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Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant, Units 1 and 2 (DCPP) 
License Renewal Application (LRA) 

Draft Request for Additional Information Set 19 
Metal Fatigue 

 
 
D-RAI 4.3-1 
 
Background: In LRA Section 4.3.1, “Cycle Count Action Limits and Corrective Actions” 
subsection, the applicant identifies that the corrective actions for the Metal Fatigue of 
Reactor Coolant Pressure Boundary Program if an action limit on the cycle counting of a 
design basis transient is reached. The applicant states, in part, that if one of the cycle 
count action limits is reached, corrective actions will include a review of the fatigue usage 
calculations will be performed to ensure that the analytical bases of the leak-before-break 
(LBB) fatigue crack propagation analysis is maintained. 
 
The applicant also makes the following statement in LRA Section 4.3.1 to indicate that the 
action limit on cycle counting would be capable of initiating corrective actions in a timely fashion: 
 

“Cycle count action limits have been established based on the design number of 
cycles. In order to assure sufficient margin to accommodate occurrence of a low 
probability transient, corrective actions must be taken before the remaining number of 
allowable cycles for any specified transient, including the low-probability, higher-usage-
factor events, becomes less than one. Events which occur more frequently contribute 
less per event to the usage factor. To account for both cases, corrective actions are 
required when the cycle count for any of the significant contributors to the usage factor 
is projected to reach a specified percentage of the design number of cycles before the 
end of the next fuel cycle.” 

 
SRP-LR Section 4.3.2.1.1.3 indicates the program description in GALL AMP X.M1, “Metal 
Fatigue of Reactor Coolant Pressure Boundary,” states an applicant may reference the program 
in GALL AMP X.M1 to accept a CUF-based metal fatigue TLAA in accordance with the TLAA 
acceptance criterion in  10 CFR 54.21(c)(1)(iii). The program description in the GALL AMP 
states that the AMP is an acceptable option for managing metal fatigue for the reactor coolant 
pressure boundary (RCPB) components, considering environmental effects. The “scope of 
program” element in GALL AMP X.M1 states that the scope of the program includes preventive 
measures to mitigate fatigue cracking of metal components of the reactor coolant pressure 
boundary caused by anticipated cyclic strains in the material.   
 
Issue 1:  Fatigue usage calculations are ASME Section III mandated design calculations. LBB 
fatigue flaw growth analyses are performed pursuant to the requirement in 10 CFR Part 50, 
Appendix A, General Design Criterion 4, “Dynamic Effects,” and are submitted to the NRC for 
staff approval. It is not evident how a component fatigue usage factor calculation can be applied 
to an LBB analysis and how the integrity of the LBB analysis is maintained by this count.  
 
Request 1:  Provide your basis for expanding the cycle counting activities of the DCPP Metal 
Fatigue of Reactor Coolant Pressure Boundary AMP to include the 10 CFR 54.21(c)(1)(iii) aging 
management of the LBB TLAA.  Identify the design basis transients accounted for in the fatigue 
flaw growth analysis in the LBB.  Clarify whether the counting activities will be based on a 
comparison of the total number of all transients monitored for the LBB or on the number of 
transient types in the LBB. Clarify whether the relationship between the cycle counting activities 



in the Metal Fatigue of Reactor Coolant Pressure Boundary Program and the LBB is currently 
accounted for in a plant procedure or in the UFSAR. 
 
Issue 2:  The staff notes that, according to the last sentence of the previously quoted material, 
the applicant will take corrective actions “when the cycle count for any of the significant 
contributors to the usage factor is projected to reach a specified percentage of the design 
number of cycles before the end of the next fuel cycle.” 
 
Request 2:  Identify all transients in LRA Table 4.3-2 that are considered to be the significant 
contributors to fatigue usage and explain the criteria used to make this determination.  Explain 
why PG&E’s cycle count action limit is based on only significant contributors to fatigue usage 
and does not account for less significant transients. Please describe the confirmatory analysis 
supporting the conclusion that a lower contributing transient would not significantly impact the 
CUFs for the components. 
 
