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Attachment 1
Responses to the NRC Regarding the Risk-Based
Evaluation of STPEGS “echnical Specifications

1. Provide a copy of the revised system models and the plant models (accident sequence
models) which were developed using the RISKMAN® code, Version 3.06 as part of the
development of the bases for th: oroposed changes to the current Technical Specifications
(TS). A schedule and mechanism for the transfer of the model can be arranged during
future discussions. Your initial response should address if you are agreeable to supplying
your model and what restrictions you desire to impose if the model is provided. Also
provide a list of the assumptions used in quantifying the risk impact of the proposed
changes to the allowed outage time (£.0T) and surveillance testing intervals (STI).

RESPONSE:

HL&P considers the STP risk t..odel privileged and proprietary, and, of course, the RISKMAN®
PC software 1s proprietary to PLG, Inc. The STP risk model files are embedded in the
RISKMAN® software, and these files would be of no use and unintelligible without this
software. Itis HL&P's understanding that Brookhaven National Laboratory will be performing
the review of the technical basis for the propesed changes to STP technical specifications
Brookhaven Nationa! Laboratory (BNL) should obtain a license for the RISKMAN® code,
Version 3.06 or later, from PLG, Inc.

HL&P will work with BNL to provide the information needed to 2ssess the basis for the results
of the "Risk-Based Evaluation for STPEGS Technical Specification,” (ST-HL-AE-3283 dated
February 1, 1990). Your representative should contact Mr, Richard P. Murphy at (512) 972-
8919 or Mr. C. R. Grantom at (512) 972-7372 to discuss these requirements. As a condition
for providing the STP plant model to BNL, it is requested that prior to publication of analyses,
or evaluations for proposed actions, publication or other formal reports, HL&P should be given
the opportunity to ¢ .plicate the evaluations and provide comments.

Please note that although the RISKMAN® model is complete, some of the new system fault trees
do not include the definitions required to evaluate all of the proposed technical specification
changes. This was done for simplicity and to expedite the IPE submittal, and does not affect
the quantitative results. These definitions are currently being incorporated anu are expected to
be complete before the end of the year. !n addition, several initiating events which are affected
by the proposed techrical specification changes, e.g., loss of EAB HVAC, are currently
quantified separately for input to the RISKMAN® model. Conversion of these initiating events
to the RISKMAN®* format is underway. In addition, other options are avaiiable for
quartification of these initiating events,

[t is highly recommended that the NRC and BNL send 1-2 (preferably 2) analysts to STP for up
to a week for familiarization with the STP model. The scope of familiarization would include
a detailed review of the assumptions used in quantifying the risl impict of the proposed changes
to the AOT and STI and the implementation of those assumptions in the model requantification.
The STP model is very complex and the process of making the changes to the individual model
and/or groups of systems models for cach technical specification change, updating the database,
and requantification of the event tree model should be well understood - beyond the level of
contractor training on the RISKMAN® software with simplified files.

TSC\92-307. 001 1



The "Risk-Based Evalua  »f STP Technical Specifications” attached to ST-HL-AE-3283 dated
. February 1, 1990, identii,.s all of the assumptions made in quantification of the risk model.
The assumptions are few; the implementation of these assumptions is very complex and is
documented in an 8 volume calculation. This process should be reviewed in detail by a BNL
analyst at HL&P before attempting to requantify the STP RISKMAN® plant and systems models,

18C\92-307.001 2
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2. Provide a list of all major areas of the conservatisms that are in the current version of
the South Texas PSA,

In general, the major assumptions and conservatisms used in the Level | South Texas PSA have
been documented in NUREG\CR-5606. Particular attention should be pzid to Sections 2.0 and
3.0 of this NUREG as it delineates most of the conservatisms and important assumptions used
in the studv. Follow-on actions described in Sections 2.0 and 3.0 have been addressed in the
STPEGS Level 2 PSA and IPE which was submitted to the NRC on August 28, 1992 via ST-
HL-AE-4193, Also, the lLevel 2 PSA and IPE contain conservatisms with respect to
containment performance phenomenology; however, the assumptions and conservatisms used are
consistent with those contained in NUREG-1150 and NUREG-4551. Also, the STPEGS Level
2 PSA and IPE contains important new software technology features which have reduced some
modeling conservatisms to provic= more accurate quantification of STP's core damage frequency
(See Section 1.4.1). A few of the mor notable conservatisms still existing in the PSA are:

. Accumulators - they are not assimed to prevent core damage but are modeled only to
reflect proper plant damage state binning.

