September 30, 2009

LICENSEE: Arizona Public Service Company
FACILITY: Palo Verde Nuclear Generating Station, Units 1, 2, and 3

SUBJECT: SUMMARY OF TELEPHONE CONFERENCE CALL HELD ON SEPTEMBER 3,
2009, BETWEEN THE U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION AND
ARIZONA PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY PERTAINING TO THE PALO VERDE
NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION, UNITS 1, 2, AND 3, LICENSE RENEWAL
APPLICATION

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission and representatives of the Arizona Public Service
Company held a telephone conference call on September 3, 2009, to discuss a draft request for
additional information (RAI) pertaining to severe accident mitigation alternatives associated with
the environmental review of the Palo Verde Nuclear Generating Station license renewal
application.

Enclosure 1 provides a listing of the participants and Enclosure 2 contains the draft RAI
discussed with the applicant, including a brief description on the status of the items.

The applicant had an opportunity to comment on this summary.

/RA/

Lisa Regner, Sr. Project Manager
Projects Branch 2

Division of License Renewal

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Docket Nos. 50-528, 50-529, and 50-530
Enclosures:

1. List of Participants

2. Draft RAI

cc w/encls: See next page
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TELEPHONE CONFERENCE CALL
PALO VERDE NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION, UNITS 1, 2, AND 3
LICENSE RENEWAL APPLICATION

LIST OF PARTICIPANTS
SEPTEMBER 3, 2009
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Lisa Regner U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC)
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Request for Additional Information
Regarding the Analysis of Severe Accident Mitigation Alternatives
for Palo Verde Nuclear Generating Station Units 1, 2, and 3

Provide the following information regarding the Level 1 Probabilistic Risk Assessment (PRA)
used for the Severe Accident Mitigation Alternatives (SAMA) analysis:

a.

Section D.2.3 provides a detailed description of the PRA model changes made since the
IPE (individual plant examiniation) Level 1 model. For each “major” version of the PRA
model since the IPE, identify the model changes listed in Section D.2.3 that correspond
to each version, identify the model changes that most impacted the change in core
damage frequency (CDF) and large early release frequency (LERF), and provide the
CDF. Two of the “major” PRA versions should be the version that was peer reviewed in
November 1999 and Revision 15 used in the SAMA evaluation.

Section D.2.1.4 states that the Palo Verde Nuclear Generating Station (PVNGS) PRA
model Revision 15 used for the SAMA analysis reflects PVYNGS as designed and
operated up to August 2008. Identify any changes to the plant (physical and procedural
modifications) or open PRA issues identified since August 2008 that could have a
significant impact on the results of the PRA and/or the SAMA analyses. Provide a
qualitative assessment of their impact on the PRA and on the results of the SAMA
evaluation.

Section D.2.1.9 states that a Combustion Engineering Owner’s Group (CEOG) peer
review was performed on the PVYNGS PRA model in November 1999. |dentify the
version of the PRA model that was reviewed in this peer review and describe the scope
of the peer review including whether the Level 2 and 3 model was included in the review.
Provide a brief description of the results of this peer review and the status of the
findings. Provide an assessment of the impact of any unresolved findings on the results
of the SAMA analysis.

Identify and discuss any additional internal and external reviews of the Level 1 and Level
2 PRA models. Describe any significant review comments, their resolution, and the
potential impact of any unresolved comments on the results of the SAMA analysis.

Figure D.2-1 provides the contribution to CDF by 15 initiators as a percentage of the
internal events CDF (5.07E-06/yr). Section D.2.2 identifies that the internal events
model consists of 28 initiating events. Clarify the difference between initiators and
initiating events in this context. In addition, provide in a table the actual numerical value
for the internal events CDF contribution for each of the 28 initiators.

