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Ann Marshall Young, Chair

Dr. Paul B. Abramson
Dr. Richard F. Cole

In the Matter of: Docket No. 50-293-LR

ENTERGY NUCLEAR GENERATION ASLBP No. 06-848-02-LR
COMPANY AND ENTERGY NUCLEAR
OPERATIONS, INC.

(Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station) July 1, 2008

MEMORANDUM and ORDER
(Ruling on Pilgrim Watch Motions Regarding Cumulative Usage Factors)

We rule herein on a May 5, 2008, motion' of Intervenor Pilgrim Watch, in this proceeding
involving the Application of Entergy Nuclear Generation Company and Entergy Nuclear
Operations, Inc., for renewal of the operating license for its Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station.?
Intervenor’'s motion concerns certain issues involving methods for analyzing metal fatigue and

“‘cumulative usage factors,” or “CUFs,” and follows a prior motion® in which Intervenor asked the

! Pilgrim Watch Motion Regarding the Cumulative Usage Factor (CUF) (May 5, 2008)
[hereinafter PW May 5 Motion]. See also NRC Staff Motion to Strike Pilgrim Watch Motion
Regarding the Cumulative Usage Factor (May 8, 2008) [hereinafter Staff May 8 Motion to
Strike]; NRC Staff in Response to Pilgrim Watch Motion to Add New Contention Regarding the
Cumulative Usage Factor (May 19, 2008) [hereinafter Staff May 19 Response]; Entergy’s
Answer to Pilgrim Watch’s Motion Regarding the Cumulative Usage Factor (May 19, 2008)
[hereinafter Entergy May 19 Response]; Pilgrim Watch Reply to Entergy’s & NRC’s Responses
to Pilgrim Watch Motion to Add New Contention Regarding the Cumulative Usage Factor (CUF)
(May 27, 2008) [hereinafter PW May 27 Reply].

2 Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station License Renewal Application, ADAMS Accession No.
ML060300024, ML060300028; see also http://www.nrc.gov/reactors/operating/
licensing/renewal/applications/pilgrim.html (last visited July 1, 2008).

® Pilgrim Watch Motion Requesting the Record Be Held Open so that the Board May Address a
New and Significant Issue [Method to Calculate Cumulative Usage Factors (CUF)] Sua Sponte
and Provide Pilgrim Watch an Opportunity for Hearing (April 9, 2008) [hereinafter PW April 9
Motion]. See also NRC Staff Response in Opposition to Pilgrim Watch Motion Requesting
Record Be Held Open (April 21, 2008) [hereinafter Staff April 21 Response]; Entergy’s



Licensing Board to hold the record open in the proceeding so that we might address sua sponte
essentially the same issues. Based on portions of the May 5 Motion that are in the nature of
arguments to admit a contention,* on May 12 the Licensing Board issued an Order, among other
things “treating Pilgrim Watch’s most recent motion regarding CUFs as being in effect the
submission of a new contention” and directing the NRC Staff and Entergy to file responses
including argument regarding the admissibility of such contention.> We consider herein whether
Pilgrim Watch’s May 5 submission would be admissible as a contention and, for reasons stated
below, find it inadmissible in this proceeding. We also find that Pilgrim Watch has failed to
demonstrate grounds for the Board to consider any related matters sua sponte.

In its May 5 Motion, Pilgrim Watch relies on a May 1, 2008, NRC News Release,
referring to the NRC’s seeking public comment on a proposed “regulatory issue summary (RIS)
to notify power plant licensees that a methodology used by some license renewal applicants to
demonstrate the ability of plant components to withstand the stress of an additional 20 years of

operation may not be sufficiently conservative if not correctly applied.” We note that

Response in Opposition to Pilgrim Watch Motion Requesting the Record Be Held Open for Sua
Sponte Consideration of Cumulative Usage Factors (April 21, 2008) [hereinafter Entergy April
21 Response]; Pilgrim Watch Replies to Entergy’s and NRC’s Responses Opposing Pilgrim
Watch’s Motion Requesting that the Record Be Held Open for Sua Sponte Consideration of
Cumulative Usage Factors (April 30, 2008) [hereinafter PW April 30 Reply]; Entergy’s Motion to
Strike Pilgrim Watch’s Reply to Entergy’s and NRC’s Responses Opposing Pilgrim Watch’s
Motion Requesting that the Record Be Held Open for Sua Sponte Consideration of Cumulative
Usage Factors (May 1, 2008) [hereinafter Entergy May 1 Motion to Strike]; NRC Staff Motion to
Strike Pilgrim Watch Reply to NRC Staff Response to Pilgrim Watch’s Motion to Hold the
Record Open (May 2, 2008) [hereinafter Staff May 2 Motion to Strike].