. Operator Actions - in genecal the values used to quantify success of human actions are
greater than the generic values. This is due to the operator surveys which were
performed carly in the PSA at a time before STP commercial operation, and which
reflected operator confidence of successfully performing selected human recovery actions
al that time. Only a few of these operator actions have been updated as part of the IPE.

. The success criteria used in both the PSA and the IPE for EAB HVAC assumed that 450
tons of chilling were required during normal operation to provide safety related cooling
in the Electrical Auxiliary Euilding (EAB). Actual operating experience has shown that
only 300 tons of chilling capacity or less will remove normal heat loads.

. The success criteria used for safety injection under LI OCA conditions requires that two
of three trains be operating for success. One safety injection train providing flow to a
unbroken loop will provide adequate water to e RCS under LLOCA conditions.

. Use of the motor-driven startup feedwater pump to provide secondary side cooling is not
included in the risk model.

. Use of the AFW system cruss-over piping to provide flow to an intact steam generator
is not included in the model.

. The steam dump valves to the condenser are not included in the risk model.
. V sequence is conservative since a detailed piping fragility calculation would most likely
identify components of highest fragility to be inside containment (¢.x., RHR heat

exchangers, RHR pump seals).

Most of the above features were not included to facilitate ¢ . of modeling in an already overly
complex model which taxes the limits of software ana hardware.

1SC\92-307.001 3



With respect to other assumptions used in quantifying STP risk, the following assnmptions and
_conservatisms serve to highlight some of the key aspects of STPEGS risk model.

d,

Preventative Maintenance (PM) activity durations are conservatively modeled in the
Technical Specification (T/S) Study. Planned maintenance durations are modeled with
a constant volue of 6, 67 or 72 hours depending on the s sstem. As part of the STP IPE
effort and in conjunction with the upgrade of software to the new RISKMAN® 3.0
model, plant specific data was collected to develop a plant specific mean and distribution
for the ECW system. The actual "as experienced" PM duration for the ECW (and SDG)
system is now modeled by a distribution with a mean of approximate'y 39 hours. In this
regard the previous model for FCW was extremely conservative as are all other systems
where PM activity durations are modeicd. Now the ECW conservatism, which was
primarily due to lack of data, has been (.placed by more accurate plant specific data.
However, the PM durations for the remaining systems are still considered very
conservatively modeled.

It 1s for this reason that the plant specific PM durations, when available, for the
remaining systems will be incorporated into STP RISKMAN® system models. This will
remove the substant’al conservatism presently reflected for planned maintenance outage
durz ons. It should be noted that this is not to say that the effect of longer PM duration
times (1.e., 60, 67, or 72 hours) won't be assumed or evaluated, for example, in
sensitivity or other analyses; however, the approach taken for this study is to accurately
reflect the plant specific operating experience, the STP maintenance philosophy and the
STP work control practice. It should also be noted that the PM 12 week schedule is
being substantially modified for some systems (e.g., ECW, SDG and AFW) to reduce
the frequency f1om every twelve weeks to every 24 weeks or less (i.e., every refueiing
outage) with an outage duration of 48 hours. This will increase availability and reduce
the annual outage duralion even more.,

The removal of some conservatisms with respect to the IPE risk model quantification is
addressed in the STPEGS Level 2 PSA and IPE in Section 1.4.1 under the "Elimination
of Support States" and "Updated Electric Power Recovery Analysis."

T5C\92-307.001 4






Table 3.1: STP PSA/IPE Frontline and Support Systems

*Frontline

— Reactor Containment Fan Coolers
~— Containment Isolation Sysiem
~ Emerger , Core Cooling System

¢ Refucling Water Storage Tank and Suction Lines
* Containment Pump Suction Lines

® High Head Safety Injection

¢ Low Head Safety Injection

-~ Auxiliary Feedwater System and Secondary Steam Relief
~ Containment Spray System

~ Primary Pressure Relief

- Muin Steam lsolation Systems

- Chemical and Volume Control System

~ Residual Heat Removal System

*Support Systems

- Essential Chilled Water System
— Electric Power System (including diesel generators)

