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* EXPLANATION OF FIGURE SEVEN IN REPOR T NO. 95-1021 

In comparing Figvure 7 in thelirst report issued (RIMS No. E13 9&-0502 302) to Figure 7 in the second report issued (RIMS No. E13 9506S19 303), there were sonic differencees observed-.  The lirst one addressed fractured SampleA arid Sample S. The sacond on-a addressecd the 'whole sc.rev.'( Sample A Pand S~arrpfe H.  

I The fIrst re:-or was done on an emergency basis and all of the samnples received were n~ot comzqaeley analyzed. Aft-er Issuing vthe first report, a request was ma~de to perfo`rm 8dditional * tLestingfanalysis (metalIfgi-,=phy) on those screw3 thiat were not addressed in the inital report.  * That work was then performed and an andorsemen! was issued that stated 'theaindings of thle *1 additional testinglenefysis.  

After it was defermined- tuat a second report wvould needi to be issued. ft w-2s decided '.0 inccrporafe 4thi results of fl-e edditicnal testing. In order to keep theh~ow of the Original repori, tile in.-fiel Figure 7 was rcyised to inciude te resutts. Figure 7' was Ccsien bweeC atie the a-acking observed in the original figure 7 (depictIin- samples A and B) was smin.far to t-,e cracking observed h Sampit .4 and In the 'Whole saaw A' depicted in the revi-sed Figure 7.  

T-hereefore, twis figure substltuiton v~hidh incorpcrates Sarmple H inst ead of 6. wzs p~rt:orined in order to include additional Ite-Ynefysis results while efimirrating dupplca2'on c, a similar- fajlur-e made f-mtorimation 
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