* See PW May 5 Motion at 3-5.

® Order (Setting Deadlines for Provisional Proposed Findings and Conclusions on Contention 1,
and for Pleadings Related to Pilgrim Watch’s Recent Motion Regarding CUFs) (May 12, 2008)
at 3. Pursuant to this Order, the NRC Staff and Entergy filed responses to the motion, NRC
Staff Response in Opposition to Pilgrim Watch Motion to Add New Contention Regarding the
Cumulative Usage Factor (May 19, 2008) [hereinafter Staff May19 Response]; Entergy’s
Answer to Pilgrim Watch’s Motion Regarding the Cumulative Usage Factor (May 19, 2008)
[hereinafter Entergy May 19 Answer]; and Pilgrim Watch filed a reply, Pilgrim Watch Reply to
Entergy’s and NRC’s Responses to Pilgrim Watch Motion to Add New Contention Regarding the
Cumulative Usage Factor (CUF) (May 27, 2008) [hereinafter PW May 27 Reply].

® NRC News Release No. 08-88, NRC Seeks Public Comment on Fatigue Analysis of Nuclear
Power Plant Components (May 1, 2008) (http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/doc-



Intervenor’s earlier motion was based on a newspaper article addressing the fact that metal
fatigue issues raised by an intervenor in the Vermont Yankee license renewal proceeding had
led the NRC to review those same issues at another plant (the Oyster Creek nuclear generating
station in Ocean County, New Jersey) whose license renewal application has also been the
subject of an NRC adjudicatory proceeding.” In the article an NRC spokesman is quoted as
stating that, “[a]fter Vermont Yankee, we are using an abundance of caution to let some of the

»8

other plants know they might be affected by this.”™ The article attached to Pilgrim Watch’s April

9 Motion also quotes a “‘significant new information’ notice issued by the NRC” as stating that
the “staff is reviewing the use of a simplified method to calculate cumulative usage factors that

" This review appears to have led to the May 1 news release and

may not be conservative.
proposed RIS.

The May 1 news release on the RIS states that the NRC had “requested recent license
»10

renewal applicants who used the simplified calculation to perform confirmatory analyses.

Pilgrim Watch in its May 5 motion states that “to the best of [its] knowledge, a confirmatory

collections/news/2008/08-088.html) [hereinafter News Release 08-88]. See Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, Proposed Generic Communication; Fatigue Analysis of Nuclear Power Plant
Components, 73 Fed. Reg. 24,094 (May 1, 2008).

" PW April 9 Motion at 1-2 (citing Brattleboro Reformer, “VY metal fatigue issues raise concerns
elsewhere” (April 5, 2008)).

8 |d. at 3 (Attachment).

° Id. at 4. Pilgrim Watch in its April 9 Motion refers to the information provided in the article as
“new and relevant information regarding serious flaws in the License Renewal Applications of
nuclear plants that are in all critical respects identical [to the] Pilgrim [plant] and serious flaws in
the review process,” id. at 1, and states further that “Pilgrim Watch now questions whether NRC
staffers looked at conditions at Pilgrim because of the metal fatigue issues raised; if so, what
were their findings; and did Pilgrim use a method that was too simplified that would impact
public safety?” Id. at 2. Entergy and the NRC Staff in their responses to Pilgrim Watch’s April 9
motion argue among other things that the motion “fails to meet the criteria for either a stay . . . or
admission of a new contention, and . . . is also an improper discovery request,” Staff April 21
Response at 1; and that, in addition to being “inexcusably late,” presents no grounds for the
Board to examine the issues under 10 C.F.R. § 2.340(a), Entergy April 21 Response at 1.
Pilgrim Watch replied to the Entergy and Staff Responses with many of the same arguments
subsequently made in its May 5 Motion. See PW May 5 Motion.

