishing or revising general goals and 
objectives, with a schedule for future program evaluations to be conducted should be included. 
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In addition, efforts towards capacity building were also absent throughout the 

requirement and policies under the strategic plan section. No mention of training for particular 

staff members was mentioned. This absence is not surprising as capacity building, according to 

Trochim (2009) relates to providing support or training to management, resources, and 

infrastructure that are to support the evaluation; in the GPRAMA 2010 actual policies and 

guidelines of evaluation plans and components are not specified by the policies. 

Evaluation Policy Emphasis 

 Based on Table 3, the GPRAMA 2010 appears to focus on the goals, and process 

and methods policies. A larger group of policies are distributed under these two categories, and 

furthermore posses a higher level of specificity, as defined by Trochim (2009), than the other 

policy types that were also identified (see Figure 2). When examining Figure 2 and the different 

types of policies listed, there are various levels of specificity among each policy. Some policies 

are more specific than others. For the most part, the policies that are closer to the center have a 

specific focus on practices, assisting Federal agencies in moving from compliance to use, and the 

very few policies located on the outer side are considered higher-level policies.  

The reason for this substantial presence of specificity is that the requirements for strategic 

planning focus on potential usage, and therefore requires a certain level of specify to strengthen 

the strategic plans. Aside from the manifestation of the principle of specificity, the following 

other principles defined by Trochim (2009) are also present: delegation, continuity (only for two 

policy types), and exhaustiveness. 

Major Principles 

Trochim (2009) discusses seven major principles that are intended to guide an evaluation 

policy model. The fourteen components of GPRAMA 2010 serve as a framework for agencies 
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and congress to self-monitor and report the progress of their programs. In this way, as previously 

discussed, the GPRAMA 2010 policy has similar traits and processes as those found in an 

evaluation. Therefore, it is no surprise that several of the major principles elaborated by Trochim 

(2009) are also manifested in the elements of the GPRAMA 2010.  
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For example, the principle of delegation is manifested by the clear delegation of 

responsibilities between the Federal agencies and the role of committees of Congress. The 

principle of continuity on the other hand is not seen throughout all policies, but it is more evident 

among the goals and participation policies. Among these two policy types, continuity between 

      

       Figure 2. Trochim’s Taxonomy, and the Strategic Plan Requirements and Policies  

 
  

 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 2. The figure above represents the eight policy types defined by Trochim’s (2009) taxonomy, and the 

eighteen Federal agency strategic plan policies found in the GPRAMA 2010. Moreover, the level of specificity 

for each policy is also indicated in this figure. As the figures move from the outer rings to the inner rings, these 

become more specific and ultimately become practices.  

 
                     
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1. Goals

2. 
Participation

3. Capacity 
Building

4. 
Management

5. Roles

6. Process and 
Methods

7. Use

8. Meta-
Evaluation

1.3 Outcome-oriented goals, for 
major functions and operations. 
	

1.1 Description of how goals 
contribute to the Federal Government 
priority goals.	

1. A description of how the 
goals are to be achieved. 
	

1.2 A description of how the agency is working 
with other agencies to achieve its goals as well 
as relevant Federal Government priority goals.	
	

2. The agency shall solicit and 
consider the views and suggestions 
of those entities potentially affected 
by or interested in such a plan. 
	

2.1 When making adjustments to a 
strategic plan, the agency shall consult 
periodically with the Congress. 
	 2.3 The agency shall consult with the 

appropriate committees of Congress at 
least once every 2 years. 
	

 

2.2 A description of how the goals 
incorporate views and suggestions 
obtained through congressional 
consultations required under subsection.	
	

4.3 The strategic plan shall cover a period of not 
less than 4 years following the fiscal year in 
which the plan is submitted.	

5.3 The functions and activities for the strategic plan are inherently 
governmental functions. The drafting of strategic plans under this 
section shall be performed only by Federal employees. 
	

5.2 As needed, the head of the 
agency may make adjustments to 
the strategic plan to reflect 
significant changes in the 
environment in which the agency 
is operating, with appropriate 
notification of Congress.	

8.4 A description of the program evaluations 
used in establishing or revising general goals 
and objectives, with a schedule for future 
program evaluations to be conducted.	

 

7.4 A strategic plan no later than the 
first Monday in February of any year 
following the year in which the term of 
the President commences, the head of 
each agency shall make available on the 
public website of the agency a strategic 
plan and notify the President and 
Congress of its availability.	

 

6.4 A mission statement including 
functions and operations of the 
agency as part of the strategic plan. 
	

6.4 A description of the operational 
processes, skills and technology, and 
the human, capital, information, and 
other resources required to achieve 
those goals and objectives. 
	

6.2 Description of 
how performance 
goals contribute to the 
general goals and 
objectives. 
	

6.3 Identification of those key factors 
external to the agency and beyond its 
control that could significantly affect 
the achievement of the general goals 
and objectives. 
	

6.4 A performance plan may not be 
submitted for a fiscal year not 
covered by a current strategic plan.	
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each policy level is seen without any gaps in between them (Figure 2), unlike the other types of 

policy. The principle of exhaustiveness is also present, as the sub-policies relate to the 

overarching policy content. For example, the GPRAMA 2010 is divided into fourteen sections, 

but all of these contribute to the key components seen in Figure 3. When combining all these 

sections the policies cover the entire relevant areas described in the taxonomy, strategic planning 

covers all areas except capacity building, but nonetheless capacity building is addressed through 

other section in the GPRAMA 2010.  