* 4,160V BUS

* DC BUS

¢ Vil AC Channel

¢ Emergency Diesel Generators

— Component Cooling Water System

~ Essential Cooling Water System

~ Reactor Trip System

— Solid State Protection System

— Engineered Safety Features Actuation System

* ESAF Truin
¢ ESF Load Sequencer

- Qualified Display Processing System

— Electnical Auxiliary Building HVAC System
— Controi ¥ yom HVAC System

~ Instrument Air

e

Trains

AB.C
NA

A.B.C
AB,C
AB.C
ABC

ABCD
ABC
NA
AB,CD
AB
ABC

AB.C

AB.C
ABCD
LILILIV
AB,C

ABC
ABC
NA
R.S

AB,C
ABC

ABCD
ABC
ABC
NA

HC

Sl

Cs
Ms

cv
RH

CH

PK

VA

CC
EW
RS
SP
SF

AM3
HC

1A

* Maintenance scheduled for outages or refuelings.

T8C\92-307 .00 6
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Table 3.2 ¢ Twelve Week Work Control Schedule®

Week i 2 4 s 6
Truin A B C D A B
System EW AM3 AF oC AF Ew
o Sk M§ AM3 MS§ cc
Sl sp sp cw Sl
Cs D) m 1A C§
RH VA VA cv RH
PK 1A CH PK
DO DG
CH CH
HC 1A
HC
Week 7 L] 9 10 11 12
Truin C D A B C D
System AM3 AF AM3 AF Ew N/A
sp MS sp M§ cC
RS 1A SF M sl
D) 1A 1A Ccs
VA cv RH
1A D) PK
SF VA DG
CH
HC g- e

* In general the work activities scheduled duning train outages are corrective muintenarce (non-LCO related),

preventsive maintenance, and operability testing vis surveillance activities,

T8C\92-307.001
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4. Provide a detailed discussion of the bases and supporting reasoning for changes to the STP
TS for the non-core conling systems (systems that were not needed to prevent a core damage

cvent),

The bases for the requested ¢t ges for systems not needed to prevent a core damage event are
provided in the "Risk-Based Evaluation of STPEGS Technical Specifications” provided by ST-
HI-AE-3283 dated February 1, 1990,  These systems are Containment Ventilation and
Coc ainment Isolation. These discussions are found in Sections 4.10 and 4.13 respectively of
the Study. 1ty stated on page 2-5 of the submittal that the figure of merit for this Swdy is the
sstimated change in core damage frequency. The two systems identified above do not effect
core damage frequency but ¢o impact overall risk.

o addition, on page 2 4 of the Study it is observed that STP has more ESF equipment under the
scope of the technical specifications than does a more typical two train plant. 3y having more
eqripment under technical specifications, STPEGS is required wo perform more testing and
maintenance. On the other hand, the three-safety-train design at STP means that the loss of a
single train of ESF equipment leaves STPEGS with two remaining trains, while a two train pleat
would generally have only one.

This fact plays an important role with respect to accident sequence success criteiia. For ali other
initiators other than LLOCA STP can be brought to a safe, stable condition with only one train
of ESF equipment.  That is, except for LLOCA, STP has three redundant trains of ESF
equipment, any one of which can be used to shut the plant down, Even in the case of the
LLOCA, a single train of ESF equipment will be effective in the likely case that it provides flow
* an unbroken loop.

The results of the STP PSA, which is emphasized even more by the IPE submittal, indicates that
the likelihood of a core di nage event at STP is very low (1.7 x 10*/year in the PSA and 4.4
x 10 year in the IPE sub ittal). Also, it is considered that a comparison of the sensitivity of
core damage at STP 10 the failure or unavailability of e juipment and trains with other domestic
Westinghouse pli...s reveals that STP is substantially less sensitive to equipment failures than
at other plants due to the three train safety system design A review of the risk achievement
factors summarized in the STP IPE as compared to other Westinghouse plants should confirm
this observation to the reviewer,

Therefore, it is considered that the improved safety of the STP design as shown by the low core
damage frequency and the reduced sensitivity of core damage to equipment failures, along with
the fact that this improvement comes at the expense of increased maintenance requirements
compared to other plants, is sufficient justification for technical specification revisions which
wecifically reflect the STP design. In this case, the systems in question have no direct relation
to core damage.

However, it is recognized that the function of the subject systems relates to risk, not to core
damage.