 
D-RAI 4.3-2 
 
Background:  In LRA section 4.3.1, “Cumulative Usage Corrective Actions” subsection, the 
applicant states, in part, that if the action limit on the CUF monitoring is reached, corrective 
actions will include: 
 

1.  Determine whether the scope of the Fatigue Management Program must be 
enlarged to include additional affected reactor coolant pressure boundary locations. 
This determination will ensure that other locations do not approach design limits 
without an appropriate action. 

 
2.  Enhance fatigue managing to confirm continued conformance to the code limit. 

 
Issue 1:  Corrective Action (1) is included in the enhancement of LRA Metal Fatigue of Reactor 
Coolant Pressure Boundary Program in LRA Appendix A Commitment No. 21. The staff noted 
that the corrective action is only applicable to reactor coolant pressure boundary components. 
However, in its review of LRA Section 4.3.2, the staff confirmed that the TLAA does include the 
CUF results for some ASME Code Class 2 components that were analyzed to ASME Section III 
CUF requirements for Code Class 1 components.  As a result, the staff noted that the action in 
CUF monitoring corrective action 1 may be applicable to the ASME Code Class 2 components 
analyzed within the scope of the AMP.   
 
Request 1:  Verify correction action (1) on LRA page 4.3-5, applies to reactor coolant pressure 
boundary components, component supports, and ASME Code Class 2 components analyzed to 
ASME Section III CUF requirements for Code Class 1 components.  
 
Issue 2:   Corrective Action 2. of LRA page 4.3-5 states “Enhance fatigue managing to confirm 
continued conformance to the code limit”   
 
Request 2:  Clarify what actions would be taken to enhance the fatigue monitoring for this 
corrective action. 
 
 
 



D-RAI 4.3-3 
 
Background:  LRA Section 4.3.1.1 indicates the applicant will use FatiguePro® to perform the 
cycle counting for the applicant’s design basis transients and updates of the CUF values for 
ASME Section III Code Class 1 components and for those Class 2 components that were 
conservatively analyzed to ASME Section III CUF requirements for Class 1 components. 
 
Issue: The staff has confirmed that the use of FatiguePro® software is currently accounted for in 
the applicant’s design basis cycle count procedure. The use of FatiguePro® applies a one-
dimensional Green’s function method to compute the stress value inputs for the component 
CUF values that the software program tracks. The staff addressed potential non-conservatisms 
in the ability of FatiguePro® to perform CUF calculations in NRC RIS 2008-30, “Fatigue 
Analysis of Nuclear Power Plant Components,” dated December 16, 2008. In RIS 2008-30, the 
staff recommended that license renewal applicants perform an analysis to confirm the use of 
FatiguePro® would yield conservative CUF values relative to those that would be generated 
using the ASME Section III Subarticle NB-3200 methods. The staff notes that the use of 
FatiguePro® is not currently reflected in LRA Commitment No. 21, and the LRA does not 
provide a basis to determine if the afore mentioned FatiguePro® methodology will yield 
conservative CUF values relative to  the use of the methodology described in ASME Section III, 
Subarticle NB-3200.   
 
Request:  Provide your technical basis to show FatiguePro® cycle tracking and CUF update 
methodology generates results more conservative than those generated using the CUF 
methodology of ASME Section III, Subarticle NB-3200. Explain how the Metal Fatigue of 
Reactor Coolant Pressure Boundary Program addresses the confirmatory analysis, 
recommended in RIS 2008-30. 
 
 
D-RAI 4.3-4 
 
Background:  LRA Section 4.3.1.2 provides the applicant’s present and projected status of 
monitored locations. On LRA page 4.3-6, the applicant states that a “review of the operating 
history of DCPP Units 1 and 2 was performed from initial startup to year-end 2008 in order to 
baseline the transient event count in the enhanced Fatigue Management Program.”  In LRA 
Section 4.3.1.2, Baselining Method subsection, (LRA page 4.3-7), the applicant states that a 
DCPP specific procedure defines tracking requirements and recording of plant cyclic transients. 
The applicant states that in 1996, FatiguePro software was installed at DCPP to monitor and 
record plant instrumentation in order to identify transients and that this provided actual plant 
transient data from the time of the software installation date through 2008, except for a gap in 
the data from mid-2002 through year-end 2004, which affected the baseline count for the 
charging and feedwater (FW) cycling transients.  LRA Section 4.3.1.2, Baselining Method 
subsection also provides specific details on the cycle count baselining methods and 
assumptions for the “Auxiliary Spray during Cooldown” transient, RHR Operation (during 
Cooldown)” transient, charging cycling transient, and FW cycling transient. 
 
