
  Enclosure 2 

DISCUSSION OF OPTIONS 
 

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) received written comments on the draft 
regulatory (i.e., technical) basis for the rulemaking to revise the security requirements for 
independent spent fuel storage installations (ISFSIs) from five organizations:  the Nuclear 
Energy Institute (NEI), Union of Concerned Scientists (UCS), U.S. Department of Energy, 
Greenpeace, and the Prairie Island Indian Community (PIIC).  The staff has completed an initial 
assessment of the comments received on the draft regulatory basis.  Examples of these 
comments and the staff’s potential concerns are contained in Enclosure 1. 
 
Overall the comments supported the goal of the proposed rulemaking to update the ISFSI 
security regulations to create logical, clear, and consistent requirements.  However, some 
commenters opposed several of the key technical approaches set forth in the draft regulatory 
basis that were recommended by the staff and directed by the Commission.  Specifically, NEI 
and UCS would rather apply an approach using the Design Basis Threat (DBT) for radiological 
sabotage to ISFSIs, instead of using a dose-calculation approach.  In addition, NEI indicated 
that if dose calculations are part of the NRC’s proposed rule, then the NRC should use a higher 
limit for security-based events than the proposed 0.05-Sievert (Sv) (5-rem) dose limit.  Under 
the NRC’s current regulations, the staff uses a 0.05-Sv (5-rem) dose limit as the licensing basis 
for safety-based events and accidents. 
 
In SECY-07-0148, “Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation Security Requirements for 
Radiological Sabotage,” dated August 28, 2007, (Agencywide Documents Access and 
Management System (ADAMS) Accession No. ML062860177), the staff had proposed to shift 
from an approach using the DBT of radiological sabotage at ISFSIs to a risk-informed, 
performance-based approach using licensee dose calculations and NRC-specified security 
scenarios.  The staff indicated that either a dose-based approach or a DBT-based approach 
achieved the agency’s goals for ISFSI rulemaking—both approaches are performance based, 
achieve acceptable levels of security, and provide flexibility to ISFSI licensees.  However, the 
staff had recommended and the Commission accepted a dose-based approach because it 
allows licensees to tailor their security programs to the site-specific circumstances at their 
ISFSIs, achieves a risk-informed, performance-based security regime, supports a wide variety 
of types of spent fuel storage installations, obtains consistent results, and promotes regulatory 
clarity.  The staff viewed this approach as providing both the greatest support to the 
Commission's strategic objectives of developing performance based regulations and providing 
high assurance of protecting the common defense and security.  
   
Based upon its initial assessment of the stakeholders’ comments, the staff has developed the 
following three options for evaluating these comments: 
 
1. Do not adopt stakeholder comments, develop the final regulatory basis, and proceed to 

proposed rule development using the dose-based approach previously directed by the 
Commission.   
 

2. Address stakeholder comments, evaluate impacts of shifting to a DBT based approach 
for all types of ISFSIs, develop the final regulatory basis, and proceed to proposed rule 
development. 
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3. Re-assess the technical approach based on the comments provided by stakeholders 
and evaluate impacts from shifting technical approaches prior to development of the final 
regulatory basis and proceeding to proposed rule development. 

 
The staff has evaluated these three options and identified advantages and disadvantages for 
each option.  The staff did not consider a no-action alternative (i.e., not proceeding with 
rulemaking), given the Commission’s previous direction to proceed with this rulemaking in Staff 
Requirements memorandum (SRM)-SECY-07-0148, “Staff Requirements—SECY-07-0148—
Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation Security Requirements for Radiological Sabotage,” 
dated December 18, 2007 (ADAMS Accession No. ML073530119). 
 
Under all three options and consistent with Commission direction in the SRM, the staff intends 
to issue for comment to impacted licensees (i.e., ISFSI licensees and power reactor licensees) 
and cleared stakeholders with a “need to know” (e.g., certain Federal agencies, States, and 
Native American Tribes) the draft adversary characteristics for ISFSIs and monitored retrievable 
storage installations (MRSs).  These adversary characteristics are contained in draft Regulatory 
Guide (DG)-5033, “Security Performance (Adversary) Characteristics for the Design, 
Development, and Implementation of a Physical Security Program for Spent Nuclear Fuel [SNF] 
and High-Level Radioactive Waste [HLW] Storage Facilities under Title 10 of the Code of 
Federal Regulations (10 CFR) Part 73 (U).”  The information in DG-5033 will assist licensees 
and cleared stakeholders in understanding the vulnerability and threat issues that underpin this 
rulemaking.  Given the importance of adversary characteristics information, the staff’s issuance 
of DG-5033 will provide the staff information that will inform the development of the proposed 
rule and is consistent with the direction in SRM-SECY-07-0148 to “develop draft regulatory 
guidance…to ensure all parties understand the objective, implementation, and scope of the 
proposed rule.”  Additionally, under all three options the staff would continue to provide briefings 
on the vulnerability and threat information underpinning this rulemaking to impacted licensees 
and other cleared stakeholders with a “need to know”; and to conduct government-to-
government discussions with one or more Native American Tribes on this rulemaking. 
 