' News Release 08-88.



analysis of components not meeting the acceptable CUF has yet to be determined at Pilgrim.”"’

Further, Pilgrim Watch raises the following “Issue of Law,” which we treat herein as a
contention:

The LRA does not include an adequate plan to monitor and manage the effects of aging

due to metal fatigue on key reactor components that are subject to an aging

management review, pursuant to 10 C.F.R. § 54.21(a), and an evaluation of time limited

aging analysis, pursuant to 10 C.F.R. § 54.21(c)."?

Pilgrim Watch asserts as basis for this contention that, among other things, “[t]he data that
Entergy provided in the [Application] and reviewed in [the Staff's Safety Evaluation Report' or
SER] indicates that key components have a CUF value of greater than 1.0”; that this means that
these components “will have a greater potential to crack and/or fail during the proposed license
renewal term”; that “[t]his could potentially result in catastrophic failure”; and that certain
commitments of Entergy relating to CUFs “do not provide reasonable assurance to the public
that the issue is resolved.”"

The NRC Staff and Entergy object to the preceding contention primarily on the basis that
it is not timely." Staff and Entergy also argue that Pilgrim Watch has not satisfied the
contention admissibility criteria at 10 C.F.R. § 2.309(f)(1)."®

Regarding the Staff's May 1 RIS, Pilgrim Watch suggests that Pilgrim “may” be affected
by the methodology for analyzing metal fatigue and CUFs that is discussed in the RIS," but

provides no support for this suggestion, and does not rebut the statements by both Entergy and

" PW May 5 Motion at 3.

2 d.

¥ NUREG-1891, Safety Evaluation Report Related to the License Renewal of Pilgrim Nuclear
Power Station (Nov. 2007).

“ PW May 5 Motion at 4.

'°> See Staff May 19 Response at 1, 4-8; Entergy May 19 Response at 1-6.

'® See Staff May 19 Response at 8-15; Entergy May 19 Response at 6-9.

" PW May 5 Motion at 3.



Staff'® that in fact the methodology at issue was not used for the Pilgrim plant.'® Instead,

Pilgrim Watch asserts the following:

(1) That “new and significant information affecting public health and safety came forward
in press reports, April 2008,” resulting from “new and significant developments in New
England Coalition’s (NEC) intervention at Entergy’s Vermont Yankee (... VY) LRA on
CUF,” from which it “learned, among other things, that NRC had made note that the
issues at Vermont Yankee could apply to other reactor sites”;?

(2) That “VY’s latest experience alerted Pilgrim Watch to the serious shortcomings in
Pilgrim’s commitments[ ] mainly because . . . Pilgrim would not recalculate the CUFs
prior to the close of the hearing,” and “[i]f the commitments are allowed to stand, the
Board and public will have no opportunity to verify Entergy’s recalculations and
check/verify their assumptions”;?'

(3) That “[t]herefore, the new and significant information from NEC’s experience at
Vermont Yankee is that Pilgrim’s CUF commitments do not provide reasonable
assurance”; and

(4) That, “[iJrrespective of whether or not Entergy plans to use the same or different
methodology [than that used at Vermont Yankee] at Pilgrim is not relevant. What is
relevant is that we do not have specific information about what they do intend to use. It
is obvious from [Vermont Yankee]'s experience that merely agreeing to vague
commitments, and to do recalculations after the hearing is closed, does not allow any
party, including the Board, an opportunity [to] make an assessment that the
calculations/formula is appropriate, is based on the right assumptions, or that it is
applied correctly.”?

Pilgrim Watch states that the “essence” of its motion is “a challenge to the manner in

which Entergy intends to deal with the issue of metal fatigue at Pilgrim,” asserting that the

commitments it questions “lack the detail necessary so that the public and ASLB can determine

precisely what will be done and how it will be done.”” More specifically, Pilgrim Watch

acknowledges that Entergy has committed to use an NRC-approved version of the relevant

ASME code or an NRC-approved alternative in the calculations it commits to doing, but

'® Entergy May 19 Response at 4; Staff May 19 Response at 8 n.28; see also Entergy April 21
Response at 4; Staff April 21 Response at 13 n.44.