Section D.1.4 (p. D-4), identifies that static transfer switches for the Vital Alternating
Current (AC) on Unit 1 never received the modifications that Units 2 & 3 did, but then
claims that the switch failure and human error probability would be the same order of
magnitude and thus “there is no material impact resulting from this plant difference.”
Explain why the human action is as reliable (on same order of magnitude) as the transfer
switch. Provide an assessment of the cost and benefits of implementing the
modifications on the Unit 1 static transfer switches for the Vital AC.

ENCLOSURE 2



2.

Discussion: Based on the discussion, the applicant understands the staff's concern. This RAI
will be sent to the applicant in a formal letter. The applicant will provide a formal response to
the request.

2. Provide the following information relative to the Level 2 analysis:

a.

Section D.2.2 states that the Level 2 analysis was recently revised to provide a “more
realistic treatment of thermal and pressure induced steam generator tube rupture.”
Explain how the revised treatment is “more realistic.” Clarify whether these results have
been included in the SAMA analysis.

Section D.2.2 states that the updated Level 2 model used for the SAMA analysis is also
capable of evaluating power uprates. Clarify whether power uprates are currently
anticipated and, if so, how power uprates would affect the SAMA analysis.

Provide a description of the process used to map the Level 1 results into the Level 2
analysis. Describe the plant damage states and how they were applied.

Provide a description of the process used to group the containment event tree (CET)
end states into release categories. ldentify the number of CETs developed for the Level
2 analysis and describe how they correlate to release categories and plant damage
states. Provide a typical CET showing release categories assigned to each end state.

The information provided in Sections D.2.7 and D.3.3 does not sufficiently describe how
the fission product release fractions were developed for each release category.

i. Identify and describe the number of Modular Accident Analysis Program (MAAP)
calculations made to obtain the fission product release fractions for each release
category.

ii. Clarify the basis for selecting representative accident sequences.

iii. Describe how the release fractions obtained from the MAAP calculations were
used to develop release fractions for each CET sequence.

iv. Clarify whether the MAAP calculations were performed before or after the Level 2
update and identify the version of the MAAP code used in the SAMA evaluation.

Discussion: Based on the discussion, the applicant understands the staff's concern. This RAI
will be sent to the applicant in a formal letter. The applicant will provide a formal response to
the request.

3. Provide the following information with regard to the treatment and inclusion of external
events in the SAMA analysis:

a.

Section D.5.1.6.1 provides the fire CDF (Total 2.72E-06/yr) for the top 10 contributing
fire compartments. The reported values are substantially reduced from those reported in
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the Individual Plant Examination of External Events (IPEEE) (i.e., a total fire CDF of
8.67E-05 per year).

i. Provide a description of the fire PRA development since the IPEEE. ldentify the
model changes that most impacted the reduction in fire CDF.

ii. Provide a description of the quality controls applied to the development of the fire
PRA model. ldentify and discuss any internal and external reviews since the
2003 fire PRA peer review. Describe any significant review comments, their
resolution, and the potential impact of any unresolved comments on the results of
the SAMA analysis.

iii. For each of the dominant fire compartments, explain what measures, if any, have
already been taken (since the IPEEE) and credited in the fire PRA to reduce fire
risk. Include in the response specific improvements to fire detection systems,
enhancements to fire suppression capabilities, changes that would improve cable
separation, and improvements to processes/procedures for monitoring and
controlling the quantity of combustible materials in critical areas.

iv. The table on page D-39 indicates that one of the reasons the PVNGS internal fire
model is overly conservative is that it is more detailed than other models. The
main motivation for increasing the level of detail in failure models is to reduce the
conservatism (e.g., make the model more realistic). Explain how more detail in
the PVNGS fire model introduces more conservatism.