T8C192-307.001 8



Al the time the PSA and the Study were submitted, the risk model ingiuded only a Level |

Canalysis. However, the NKC has indicated that it does not propose 10 evaluate the proposed

changes on the merits of the previous analysis, but using the risk model wnich was enhan: »d for
the purpose of the IPE submittal, This enhanced risk model includes a Level 2 analysis, i.e.,
containment performance analysis, which was raquested by GL. 8820,

The new rules based modeling in RISKMAN® 3 06 now enables one to quantify the containment
ventilation and isolation functions as they relates to specific plant damage states (i.e., we can
now determine the failure contribution of containment ventilation and isolation to release
category). In this regard a quantitative basis for the evaluation of the risk impact of changes to
these technical specifications is now possible. (This same argument is also true for room cooling
(e.g., EAB HVAC) since (via ruis) a direct correlation between HVAC fadures and plant
damage states can be obtained.)

Provided that the NRC considess that additioral justification is necessary in order to grant
changes to these technical specifications over the qualitative arguments contained in the
application, it 1s suggested that further analysis should be performed with the RISKMAN® Level
2 model to support this roview,  In addition, since the NRC is proposing to use this enhanced
model rather than the basis submitted previously, it would be informative to review the impact
of the plant specific data and outage times of less than ten days on the sysiems previously
submitted and subsequently withdrawn (ECW, AFW and SDG). 1f th. results are substantially
lower, the potential to consider these system¢ for changes could be reevaluated.

18C\92- 307,001 9



’ RN Provide STP-specific data on the repair times (including major findings on causes of
component failure) used for the safety trains for which AOT changes are requested. This
data should cover a minimum of a 144 week period and should include the repair time
(portion of the AOT) for which the train was unavailable (i.¢., for which the LCO
condition was entered),

The following systems were proposed for Allowed Outage Time (AOT) technical specification
changes (AFW, SDG and ECW have subsequently been withdrawn):

Chemical and Volume Control,
Pressurizer Safety Valves,
Accumulators,

Emergency Core Cooling,

Residual Heat Removal,

Containment Spray,

Containment Spray Additive (Revised by plant design chang ),
Reactor Containment Fan Cooler,
Containment Isolation,

Steam Generator Safety Relief Valves,
Auxiliary Feedwater,

Component Cooling Waler,

Essential Cooling Water,

Conirol Room HVAC,

Essential Chilled Water,

Diesel Generators, and

DC Electrical Sources.

The above question (s answered by calculating the average out of service (0O0OS) duration for
cach system. At the South Texas Project (STP), an accountability process exists that will
provide the OOS durations. Thi. method entails using the Operability Tracking Log (OTL),
which contains the equipment information, LCO conditions, and the time a system is removed
from service and then returned to service. From these logs it is possible to determine a
reasonable train outage time for each of the systems. This informadon provides a clear picture
of plant specific system down times, which bounds the requested component repair time. For
example, a pump might take 20 minutes to repair and then another 2 hours 1o reconnect back
to the system (1.e, return 1o service). So, instead of providing an unavailability due to repair
times, a more meaningful unavailability is provided for the system out of service time

With respect to repair times, several work packages were pulled and evaluated for repair times.
These packages did not detail any information on a time frame for repairing a component,
Instead, the amount of man-hours to process the work package, including actual repair time, was
given for each individual who worked on the component. These man-hours take into account
items such as obtaining parts from the warehouse, obtaining permission from the control room
and various other administrative items not related to actual hands-on repair t'mes. The work
request package 1s the most detailed document on repairing components; howevwr, plant specifi~
data on repair times or individual components are not readily retrievable from the packages due
1o the process used to account for expended person-hours. Further work and possibly detailed
work package evaluations would be required (o provide, at besi, an estimate of repair times.

T$C\92-307,001 10




With this in mind, HL&P considers that the OOS time duration more accuratc'y reflects

L equipment outage times since return 1o service occurs usually just prier ¢ operability

declaratons (i.e., equipment is made functional with return 10 service and then operable with
surveillance testing).

Evaluation for several 1L.CO conditions coula not be performed. These include the foliowing
systems:  Pressurizer Safety Valves, Accumulators, Containment Spray Additive, Containment
Isolation, Steam Generator Safety Relief Valves and Control Room HVAC, The predominant
reason for non-evaluation entails that scheduled maintenance OOSs were performed under
different technical specifications.  Also, some of these have preventative maintenance and
st ceillance activities which are performed only during refueling or shutdown periods,

The rollowing steps characterize the mean time of unavailability for each system.

1. Find the Data

2. Evaluaig the Data

1. Determine the Lognormesl Parameters
4. Plot the Data

1. Find the Data

The data source for the O0Ss vas found in the OTLs for each unit from November 1989 to
August 1992, This data reflec.: wpproximately 144 weeks for cach unit and totals 288 weeks
of reacter data. The use of more than § years of reactor data will generate a distribution for the
requested systems.