Issue 1:  LRA Section 4.3.1.2 gives no indication about the rigor used to develop the cycle count 
at  DCPP.  On page 4.3-7, the applicant only states that “data from several sources were 
considered” for the recount activities. 
 
Request 1:  Identify the sources of information used to develop the DCPP transient operating 
history.  



 
Issue 2:  On LRA page 4.3-7, the applicant states that, after considering the documented 
sources of cycle counting information, “an explicit cycle count could not be determined for some 
transients.” However, the LRA does not identify which transients are not determined explicitly.   
 
Request 2:  Identify the transients that were not derived explicitly. Discuss the technical 
rationale used to derive the 60-year cycle projections for the identified transients.  
 
Issue 3:  The applicant’s number-of-events basis for the “Auxiliary Spray during Cooldown” 
transient is given on LRA page 4.3-7.  The staff has determined that LRA Table 4.3-2 does not 
list this transient as within the scope of the design basis transients for this TLAA. 
 
Request 3: Provide the basis for excluding the “Auxiliary Spray during Cooldown” transient from 
LRA Table 4.3-2.  
 
Issue 4:  The applicant’s number of events basis for the charging system is given at the bottom 
of LRA page 4.3-7. In LRA Table 4.3-2, the applicant identifies three transients for the charging 
system (Transients 15, 16, and 17 in the table). The applicant does not provide any correlation 
in the LRA between the number of events basis for charging system on LRA page 4.3-7 and the 
design basis transients in LRA Table 4.3-2 that are impacted by this charging system basis.  
The applicant also does not specify which quantitative SF was applied to these events or justify 
its use in the projection basis. 
 
Request 4:  Identify which of the transients in LRA Table 4.3-2 were assessed in accordance 
with charging system events basis that was provided at bottom of page 4.3-7. For each of the 
transients that were assessed in accordance with this projection basis, identify the SF that was 
applied to the assessment and justify its use. 
 
 
D-RAI 4.3-5 
 
Background:  On page LRA 4.3-8, the applicant states t the projection rate (PR) for the 
unaccounted periods were performed using both a long-term rate based on the entire transient 
history for the plant (i.e., number of occurrences since initial plant startup) and a short term rate 
for the incremental cycles that have occurred over the last 10 years. On this page, the applicant 
states that the two rates were combined using a weighted average in accordance with the 
following equation: 
 

PR = [(LTW)*(long-term rate) + (STW)*(short-term rate)] / [(LTW) + (STW)], 
 
with LTW being the long-term weighting factor and STW being the short-term weighting factor. 
The applicant states that the values of LTW and STW were determined on an event- or 
component-specific basis to reflect the most likely future behavior of that event or component. 
 
Issue 1:  It is not evident how the LTW and STW values could be derived on a component-
specific basis when presumably the design basis CUF calculations for Class 1 components (and 
possibly some Class 2 components analyzed to AMSE Section III Class 1 CUF criteria) would 
involve more than one analyzed transient, and under this basis individual LTW and STW values 
would have to be assigned to each transient contributing to the CUF calculation for a given 
component.  
 



Request 1:  Explain the technical rationale for selection of LTW and STW and how this 
accommodates events on a component basis. 
 
Issue 2:  The PR basis provided on LRA page 4.3-8 only involves a general description about 
the PR value derivation; the LTW and STW values were derived on a transient-specific (event-
specific) or component-specific basis.  Thus, the PR basis discussion on LRA page 4.3-8 does 
not provide the staff with any quantitative basis correlation with the LTW and STW factors  used 
to derive the PRs for the design basis transients in LRA Section 4.3. 
 
Request 2:  Identify which transients, in LRA Table 4.3-2, this applies to.  Explain how the LTW 
and STW values were used for the transient projection basis. 
 