The SAMA analysis assumes that risks posed by external and internal events is
approximately equal (page D-54). Based on this assumption, the estimated benefit from
reduction of internal event risk was doubled to account for a corresponding reduction in
external event risk (with the exception that fire risk was removed from the external event
multiplier and calculated separately). However, page D-54 estimates the CDF from
external events to be 6.72E-06 per year, a factor of 1.3 greater than the internal events
CDF (5.07E-06 per year) used in the SAMA analysis. Furthermore, in “Request for
Amendment to Technical Specification 5.5.16, Containment Leakage Rate Testing
Program” (Arizona Public Service Company (APS) Letter to NRC #102-05902-JHH/DFS,
dated October 1, 2008), APS estimated the seismic CDF for PVNGS to be about 7.49E-
06 per year using the approximation method described in a paper by Robert P. Kennedy,
“Overview of Methods for Seismic PRA and Margin Analysis Including Recent
Innovations,” and using seismic hazard curve data for Palo Verde. Based on this,
provide justification for why a multiplier of 3.6 [(5.72E-06 + 7.49E-06) / 5.07E-06 + 1]
shouldn’t be used to account for the additional risk of all external events (seismic, fire,
high winds, etc.) rather than the multiplier of two used in the SAMA analysis.

Provide an assessment of the impact on the initial and final SAMA screenings if the
internal events benefits are increased by a factor of 3.6, or a revised multiplier
developed by APS based on the more realistic estimate of seismic CDF. Provide a
Phase Il analysis for any Phase | SAMAs that were screened out in the Environmental
Report (ER) but would not have been screened out using the revised multiplier.
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Discussion: Based on the discussion, the applicant understands the staff's concern. This RAl
will be sent to the applicant in a formal letter. The applicant will provide a formal response to
the request.

4. Provide the following information concerning the MELCOR Accident Consequence system 2
(MACCS2) analyses:

a.

Section D.2.2 states, “A Level 3 (Dose Consequence) analysis was done to support the
IPE, but has not been maintained.” Section D.3 describes the Level 3 analysis
performed for the SAMA evaluation. Clarify the relationship between the two Level 3
analyses. In the response, specifically address whether the Level 3 analysis performed
for the SAMA evaluation is a completely new analysis or an update to the IPE analysis.

Section D.3.1, Supplement 1, describes the projected population growth as “using an
exponential growth rate.” However, the overall growth rates appear to be exponential
only from years 1980 to ~2005, and then approaches a more linear growth (and even
tapers off) from years 2005 to 2040. Discuss how the population estimates were
developed for the various timeframes and clarify what is meant by “exponential growth
rate”.

Section D.3.4 describes the population evacuation assumptions used for the SAMA
analysis.

i. Provide a table of the sector population distribution within the 10 mile emergency
planning zone (EPZ), and out to 50 miles at 10 mile intervals, for the projected
population in year 2040.

ii. The scaled evacuation time for year 2040 is ~17% lower than the base
evacuation time. However, the general population growth is roughly double from
year 2006 to year 2040. Clarify this discrepancy.

iii. Provide the reference year EPZ population for the evacuation study (2005).

Discussion: The applicant requested clarification to question 4.c.ii. This RAI will be modified
to read as follows and will be included in the formal RAI. The applicant will provide a response
to the request.

ii. The scaled evacuation speed for year 2040 is ~13 percent lower than the base
evacuation speed. However, the general population growth is roughly double
from year 2006 to year 2040. Clarify this discrepancy.

5. Provide the following with regard to the Phase Il cost-benefit evaluations:

a.

An internal APS document (reference APS 2008a in the ER) is identified as the basis for
the costs for 15 of the 23 SAMAs. Provide a copy of this document.

In estimating the benefit of the reduction in risk from external events, PVNGS provides a
separate analysis to estimate the benefit of the reduction in fire risk. Since a Level 2
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type model was not developed for the fire model, the benefit from the reduction in fire
risk is calculated by multiplying the reduction in fire CDF by the maximum internal events
benefit (assumes external risk = internal risk). However, this approach is not necessarily
conservative for SAMAs in which the benefit is dominated by the reduction in population
dose risk or off-site economic cost risk (OECR) and not CDF. This is the case for
SAMAs 4, 8, and 15.

i Explain why the percent reduction in dose-risk and OECR for SAMAs 4, 8, and
15 are so much greater than the percent change in CDF.