9 See generally PW May 5 Motion; PW May 27 Reply.
20 PW May 27 Reply at 10.

21 Id. at 10-11.

2 Id. at 12.

% Id. at 11.



challenges the lack of disclosure of underlying assumptions or implementation methodology.*
Intervenor also summarizes part of the declaration of NEC’s expert in the Vermont Yankee
proceeding, but does not indicate that it has or will have its own expert to address the technical
issues it raises,? stating that “until Entergy is required to produce a recalculation and its
methodology, there is nothing for an expert to analyze.”?

Whether or not Pilgrim Watch has raised a genuine, properly-supported issue with its
questioning of the lack of specific information about Entergy’s plans regarding CUFs, we find we
are compelled to agree with the NRC Staff and Entergy in their arguments that Intervenor is not
timely in raising the concerns it actually addresses in its various filings. Had Pilgrim Watch
shown that the May 1 RIS was the essential and relevant basis for its new contention and
arguments, this conclusion might be different. But it did not do this, nor has it shown that the
RIS has any impact whatsoever in this proceeding. Instead the Intervenor raises concerns that
it in fact had the opportunity to raise much earlier, in part based on the Application at the time it
filed its original contentions, and later at the time of the Staff's issuance of the SER. And it has

provided no arguments regarding its satisfaction of the timeliness factors of either 10 C.F.R.

§ 2.309(f)(2) or § 2.309(c),?” which we in any event find Pilgrim Watch has not met.

4 Id.; see also id. at 12-13; Entergy May 19 Response at 8.

% PW May 27 Reply at 11-12.

% Id. at 13.

*7In a prior Order in this proceeding, we discussed some of the ramifications of a party
proceeding without counsel in an adjudicatory proceeding. Memorandum and Order (Ruling on
Pilgrim Watch Motions Regarding Testimony and Proposed Additional Evidence Relating to
Pilgrim Watch Contention 1) (June 4, 2008) at 4 n.12 [hereinafter June 4 Memorandum and
Order]. We noted that, while this “puts a party at a distinct disadvantage, the best way to
overcome this, as much as possible under the circumstances, is to read all rules, orders, and
relevant documents carefully, and comply with all relevant requirements as fully as possible, in a
timely manner.” /ld.

This Memorandum is not the place to provide a complete or detailed exposition on the
subject of legal proceedings in all its nuanced particulars. Briefly, however, adjudication is a
formalized process for resolving disputes between parties that are unable to resolve their
differences in any other way. The procedures involved in adjudication generally have been
developed over the course of centuries, based on a general approach of trying to balance all
relevant factors so as best to assure fairness to all parties, including providing reasonable
opportunity for challenges to be made to given matters while at the same time permitting the



Under the preceding circumstances, we find no valid reason to admit Pilgrim Watch’s
May 5 motion in the nature of a contention. Nor do we find grounds to seek Commission
approval of our consideration of the matters at issue on a sua sponte basis, under 10 C.F.R.
§ 2.340(a), and we thus deny Pilgrim Watch’s April 9 motion as well. Although there may be
legal questions associated with leaving for later calculation the time-limited aging analyses
required under 10 C.F.R. § 54.21(c), Pilgrim Watch has failed to demonstrate the sort of

“serious safety, environmental, or common defense and security matters” required under

challenged to move forward after a reasonable, defined period of time for allowing such
challenges has lapsed. While the NRC rules contain some procedures that are different than
those found in adjudication more generally, and while these are in some instances more
stringent than in other jurisdictions, the broad principle that duly-adopted rules must be complied
with in any adjudication, absent a legitimate cause for exemption or waiver, exists at least in
part to assure that decisions are based not on personal preference or arbitrary and capricious
whim, but on the law, which includes such duly-adopted rules. This is part of what the term “rule
of law” encompasses. And so this Licensing Board is bound, as a panel of judges, to comply
with, and apply fairly, any rules that relate to a matter before us. See American Bar Association
Model Code of Judicial Conduct (Feb. 2007), Rule 2.2, and comments thereto. Thus, while
unrepresented parties have the right to expect fairness and reasonable accommodation, as has
been provided in this proceeding, see June 4 Memorandum and Order at 4 n.12, this does not
include exempting such parties from complying with fundamental procedural rules, absent good
cause shown, which has not been shown by Pilgrim Watch in this instance. Disagreements with
rules themselves are generally best addressed in other ways, including, for example, through a
petition for rule-making under 10 C.F.R. § 2.802.