Option 1—Do not adopt stakeholder comments, develop the final regulatory basis, and 
proceed to proposed rule development using the dose-based approach previously 
directed by the Commission. 
 
In this option, the staff would proceed with the rulemaking in accordance with the Commission’s 
direction in SRM-SECY-07-0148 to use a dose-based approach.  The staff would complete the 
final regulatory basis and proceed to develop the proposed rule.  The proposed rule language 
would seek comment on this option as well as each alternative presented to date by 
stakeholders.  The staff would engage with stakeholders to understand the basis for individual 
stakeholder comments, provide additional information to cleared stakeholders with a “need-to-
know” on the NRC’s vulnerability and threat information underpinning the rulemaking, and to 
discuss the implications of implementing a DBT approach.  The staff would specifically focus on 
responding to the significant stakeholder comments to assure that the stakeholders understand 
the basis for the dose-based approach.   
 
Under Option 1, the staff would finalize the regulatory basis and proceed to development of the 
proposed rule within 3 to 6 months.  Simultaneous development of the DG is expected to take 
18 to 24 months, to allow adequate time to clear and engage stakeholders. 



 -3- 
 

 

 
Advantages 
 
• The option is responsive to the SRM’s direction to use a dose-based approach and to 

use a 0.05 Sv (5 rem) dose limit. 
 

• The option is responsive to the SRM’s direction to share relevant safeguards information 
(SGI) with appropriately cleared stakeholders. 
 

• This option permits the development of the final regulatory basis and the proposed rule 
to begin immediately. 
 

• Because the proposed rule would seek comment on this option, plus identified 
stakeholder alternatives, the Commission would have the flexibility at the final rule stage 
to pick its preferred approach without having to issue a revised proposed rule for public 
comment. 

 
Disadvantages 
 
• The final regulatory basis would not be based on fully informed decision making––

stakeholders having all necessary information (no access to SGI) on which to base their 
comments and the staff having a clear understanding (analysis of the impacts) of the 
stakeholders’ comments. 
 

• The staff may not be able to resolve one or more of the stakeholders’ issues with the 
dose-based approach, even after providing additional information on the vulnerability 
and threat basis for this rulemaking. 

 
Option 2—Address stakeholder comments, evaluate impacts of shifting to a DBT based 
approach for all types of ISFSIs, develop the final regulatory basis, and proceed to 
proposed rule development. 
 
Under this option, the staff would address the significant comments received on the draft 
regulatory basis and would shift to a DBT-based approach, instead of using a dose-based 
approach.  In SECY-07-0148, the staff had indicated that either a dose-based approach or a 
DBT-based approach achieved the agency’s goals for an ISFSI rulemaking—both approaches 
were performance based, achieve technically acceptable levels of security, and provide 
flexibility to ISFSI licensees.  Because the staff did not obtain input from external stakeholders 
during the development of SECY-07-0148, the Commission did not have the views of external 
stakeholders when it considered SECY-07-0148.  Consideration of these significant comments 
may support the use of a DBT-based approach as preferable (i.e., in SECY-07-0148, the staff 
considered both the dose-based approach and the DBT-based approach technically acceptable; 
however, the staff recommended the dose-based approach). 
 
The staff would address stakeholders’ comments to use the DBT approach by explaining that 
the licensees would likely be required to implement a denial protective strategy for all ISFSIs 
and MRSs, if a dose calculation were not required to assess the impact of potential releases at 
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a licensee’s specific site.  Whether a denial of access protective strategy or a denial of task 
protective strategy is appropriate for these types of facilities would require further staff 
evaluation.   
 
Were the staff to retain some form of a dose limit, the staff would also use a higher dose limit as 
suggested by NEI, and would apply a limit of less than 0.25 Sv (25 rem) for any security dose 
calculations.  This would allow for higher dose consequences for security-based events than for 
safety-based events and accidents.  A dose limit of less than 0.25 Sv (25 rem) is consistent with 
the agency’s safety goal of no prompt health effects and would not require an ISFSI or an MRS 
licensee to protect the SNF or HLW in a vital area (i.e., protection in a vital area would be 
required for dose outcomes exceeding 0.25-Sv (25-rem) dose limit).  However, ISFSIs and 
MRSs would require a full emergency response program at the general-emergency level, 
because of the potential for offsite doses to exceed the 0.05-Sv (5-rem) dose limit found in the 
1992 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s protective action guidelines.  This option would 
result in significant increased costs for some ISFSI licensees and increased NRC licensing and 
inspection resources.  These increased costs would primarily occur at ISFSIs that are not       
co-located with a reactor or are co-located with a power reactor that is undergoing 
decommissioning.  Finally, the staff would engage with the U.S. Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA) on whether a requirement for a full emergency response plan for 
ISFSI and MRS licensees would also require changes to FEMA’s regulations under 
44 CFR Part 350, “Review and approval of state and local radiological emergency plans and 
preparedness.”  
 