D-RAI 4.3-6 
 
Background:  LRA Table 4.3-2 provides the applicant’s list of design basis transients that pertain 
to the metal fatigue assessments for ASME Code Class 1, 2, or 3 components or components 
designed to the ANSI B31.1 design specification.  UFSAR Table 5.2-4 provides a list of design 
basis transients for the DCPP units. 
 
Issue 1:  The applicant has determined that UFSAR Table 4.3-2 provides an accurate 
correlation for all normal operation condition, upset condition, and test condition transients and 
their design limits in UFSAR Table 5.2-4, with the exception of normal operating condition 
transient #8, “Tavg Coastdown from Nominal to Reduced Temperature,” which currently is not 
within the scope of LRA Table 4.3-2.    
 
Request 1:  Provide your basis for why UFSAR Table 5.2-4, normal operating condition 
transient #8, “Tavg Coastdown from Nominal to Reduced Temperature,” is not currently within the 
scope of LRA Table 4.3-2 and why the applicable 60-year cycle projection data have not been 
included for this transient in LRA Table 4.3-2.    
 
Issue 2:  LRA Table 4.3-2 identifies that the normal operating condition transient Nos. 5, 13, 14, 
15, 16, 17, 18, and 19, and upset condition transient Nos. 24, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, and 31 are 
applicable to the scope of the metal fatigue analyses but are not currently within the scope of 
UFSAR Table 5.2-4. 
 
Request 2 Clarify how these transients relate to the scope of the design basis that is currently 
described in the DCPP UFSAR (if at all) or applicable design basis procedures or calculations. 
 
Issue 3:  LRA Table 4.3-2 includes transient data entries for the “Design Basis Cycles, FSAR 
Table 5.2-4” and “Limiting Analyzed Value” columns in the table. The “Limiting Analyzed Value” 
column is subject to the following Footnote (c) clarification:  
 

“The limiting analyzed value is the lowest number of transients that are considered in 
DCPP fatigue analyses. The enhanced Fatigue Management Program compares 
actual to this limiting analyzed value so that all plant analyses remain valid.” 

 
The staff has observed that for those transients in LRA Table 4.3-2 that derive from the list of 
transients in UFSAR Table 5.2-4, the value listed in the “Limiting Analyzed Value” column is 
sometimes the same as that listed in the “Design Basis Cycles, FSAR Table 5.2-4” column and 
sometimes it is lower than the value listed in the “Design Basis Cycles, FSAR Table 5.2-4” 
column.  



 
Request 3:  Clarify which columns (the value in the “Design Basis Cycles, FSAR Table 5.2-4” 
column or the value in the “Limiting Analyzed Value” column) should be relied upon for the 
design basis transient occurrence limits. 
 
Issue 4:  LRA Table 4.3-2 includes test condition transient #37, “Tube Leak Tests.” The 
applicant identifies 800 as the value for the “Design Basis Cycles, FSAR Table 5.2-4” column 
and “Limiting Analyzed Value” column entries for this transient. The staff has determined 
however, that UFSAR Table 5.2-4 lists this as test condition transient #3.b, and that for this 
transient, the design basis is broken down into four cases for the transient as follows: 
 

• Case 1 with a design limit of 400 cycles 
• Case 2 with a design limit of 200 cycles 
• Case 3 with a design limit of 120 cycles 
• Case 4 with a design limit of 80 cycles 

 
Request 4:  Justify why the “Design Basis Cycles, FSAR Table 5.2-4” column and “Limiting 
Analyzed Value” column entries in LRA Table 4.3-2 for “Tube Leak Test” transient are not same 
as those given in UFSAR Table 5.2-4 for this transient.  Specifically define and discuss each of 
the Case bases for this transient as defined in UFSAR Table 5.2-4, and explain how DCPP 
arrived at design basis limit values for each of the Case bases (i.e., for Cases 1 – 4).   
  