In contrast, the principles of accountability, inheritance, and encapsulation are not 

manifested in the policies of the strategic planning prescribed by the GPRAMA 2010. The 

policies do not elaborate as to who will be in charge of selecting evaluation methods and who 

will therefore be accountable to defend this choice. The policy in regards to this is more broad, 

requiring that an evaluation plan be stipulated but not necessarily proving a framework as to who 

will conduct the evaluation, and who will make decisions about the methodology. There is no 

evidence of inheritance within the sub-policies. For example, when looking at the goals section 

in Figure 2, the four goal policies do not inherit traits from each other, instead they each are 

independent policies of the strategic plan. Last, the principle of encapsulation is not present as 

these policies are not hierarchal sub-policies of each other, but rather, they each contribute to the 

GPRAMA 2010 and are all pieces of a bigger puzzle. 

 

Sources of Credible Evidence 

The measurements determined as credible evidence in the GPRAMA 2010 include both 

quantitative and qualitative measurements. The performance indicators to be used in measuring 

or assessing progress of the Federal programs are found under the “Federal Government and 
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Agency Performance Plans” section (GPRA Modernization Act of 2010, S. 352, 111th Cong., 

2010, p. 3). Within the requirements and policies in this section, there is a focus on credible 

evidence, where most of the policies fall under the process and methods policy type of Trochim 

(2009). More specifically, these policies estipulate the specific methods in which milestones will 

be measured, including customer service, efficiency, output, and outcome indicators. For 

example, efficiency will be measured through ratios of program activity’s inputs (hours worked 

by employees) to its outputs (services delivered). A list of the specific items considered to be 

credible evidence of performance is presented as Table 4. 

Implication on Understanding Credible Evidence 

 For this particular Act, it is imperative that credible evidence is understood by each 

agency, and that this evidence is measured and reported accurately as part of the overall report. 

Two main goals of this Act are to ensure transparency, and to gain citizens’ trust on how the 

Government spends program funds and enforces accountability. Failure of understanding and 

measuring outcomes through the inclusion of the types of evidence listed can create the 

perception that Federal programs are not effective, tarnishing the desired results of transparency 

and trust.  

On the other hand, abiding to this list as the source of evidence for efficiency can also 

have repercussions, such as inaccurate results. Instead of enforcing a particular measurement, the 

sources of evidence should be determined based on the context of each program. Avoiding doing 

this, places the same issue of enforcing or prioritizing one single measurement (i.e. RCTs). It is 

empowering that both qualitative and quantitative sources are part of the credible evidence list in 

the GRAMA 2010, however these specific measurements should not be imposed on all 

programs, as there may be measurements not listed, quantitative or qualitative in nature, which 
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may be more appropriate. Although alternative forms of measurement are allowed under the 

GPRAMA 2010, this is left up to the authorization of the OMB, which can be subjective.  

 
 

 

Conclusion 

 The GPRAMA 2010 is a positive step towards getting accustom to a series of activities 

that in essence allows the public to know about the Federal programs, and provides tools for 

these to develop. However, adding specific evaluation policies could strengthen this Act, as this 

Table 4: Sources of Evidence Considered Credible - Federal Government and Agency Performance Plans  
v Describe major management challenges the agency faces and identify performance indicators, and milestones 

to measure progress toward resolving such challenges, and identify low-priority program activities based on an 
analysis of their contribution to the mission and goals of the agency and include an evidence-based 
justification for designating a program activity as low priority. 

v Establish a balanced set of performance indicators to be used in measuring or assessing progress toward each 
performance goal, including, as appropriate, customer service, efficiency, output, and outcome indicators. 
• ‘Customer service measure’ means an assessment of service delivery to a customer, client, citizen, or other 

recipient, which can include an assessment of quality, timeliness, and satisfaction among other factors. 
• ‘Efficiency measure’ means a ratio of a program activity’s inputs (such as costs or hours worked by 

employees) to its outputs (amount of products or services delivered) or outcomes (the desired results of a 
program). 

• ‘Outcome indicator’ or ‘outcome measure’ means an assessment of the results of a program activity 
compared to its intended purpose. 

• ‘Output measure’ means the tabulation, calculation, or recording of activity or effort that can be expressed 
in a quantitative or qualitative manner. 

• ‘Performance goal’ means a target level of performance expressed as a tangible, measurable objective, 
against which actual achievement can be compared, including a goal expressed as a quantitative standard, 
value, or rate. 

• ‘Performance indicator’ means a particular value or characteristic used to measure output or outcome. 
• ‘Program activity’ means a specific activity or project as listed in the program and financing schedules of 

the annual budget of the United States Government. 
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can provide a more holistic approach catered to serve the needs of each program. In doing so, 

this Act would also have to possess a certain level of flexibility to allow for strategic and 

performance plans to be created in a formative evaluation environment. Therefore measures, 

goals, and expectations would have to be agency-based, and not necessarily follow a universal 

strict framework.  
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