ii. Provide revised cost-benefit evaluations for SAMAs 4, 8, and 15 that account for
the higher reduction in dose-risk and OECR than CDF.

c. SAMAs 6, 11, and 13 have no fire CDF reduction. Explain why these SAMAs (the
spurious bus lockout events in SAMA 6, loss of essential cooling water flow to the
shutdown cooling heat exchangers in SAMA 11, and loss of turbine-building cooling
water in SAMA 13) do not impact internal fire CDF.

d. The cost of implementation of new or modified procedures for SAMAs 6, 17, and 23 is
estimated to be $363,374, $410,473, and $415,620, respectively. These costs are
significantly higher than the $50,000 generally used in SAMA analyses and appear to be
based on a detailed cost analysis (based on the number of significant figures reported).
Section D.5.1.1 states that the reason for this difference is that the scope accounted for
in the PVNGS estimates “is greater than the scope corresponding to the types of
changes used to establish the minimum expected cost of implementation.” Clarify this
statement and provide additional justification for these PVNGS estimates.

e. The cost of implementation of SAMAs 5 and 12, install an automatic transfer switch, are
assumed to be the same at $2,267,254 per unit. Clarify why the cost of implementation
of the non-safety automatic transfer switch in SAMA 5 is the same as for implementation
of the safety-related automatic transfer switch in SAMA 12. Justify the cost estimate for
these SAMAs.

f. SAMA 4 (station blackout mitigation, gas turbine generators not available) has an
estimated cost of $1.8M for implementation of a portable 480 V AC generator to power
the division 1 station batteries. The implementation cost of similar SAMAs in three other
plants were $230K, $489K, and $494K. Justify the cost estimate for SAMA 4.

g. APS has retained SAMA 23 for further consideration using the appropriate PVNGS
design process even though this SAMA was determined to not be cost-beneficial in
either the baseline or uncertainty analysis. Section D.8 states that this SAMA is being
retained based on “follow-up discussions with Operations personnel and PVNGS
Management.” Provide additional detail regarding the decision rationale for retaining this
SAMA.

Section 4.20 states that “APS will consider the three SAMAs using the appropriate PVNGS
design process.” Describe the “PVNGS design process” and clarify how the three SAMAs,
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and any other SAMAs determined to be potentially cost-beneficial in response to these
RAIls, are evaluated using this process.

Discussion: the NRC staff determined that question 5.a. is too general. After reviewing the
responses to questions 5.b through 5.f of this RAI, the staff will determine if a more specific
question concerning cost bases is necessary. Part 5.a. will be deleted from the formal RAI.

The APS staff stated that implementation of the new or modified procedures for SAMAs 6, 17,
and 23 discussed in question 5.d have been determined to be cost effective and are to be
completed. The applicant states that these alternatives are in various stages of implementation;
this will be discussed in the RAI response. Subsequent to this discussion, the NRC staff
determined that questions 5.g and 6 are no longer applicable as long as APS discusses
implementation in the RAI response. Questions 5.g and 6 will be deleted.

7. For certain SAMAs considered in the ER, there may be lower-cost alternatives that could
achieve much of the risk reduction at a lower cost. In this regard, discuss whether any
lower-cost alternatives to those Phase Il SAMASs considered in the ER, would be viable and
potentially cost-beneficial. Evaluate the following SAMAs (previously found to be potentially
cost-beneficial at other plants), or indicate if the particular SAMA has already been
considered. If the latter, indicate whether the SAMA has been implemented or has been
determined to not be cost-beneficial at PVYNGS:

a. Modify procedures to shed component cooling water (CCW) loads on loss of essential
raw cooling water to extend component cooling water heat-up time.

b. Install backwash filters in place of existing service water pump discharge strainers to
reduce probability of common cause failures.

Discussion: Based on the discussion, the applicant understands the staff's concern. This RAI
will be sent to the applicant in a formal letter. The applicant will provide a formal response to
the request.