2. Evaluate the Data

There are several assumptions made in evaluating the plant specific data used in answering the
request for additional information,

A That more than § years of reactor data is adequate to develop a plant specific
distribution,

B. The OTL is assumed to reflect actual system outage duration, This is a valid
assumption since the OTLs keep track of system outages which impact LCOs at
STP.

e Since the PSA is an "at power” model, all data collected during a nen-mode 1 is
screened out.

D.  This data reflects only outages that are consistent with the technical specifications
proposed for change.

18C\92-307.00% 11
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3. Determine Lognormal Parameters.

This part of the process entails evaluating the data to determine the mean OOS duration for each

of the safety systems. Industry and RISKMAN standards require an evaluation of the data using
the lognormal distridution. This is reasonable since the distribution of an infinite number of data
points would be expected to approximate the lognormal distribution,

4. Plot the Data

The data is plotted as the relative unavailabiiity of each system train verses the OOS time in
hours, Figures | through 11 display the data in a graphical form. Table 1 presents the
lognormal mean, in hours, of train-wise outages, along with the 5*, SO* and 95* percentile of
the lognormal distribution,

Question #S also asks for the “ajor findings on cause of component failures.” Table 2 displays
the results of searching the NPRDS database for the South Texas Project.

Finally, Table 3 provids a summary of the trainwise unavailabilities on an annual basis. These
“experienced” unavailabilities are substantially less than those assumed in the PSA,

T6C\92-307.001 12
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Table 1: Parameters (hrs) from the Lognormal distribution
i Mean 5 500 95
| Auxiliary Feedwater 22.8 6.9 18.8 50.2
Component Cooling Water 26.3 103 23.1 50.9
Containment Spray 31.7 12.2 27.8 62.1
Chemical and Volume Cu trol 09 15.1 28.5 53.1
DC Electric Sources 11.6 1.7 7.8 33.0 |
Diesel Generators 30,6 88 | 249 68.8 |
Emergency Core Cooling 237 8.1 20.2 49.0 :
Essential Cooling Water 1.2 15.5 3.2 69.9 |
Essential Chilled Water 20.6 7.6 234 69.5 ﬂ
Reactor Containment Fan 21,1 6.6 17,6 456 |
Residual Heat Removal 26.1 9.4 2.5 52.7 |
:
}
|
|
15C\92-307. 001 13 ¢
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Table 2: Major findings on causes of component failures
Auxiliary Yeedwater Normal Wear 6
Cyclic Fatigue 1
Manufacture defect 1
Unknown 1
Other 1
Chemical and Volume Control | Normal Wear 1
Residual Heat Removal Normal Wear 1
Component Cooling Water
Normal Wear 7
Unknown 1
Other 2
et
Containment Spray Normal Wear 1
Diesel Generator Normal Wear 12
Fatigue 2
Manufacture defect 1
Maintenance Induced 1
Unknown 7
v Other 1
VC Electric Sources Normal Wear 2
Essential Cooling‘wator Normal Wear 1
Reactor “ontainment Fan Normal Wear 3
Coolers Manufacture Defect 2
Unknown 1
Other 2
Emergency Core Cooling Normal Wear 1
Maintenance Induced 1
Main Steam Normal Wear 1
Cyclic Fatigue 1
Mainterance Induced 1
Unknown 1
Other 2
Chilled Water Nonn' Ak
Control Room HVAC Nono'
Electrical Aux HVAC None'

" No failures found in NPRDS using search criteria.

TSC\92-307.001
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Table 3: Train Lnavailability on an Annual Basis

System

Annual Unavailability

per Train :
Auxiliary Feedwater 1.010e~02
| Component Cooling Water 8.172e~03
Containment Spray 3,285e~-03
Chemical and Volume Concrol J,421e~-03
DC Electric Sources E 4,798e~04
Diesel Generator 2.,200e~02
Emergency Core Cooling 7.038e~03
Essential Chilled Water 1.760e~02
Essential Cooling Water 1.440e-02
Reactor Containment Fan Coolers 2.921e~03
Residual Heat Removal 2,889e~03

18C\92-307.001 15
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RESIDUAL HEAT REMOVAL SYSTEM
UNAVAILABILITY FROM 11-89 TO 8-92
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6 Were safety systemn train configurations changed as part of the development of the
proposed changes (o the current TS? If so, provide a list of those re. figurations along
with the supporting reasoning.