Under Option 2, the staff would also finalize the regulatory basis and proceed to the 
development of a proposed rule.  However, the staff would require an additional 6 to 12 months 
to incorporate the changes proposed under Option 2 into the final regulatory basis due to the 
complexity of these issues.  the staff would also need16 to 22 months for DG development 
because dose calculation guidance would need to be issued with the proposed rule.  In addition, 
during development of the proposed rule, the staff plans to reach out to appropriately cleared 
stakeholders to share relevant SGI in order to enhance stakeholders’ ability to provide well-
informed comments on the proposed rule. 
 
Advantages 
 
• This option is responsive to the SRM’s direction to aggressively seek stakeholder input 

to inform decision-making.  Because this option would incorporate the approaches 
advocated by stakeholders, there would be less outreach to stakeholders and analysis of 
alternate approaches.  However, the staff would discuss the impacts of these advocated 
approaches with stakeholders. 
 

• The option is responsive to the SRM’s direction to share relevant SGI with appropriate 
cleared stakeholders. 
 

• This option permits the development of the final regulatory basis and the proposed rule 
to begin immediately. 
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• This option permits the staff time to engage with FEMA staff on the need for FEMA 
rulemaking. 

 
Disadvantages 
 
• This option departs from the SRM’s direction to use a dose-based approach and to use 

a 0.05-Sv (5-rem) dose limit.  Licensees using a DBT-approach without a dose 
calculation of potential release consequences (when informed by the results of the 
agency’s 2006 security assessments for ISFSIs) may require mandating a denial 
protective strategy for all general and specific license ISFSIs and MRSs, because of the 
staff’s inability to assess for an individual installation the acceptability of these potential 
releases upon public health and safety, the common defense and security, and the 
environment.   
 

• Requiring the use of a denial protective strategy would impose significant increased 
costs for licensees, especially for ISFSIs located outside of an existing reactor’s 
protected area.  In addition, using a higher dose limit of greater than 0.05 Sv (5 rem) but 
less than 0.25 Sv (25 rem) would require an ISFSI or MRS licensee to implement a full 
emergency response program (i.e., at the general-emergency level) with increased cost 
for licensees and increased NRC resources.  Finally, in addition to these emergency 
response program changes, using a dose limit greater than 0.25 Sv (25 rem) would 
require licensees to protect the SNF or HLW in a vital area (i.e., currently ISFSI 
licensees are only required to store their SNF inside a “protected area barrier”; whereas 
reactor licensees are required to store their SNF inside both protected area and vital 
area barriers). 
 

• This option would likely result in significant costs for some licensees (i.e., for ISFSIs not 
co-located with an operating power reactor) and increased NRC resources for licensing 
and inspection. 
 

• Similar to Option 1, the final technical basis would not be developed based on fully 
informed decision making––stakeholders did not have all the necessary information on 
which to base their comments.  The staff would provide the cost estimates for industry 
and NRC resources with the proposed rule for the Commission’s consideration.  
However, this would not be informed by additional stakeholder input.  Some commenters 
might revise their comments, if they understood that their suggested approach could 
incur significant costs.   

 
Option 3—Re-assess the technical approach based on the comments provided by 
stakeholders and evaluate impacts from shifting technical approaches prior to 
development of the final regulatory basis and proceeding to proposed rule development.  
 
Under this option, the staff would re-assess the technical approach based on additional 
information gained from stakeholder comments prior to development of the final regulatory 
basis.  This would include assessing the likely costs for both licensees and the NRC, if a denial 
protective strategy is necessary or a general-emergency level emergency response program is 
necessary.  The staff developed the options in SECY-07-0148 without the benefit of stakeholder 
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input.  Stakeholder comments on the draft regulatory basis have provided the staff with 
significant new insights into this complex rulemaking effort.  As discussed in Enclosure 1, the 
staff would evaluate the need for, and impact of, the licensee conducting tactical response drills 
and force-on-force (FOF) exercises at ISFSIs or MRSs for licensees implementing a denial 
protective strategy, as well as the NRC conducted FOF assessments at these installations.  The 
staff would also evaluate whether any dose-limit metrics should be used, whether such a dose 
limit should be higher for security-based events, and whether a full emergency response plan is 
necessary for potential ground assaults and aircraft attacks.  As with Option 2, the staff would 
engage with FEMA on whether a requirement for a full emergency response plan for ISFSI and 
MRS licensees would also require changes to FEMA’s regulations under 44 CFR Part 350.   
 