Letter to Arizona Public Service Company from L. Regner, dated September 30, 2009

DISTRIBUTION:

SUBJECT: SUMMARY OF TELEPHONE CONFERENCE CALL HELD ON SEPTEMBER 3,
2009, BETWEEN THE U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION AND
ARIZONA PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY PERTAINING TO THE PALO VERDE
NUCLEAR GENERATING STATION, UNITS 1, 2, AND 3, LICENSE RENEWAL
APPLICATION

HARD COPY:
DLR RF

E-MAIL.:

PUBLIC [or NON-PUBLIC, if appropriate]
RidsNrrDIrResource
RidsNrrDIrRpb1 Resource
RidsNrrDIrRpb2 Resource
RidsNrrDIrRer1 Resource
RidsNrrDIrRer2 Resource
RidsNrrDIrRerb Resource
RidsNrrDIrRpob Resource
RidsNrrDciCvib Resource
RidsNrrDciCpnb Resource
RidsNrrDciCsgb Resource
RidsNrrDraAfpb Resource
RidsNrrDraApla Resource
RidsNrrDeEmcb Resource
RidsNrrDeEeeb Resource
RidsNrrDssSrxb Resource
RidsNrrDssSbpb Resource
RidsNrrDssScvb Resource
RidsOgcMailCenter Resource
L. Regner

B. Mizuno

R. Treadway (SRI)

G. Pick, RIV

RidsOpaMail Resource



Palo Verde Generating Station,
Units 1 and 2

CC:

Mr. Steve Olea

Arizona Corporation Commission
1200 W. Washington Street
Phoenix, AZ 85007

Mr. Douglas Kent Porter

Senior Counsel

Southern California Edison Company
Law Department, Generation Resources
P.O. Box 800

Rosemead, CA 91770

Senior Resident Inspector

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
P.O. Box 40

Buckeye, AZ 85326

Regional Administrator, Region IV
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
612 E. Lamar Blvd., Suite 400
Arlington, TX 76011-4125

Chairman

Maricopa County Board of Supervisors
301 W. Jefferson, 10th Floor

Phoenix, AZ 85003

Mr. Aubrey V. Godwin, Director
Arizona Radiation Regulatory Agency
4814 S. 40th Street

Phoenix, AZ 85040

Mr. Scott Bauer, Director

Regulatory Affairs

Palo Verde Nuclear Generating Station
Mail Station 7636

P.O. Box 52034

Phoenix, AZ 85072-2034

Mr. Dwight C. Mims, Vice President
Regulatory Affairs and Plant Improvement
Palo Verde Nuclear Generating Station
Mail Station 7605

P.O. Box 52034

Phoenix, AZ 85072-2034

Mr. John C. Taylor

Director, Nuclear Generation
El Paso Electric Company
340 E. Palm Lane, Suite 310
Phoenix, AZ 85004

Mr. James Ray

Public Service Company of New Mexico
2401 Aztec NE, MS Z110

Albuquerque, NM 87107-4224

Mr. Geoffrey M. Cook

Southern California Edison Company
5000 Pacific Coast Hwy., Bldg. D21
San Clemente, CA 92672

Mr. Robert Henry
Salt River Project
6504 E. Thomas Road
Scottsdale, AZ 85251

Mr. Jeffrey T. Weikert
Assistant General Counsel
El Paso Electric Company
Mail Location 167

123 W. Mills

El Paso, TX 79901

Mr. Eric Tharp

Los Angeles Department of Water & Power
Southern California Public Power Authority
P.O. Box 51111, Room 1255-C

Los Angeles, CA 90051-0100

Mr. Brian Almon

Public Utility Commission
William B. Travis Building
P.O. Box 13326

1701 N. Congress Avenue
Austin, TX 78701-3326

Ms. Karen O'Regan
Environmental Program Manager
City of Phoenix

Office of Environmental Programs
200 W. Washington Street
Phoenix, AZ 85003




<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /PageByPage
  /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
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /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 150
  /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 150
  /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 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages false
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /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

  /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 reliable viewing and printing of business documents.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [300 300]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