Safety system train configurations were not changed as part of the development of the proposed
changes ** *he current Technical Specifications. In general, any system or train manipulations
for the purposes of performing surveillance testing activities or maintenance are reflected in the
system specific alignments calculated in the system analyses. These aliy iments determine the
time duration that a system/train is in a “testing" or "maintenance” alignment with any associated
unavailability transferred to the appropriate top event split fractions.
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y Provide a summary of the results of studies performed to analyz» the risks associated
with power reductions or other routine plant transients.

RESPONSL

In April of this year (1992), the Plant Analysis Division performed a review of plant trips at
STP which have occurred since plant startup, including both STP units. This review was used
to update the initiating event frequencies for the IHE submittal. The review included all plant
trips, prior to and subsequent to commercial operation.

A total of 41 plant 1rins were reviewed. Of these, three were fou.d (o be related to power level
changes. The attached "Table 4, STPEGS Plant Trip Review, Trip Events Associated With
Pewver Ascension,” provides a brief description of the trips identified. Although one of these
trips occurred at 98% power (ascension from lower power), it was also concluded that small
changes in power above 90% were likely not susceptible to increase risk.

Other impacts include

¢ Effects on power distribution and control rod usage
During power reductions the existing unequal quadrant core burnups causc quadrant
power and xeaon distributions 10 change by diffcrent amounts. This phenomenon can
result in quadrant tilt ~atios exceeding Technical Specification limits.
Axial Flux Difference (Al) control during power reductions results in increased rod
usage which could result in an increased potential for misaligned and/or Jdropped
roxds,

¢ Fuel Integrity and Dose Equivalent lodine

Power cycling from compliance with LCO action stateinents have adverse effects on
fuel integrity and the resultant RUS radiochemistry levels.

* Increased demands on operators, engineering, and maintenance staff due to
implementation of LCO actions (e.g., nuclear instrumentation Power Range calitrations
and Hi Flux Rate Reactor Trip Setpoint for power ascension activities),

* Increased demands on equipment (e g., actuation of MSR steam vent valves to the
Feedwater Heater position and starting additional Feedwater pumps for power ascension
activities).

¢  Mobilization of Reactor Plant Operator and Auxiliary Operator staff for local equipment
monitoring and actions.

1§C\92-307.001 28



%l‘“’

i ~s@sTUeyOdW oSaYy3 UO SpuRWSep JO IJequnu
i ay: @sesIdUT [ITA SuoT3Ionpai Iamod TRUCTITPPR
f aoutTs pejumcd ST drI3 STYL 'S3IUSUdACH TOIJUCD

pox BUTIND POPURHEIP 9I° YOTYm SIPOTP O BINTFRI
i o3 enp sea pox paddoxp ayzl -dr~3 U3 jO SWI3
wmnuummmouvouna«muuAmucouunuuuavmoouumu&u#»a

R

@383 Xn13 ‘Ssu

Ty uc dyal I030®83
ausnbasgns Yy3Ia

pox fox~roo paddoag

. *2an, 4 2IRMpa®TH %0% LTO-T §
3 - TeuuRgD IaYlo Y3
ut 3YSncaq esuocdsax
To33uco =aanssaxd
8 ~dix3 ¥24 ‘uoT3exqiies’
§ goTsussse Jemod ® S DPISJUNOS ST WSIT STUI ‘snyl 203 paddixy TauUURYD
. -BuTIsaneuURd JUSTSURIZ O3 8NP peuxojled ucylIeRIQITED sugc -dix3l I1GIO
T 30 ITNSeX 3I09ITP © ST JULAd 30339 ueuwny STUl $/2 -I023x3 ueuny 386 210-1
u“ - mﬁs
. uoTsusose Jamod ® S® PIajUnod wWAll STyl ‘231033384l
? +sabueys Teae] “emod ,0 3TNS3I J0BATP
! ¢ se pebusTTey> 9g sAeml® [ITA ISTTOIJUCSD DHL *2INTIE SUTT OHI
aun ‘DOTIIPOW USAQ JDUTS wARY SIUTT ISIN3 ybnoygs1v *2INTTeRd 3IeMpIeH $9L 110-1

FIEVL

dI¥l 40 3ISNVO

M3IIAZY STHEL INVI4d 893218

¥Imcd

= TBNZOS¢ HaMOd HIIN CIIVIDOSSY SINIAT dIdL

INYId