As to Pilgrim Watch'’s references to the Vermont Yankee proceeding, we note that it was
in fact in 2006 that NEC submitted a contention in that case stating essentially the same as
Pilgrim Watch’s “Issue of Law” quoted above and treated as a contention herein, making many
of the same arguments now made by Pilgrim Watch. See Entergy Nuclear Vermont Yankee,
LLC, and Entergy Nuclear Operations, Inc. (Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Station), LBP-06-
20, 64 NRC 131, 182-87 (2006). Thereafter, NEC submitted a series of amendments to this
contention. See Entergy Nuclear Vermont Yankee, LLC, and Entergy Nuclear Operations, Inc.
(Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Station), LBP-07-15, 66 NRC 261 (Nov. 7, 2007); Order
(Granting Motion to Amend NEC Contention 2A) (April 24, 2008).

In contrast to the situation in Vermont Yankee, although Pilgrim Watch could have raised
questions regarding Entergy’s commitments based initially on the Pilgrim Application and later
on the Staff's SER in this proceeding, it did not do so. Moreover, it should have been aware of
circumstances in the Vermont Yankee case based on its apparently being in contact with NEC
and other petitioners in the Vermont Yankee proceeding through the filing of various joint
motions to the Commission. See, e.g., Petition by Nuclear Information and Resource Service;
Jersey Shore Nuclear Watch, Inc.; Grandmothers, Mothers, and More for Energy Safety; New
Jersey Public Interest Research Group; New Jersey Sierra Club; New Jersey Environmental
Federation; Riverkeeper, Inc.; Pilgrim Watch and New England Coalition to Suspend License
Renewal Reviews for Oyster Creek, Indian Point, Pilgrim, and Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power
Plants Pending Investigation of NRC Staff Review Process and Correction of Deficiencies (Jan.
3, 2008). See also Staff April 21 Response at 9-10.



§ 54.21(c); it challenges the lack of notice to and ability of the public to participate in resolution
of the safety matters of concern, but fails to show serious safety consequences of this, or that

the NRC staff's oversight would not prevent any such serious safety consequences.?®

* We do note that recently in the Vermont Yankee license renewal proceeding the licensing
board asked the parties to brief the legal issue of whether commitments to complete evaluations
regarding time-limited aging analyses (TLAA) prior to entering the period of extended
operations, but after the renewed license has been granted, satisfy the requirements of 10
C.F.R. § 54.21(c)(1)(i)-(iii), given that the NRC Staff’s previous position on this issue was that
such commitments do not satisfy 10 C.F.R. § 54.21(c)(1), even though it currently believes that
such commitments are appropriate under § 54.21(c)(1)(iii). See Entergy Nuclear Vermont
Yankee, L.L.C., and Entergy Nuclear Operations, Inc. (Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Station),
Order (Regarding the Briefing of Certain Legal Issues) (June 27, 2008) (unpublished). This was
done, however, in a context of timely-filed contentions already having put forward the issues in
question. Moreover, Pilgrim Watch has not in any event (despite its pro se representative’s
impressive performance in general in the proceeding) shown the ability to address this legal
issue.

On the other hand, if in the Vermont Yankee proceeding this issue is ultimately resolved
in favor of the Staff’s original position, it would seem that the same approach should be taken in
the Pilgrim proceeding. We are not authorized to direct the NRC Staff in the performance of its
duties, but the Commission may wish to direct the Staff in this regard to assure that the legal
issues in question are handled appropriately in this proceeding.



It is therefore ORDERED that Pilgrim Watch’s April 9, 2008, and May 5, 2008, Motions
be DENIED.