Additionally, industry (reactor licensees) have previously raised concerns with NRC 
management on the aggregate impact of the various security rulemakings recently completed 
by the agency, or planned for completion over the next few years.  In developing final rule 
implementation dates, the NRC considers the impact of new regulations requiring hardware 
changes.  For this ISFSI security rulemaking, the staff anticipates that making the requirements 
imposed under the post-September 11, 2001, ISFSI security orders generically applicable may 
require significant hardware improvements for some ISFSI installations.  For example, 
evaluating blast impacts and installing a permanent vehicle barrier system around the 
installation’s protected area (i.e., the post-September 11, 2001,ISFSI security orders only 
required licensees to install a temporary vehicle barrier system at their installation).  
Consequently, the additional time required for the staff to complete the ISFSI security 
rulemaking provides additional time for licensees’ planning efforts, and thus is responsive to 
industry’s concerns on the aggregate effects of individual NRC security rulemakings. 
 
Under Option 3, the staff would assess the comments and their impacts in detail.  If following 
this assessment, the staff concludes that the technical approaches set forth in SECY-07-0148 
remain appropriate (i.e., use of a dose-based approach and a 0.05-Sv (5-rem) dose limit), it 
would inform the Commission of these conclusions and proceed with the rulemaking effort as 
directed by SRM-SECY-07-0148.  However, if the staff concludes that new or revised technical 
approaches are necessary for this rulemaking, the staff would develop a supplemental paper for 
the Commission that assesses this new information and its implications and provides updated or 
revised recommendations for the rulemaking approach, as appropriate.  The staff would also 
include in this paper any insights gained during discussions with stakeholders.  The staff 
expects this assessment effort and outreach would be completed within 12 months.   
 
However, the staff does not view the timelines anticipated under these options as increasing or 
impacting the security risk for these types of installations, because of the presence of the post-
September 11, 2001, ISFSI security orders and the actions taken by licensees.  Moreover, 
these timelines support the agency’s strategic goals of openness, transparency, effectiveness, 
and long-term efficiency.  Additionally, ISFSI licensees could use this additional time incurred 
under this extension to plan for the potential hardware improvements.  For example, the staff 
expects that a final rule will likely require a permanent version of the vehicle barrier system 
currently required by the post- September 11, 2001,ISFSI security orders (i.e., the ISFSI 
security orders currently require a temporary vehicle barrier system). 
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Advantages 
 
• This option would allow detailed analysis to proceed in parallel with discussions and 

outreach efforts with stakeholders.  These discussions are responsive not only to the 
SRM’s direction to aggressively engage with stakeholders, but also to the stakeholders’ 
requests for further critical information on this rulemaking.  
 

• The option is responsive to the SRM’s direction to share relevant SGI with appropriate 
cleared stakeholders. 
 

• This new information would inform stakeholders and staff, thereby potentially yielding 
different positions, as stakeholders better understand the NRC’s intentions and bases for 
this rulemaking. 

 
• This option responds to the direction in SRM-SECY-07-0148 for the staff to “engage 

stakeholders on appropriate approaches to address potential licensing, emergency 
preparedness, and security plan impacts from this rulemaking.”  
 

• This option permits the staff time to engage with FEMA on the potential need for FEMA 
rulemaking. 
 

• This option best supports the agency’s strategic goals of openness, transparency, 
effectiveness, and long-term efficiency. 

 
Disadvantages 
 
• This option would apply current budgeted resources to evaluation of the comments and 

would likely extend the schedule for submission of a proposed rule by 24 to 30 months.  
As a result, the funds to complete the proposed rule and final rule would need to be 
requested in the FY 2013 and 2014 budget cycles. 

 
Recommended Option 
 
The staff recommends Option 3.  Of the three assessed options, Option 3 best promotes the 
agency’s strategic goals of openness and transparency, the SRM’s direction to aggressively 
seek stakeholder input, and provides the Commission with the necessary additional information 
to confirm or change its previous direction for this rulemaking.  Because of the security 
improvements required under the post-September 11, 2001, ISFSI security orders, the NRC has 
sufficient time to fully assess the implications of the stakeholder comments and develop 
alternative options, if appropriate, before developing a proposed rule.  Furthermore, given the 
potential extended lifetime for these waste storage facilities, the staff considers such an 
extension reasonable when weighed against the agency’s strategic goals of openness, 
transparency, effectiveness, and long-term efficiency. 
 



<<
  /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