 
D-RAI 4.3-7 
 
Background:  LRA Section 4.3 dispositions the CUF-based TLAAs for many ASME Code Class 
1 components by multiplying the CUF values for the components by a factor of 1.2 if the design 
basis CUF was based on a 50-year design life or by 1.5 if the design basis CUF was based on a 
40-year design life. For these TLAAs, DCPP states that the CUF values remain valid for the 
period of extended operation in accordance with 10 CFR 54.21(c)(1)(i). 
 
Issue:  The multiplication of the design basis CUF by a factor of 1.2 or 1.5 represents a 
projection of the CUF value for the period of extended operation in that it is changing the CUF 
value for the component.  Thus, components dispositioned in accordance with this methodology 
should be dispositioned in accordance with the criteria in 10 CFR 54.21(c )(1)(ii) in that the CUF 
values have been projected for the period of extended operation and have been found to be 
acceptable when compared to a CUF value acceptance criterion of 1.0. 
 
Request:  Provide your basis why Class 1 components that are subject to this metal fatigue 
projection basis have not been dispositioned in accordance with the criterion in 
10 CFR 54.21(c)(1)(ii). 
 
 
D-RAI 4.3-8 
 
Background: In the LRA Table 4.3-1, the applicant credits the “Global” monitoring (i.e. cycle 
count monitoring) of AMP B3.1 as the 10 CFR 54.21(c)(1)(iii) aging management monitoring 
basis for dispositioning the CUF analyses for the RPV Core Support Pads, Pressurizer Spray 
Nozzle, and Pressurizer Heater Penetration.   
 



Issue: The LRA Table 4.3-1 or LRA Table 4.3-6 indicated that the RPV Core Support Pads, 
Pressurizer Spray Nozzle, and Pressurizer Heater Penetration in Unit 1 have a maximum 
limiting design basis CUFs of ~0.89, ~0.95, and ~0.94 respectively and limiting 60-year 
projected CUFs of ~1.07, ~1.14, and ~2.97.   
 
Request: Justify your basis using the “Global” monitoring method of AMP B3.1 to monitor these 
components during the period of extended operation in accordance with 10 CFR 54.21(c)(1)(iii), 
and why it would not be more appropriate to monitor for these components using the CBF 
monitoring method. 
 
 
D-RAI 4.3-9 
 
Background: LRA Section 4.3.2.3 (top of pg. 4.3-20) states that the “Unit Loading and 
Unloading” transient does not need to be counted under the enhanced fatigue management 
program.  
 
Issue: The staff have determined that the the “Unit Loading and Unloading” transient is within 
the scope of FSAR Section 5.2.1.5.1 and UFSAR Table 5.2-4, and that Technical Specification 
(TS) 5.5.5 makes reference to controls to track the FSAR, Section 5.2 and 5.3, cyclic and 
transient occurrences to ensure that components are maintained within the design limits.  Thus, 
the staff is of the perception that the counting of this transient would be the activity that 
corresponds to the control to track the transient under the TS requirement. 
 
Request: Provide your basis why the Metal Fatigue of Reactor Coolant Pressure Boundary 
Program would not need to count this transient during the period of extended operation when it 
does appear to be within the scope of the TS tracking requirement.  
 
 
D-RAI 4.3-10 
 
Background:  LRA Section 4.3.3 provides the fatigue analyses of the reactor pressure vessel 
internals.  The applicant stated that the qualification of reactor vessel internals was first 
performed by Westinghouse on a generic basis for 40 years of operation.  The applicant stated 
that some DCPP internal components were subsequently analyzed on a DCPP-specific basis.  
The applicant indicated that the lower support plate, lower support columns, and core barrel 
nozzles had the highest cumulative usage factor values (CUF values) for the reactor vessel 
internal (RVI components and that the CUFs for the remaining RVI components were bounded 
by the CUF results for these limiting components.  The applicant further stated that the 
enhanced DCPP Fatigue Management Program will monitor the 50-year design basis number of 
transients used in the Tavg operating range analysis to ensure that it remains valid during the 
period of extended operation.  
 
Issue 1: . The staff is unable to determine from the LRA discussion which RVI components were 
required to be analyzed for fatigue as part of the ASME Section III design. 
 