THE ATOMIC SAFETY
AND LICENSING BOARD

/RA/
Ann Marshall Young, Chair
ADMINISTRATIVE JUDGE

/RA/
Dr. Paul B. Abramson
ADMINISTRATIVE JUDGE

/RA/
Dr. Richard F. Cole
ADMINISTRATIVE JUDGE

Rockville, Maryland
July 1, 2008%

29 Copies of this Order were sent this date by Internet electronic mail transmission to all counsel
and representatives for the parties.



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

In the Matter of

ENTERGY NUCLEAR GENERATION CO.

AND

ENTERGY NUCLEAR OPERATIONS, INC. )
)
)

(Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station) )

~— N — —

Docket No. 50-293-LR

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

| hereby certify that copies of the foregoing LB MEMORANDUM AND ORDER (RULING ON
PILGRIM WATCH MOTIONS REGARDING CUMULATIVE USAGE FACTORS) have been
served upon the following persons by U.S. mail, first class, or through NRC internal distribution.

Office of Commission Appellate
Adjudication

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, DC 20555-0001

Administrative Judge

Richard F. Cole

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel
Mail Stop - T-3 F23

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555-0001

Susan L. Uttal, Esq.

David Roth, Esq.

James E. Adler, Esq.

Marcia J. Simon, Esq.

Brian Newell, Paralegal

Office of the General Counsel

Mail Stop - O-15 D21

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555-0001

Administrative Judge

Ann Marshall Young, Chair

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel
Mail Stop - T-3 F23

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555-0001

Administrative Judge

Paul B. Abramson

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel
Mail Stop - T-3 F23

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555-0001

David R. Lewis, Esq.

Paul A. Gaukler, Esq.

Pillsbury, Winthrop, Shaw, Pittman, LLP
2300 N. Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20037-1128



2
Docket No. 50-293-LR
LB MEMORANDUM AND ORDER (RULING ON PILGRIM WATCH
MOTIONS REGARDING CUMULATIVE USAGE FACTORS)

Diane Curran, Esq. Terrence A. Burke, Esq
Harmon, Curran, Spielberg & Eisenberg, LLP  Entergy Nuclear

1726 M Street, N.W., Suite 600 1340 Echelon Parkway
Washington, DC 20036 Mail Stop: M-ECH-62

Jackson, MS 39213

Matthew Brock, Assistant Attorney General Perry H. Buckberg, Project Manager

Environmental Protection Division Plant Licensing Branch I-|

Office of the Attorney General Division of Operating Reactor Licensing
One Ashburton Place, 18" Floor Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
Boston, MA 02108 U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Mail Stop O11-F1
Washington, DC 20555-0001

Mary Lampert, Director Mark D. Sylvia, Town Manager

Pilgrim Watch Town Manager’s Office

148 Washington Street 11 Lincoln Street

Duxbury, MA 02332 Plymouth, MA 02360

Sheila Slocum Hollis, Esq. Chief Kevin M. Nord

Duane Morris, LLP Fire Chief & Director Duxbury Emergency
Town of Plymouth MA Management Agency

505 9™ Street, NW, Suite 1000 668 Tremont Street

Washington, DC 20004-2166 Duxbury, MA 02332

[Original signed by Evangeline S. Ngbea]

Office of the Secretary of the Commission

Dated at Rockville, Maryland
this 1 day of July 2008




<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (None)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket true
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /UseDeviceIndependentColor
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Preserve
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages false
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth 8
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /FlateEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages false
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth 8
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /FlateEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages false
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 450
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly true
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e55464e1a65876863768467e5770b548c62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc666e901a554652d965874ef6768467e5770b548c52175370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA (Utilizzare queste impostazioni per creare documenti Adobe PDF adatti per visualizzare e stampare documenti aziendali in modo affidabile. I documenti PDF creati possono essere aperti con Acrobat e Adobe Reader 5.0 e versioni successive.)
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020be44c988b2c8c2a40020bb38c11cb97c0020c548c815c801c73cb85c0020bcf4ace00020c778c1c4d558b2940020b3700020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken waarmee zakelijke documenten betrouwbaar kunnen worden weergegeven en afgedrukt. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents suitable for compliance with 10CFR1, Appendix A.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [300 300]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