Request 1: Identify all DCPP RVI components that were required to receive CUF calculations 
under applicable ASME Section III design requirements. For these components, identify the 
transients that were involved in the calculation of the CUF values and identify what the CUF 
values are for the components, along with an indication on whether the value for a given RVI 
component represents an existing design basis value or 60-year projected values. Clarify how 



the value was calculated if the CUF value for the given RVI components represents a 60-year 
project value for the TLAA.  
 
Issue 2: The LRA indicated that the fatigue of the RVI components will be managed by the 
DCPP Fatigue Management Program by monitoring the number of transients.  The LRA does 
not provide any justification why it would be acceptable for the applicant to use cycle monitoring 
of the transients for the lower support plates, lower support columns, and core barrel nozzles as 
a bounding basis for monitoring the other RVI components that received CUF calculations.   
 
Request 2:  Provide your basis for why it is acceptable to use cycle-based monitoring of the 
transients associated with the lower support plates, lower support columns, and core barrel 
nozzles as a bounding basis for those non-monitored RVI components with CUF values. 
 
 
D-RAI 4.3-11 
 
Background:  The GALL Report states that the AMP addresses the effects of coolant 
environment by applying an environmental life correction factors to existing ASME code fatigue 
analyses based on factors in NUREG/CR-6583 and NUREG/CR-5704, or appropriate 
alternative methods.  
 
Issue:  The applicant has stated that the environmental factors are determined by NUREG/CR-
6583 and NURGE/CR-5704, or appropriate alternative methods. 
 
Request:  Clarify what appropriate alternative method would be used to calculate the 
environmental factors for fatigue calculations.  
 
 
D-RAI 4.3-12 
 
Background:  10 CFR Part 54.21 states that each application must identify and list those 
structures and components subject to an aging management review.  
 
Issue 1: LRA Section 4.3 indicates that the following components were required to be analyzed 
in accordance with an applicable CUF analysis; however, the AMR Tables in LRA Section 3.1 
do not appear to include applicable AMR items that address cumulative fatigue damage for the 
components: 
 

• RV core support lugs or pads (as indicated in LRA Table 4.3-1) 
• RV inlet and outlet nozzle support pads (as indicated in LRA Table 4.3-1 
• Reactor coolant pump (RCP) casings (as indicated in LRA Section 4.3.2.3) 
• Valve support bracket for the Unit 2 pressurizer (as indicated in LRA Table 4.3-6) 
• SG primary manway, secondary, and feedring components (as indicated in LRA Table 

4.3-7) 
• RV internal lower support plate, lower support columns, core barrel nozzles, and baffle-

former plates (as indicated in LRA Section 4.3.3) 
 
Request 1: Provide your basis why the AMR tables in LRA Section 3.1 do not appear to include 
any AMR items addressing the management of cumulative fatigue damage for these 
components. 



 
Issue 2:  The staff have noted that the LRA includes AMRs on cumulative fatigue damage only 
ASME Section III Class 2 or 3 or ANSI B31.1 piping in the following balance of plant emergency 
safety feature (ESF), auxiliary system (AUX), and steam and power conversion subsystems: 
 

• Safety Injection System (LRA Table 3.2.2-1) 
• RHR System (LRA Table 3.2.2-3) 
• Chemical and Volume Control System (LRA Table 3.3.2-8) 
• Turbine Steam Supply System (LRA Table 3.4.2-1) 
• Feedwater System (LRA Table 3.4.2-3) 
• Auxiliary Feedwater System  (LRA Table 3.4.2-5) 

 
Request 2: Provide your basis why the AMR tables in LRA Sections 3.2, 3.3, and 3.4 do not 
appear to include any AMR items addressing cumulative fatigue damage for the ANSI B31.1 or 
B31.7 piping components in the systems: 
 

• LRA Table 3.2.2-2, Containment Spray System AMRs 
• LRA Table 3.2.2-4, Containment HVAC System AMRs 
• All Table 2 AMR Tables for AUX subsystems in LRA Section 3.2 other than that for 

Table 3.3.2-8, Chemical and Volume Control System 
• LRA Table 3.4.2-2, Auxiliary Steam System 
• LRA Table 3.4.2-4, Condensate System 

 



<<
  /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 /OK
  /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 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

  /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


