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U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Region II

ATTN: Dr. J. Nelson Grace, Regional Administrator
101 Marietta Street, NW, Suite 2900

Atlanta, Georgia 30323

Dear Dr. Grace:

SEQUOYAH NUCLEAR PLANT UNITS 1 AND 2 - NRC-OIE REGION II INSPECTION REPORT
50-327/86-31 AND 50-328/86-31 - RESPONSE TO V1OLATIONS

Enclosed is our response to Gary G. Zech's August 12, 1986 letter to
S. A. White which transmitted Notice of Violation Nos. 50-327/86-31 and
50-328/86-31 for our Sequoyah Nuclear Plant. Enclosure 1 is our response to

the subject violations. We do not recognize any other actions described
herein or the subject inspection report as commitments.

If you have any questions, please get in touch with G. B. Kirk at 615/870-6549.

To the best of my knowledge, I declare the statements contained herein are
complete and true.

Very truly yours,

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY

R. Gfidley, DArector
Nuclear Safe and Licensing

Enclosure

cc (Enclosure):
Mr. James Taylor, Director
Office of Inspection and Enforcement
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
wWashington, D.C. 20555

Mr. G. G. Zech, Director, TVA Projects
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Region II

101 Marietta Street, NW, Suite 2900
Atlanta, Georgia 30323

8610010264 B&LO0717
DR ADOCK 05002837

An Equal Opportunity Employer




ENCLOSURE
RESPONSE - NRC-OIE INSPECTION REPORT
NOS. 50-327/86-31 AND 50-328/86-31
GARY G. ZECH'S LETTER TO S. A. WHITE
DATED AUGUST 12, 1986

VIOLATION 50-327/86-31-01 AND 50-328/86-31-01

Technical Specification 6.12 states that in lieu of the control device or
alarm signal required by paragraph 20.203 (c)(2) of 10 CFR 20, each high
radiation area in which the intensity of radiation is greater than 100 mrem/hr
but less than 1000 mrem/hr shall be barricaded and conspicuously posted as a
high radiation area and entrance thereto shall be controlled by requiring
issuance of a Special (Radiation) Work Permit (SWP).

Contrary to the above, on April 30, 1986, the licensee failed to barrieade and
conspicuously post a high radiation area. Specifically, an entrance to a high
radiation area inside the polar crane wall in lower containment was not
barricaded and there was no conspicuous posting of the area. A high radiation
sign had been placed on the door to the area, however, the door had been
opened to the point where the sign was not visible until after entry into the
area.

This is a Severity Level IV violation (Supplement IV).

1. Admission or Denial Of The Alleped Violation

TVA admits the violation occurred as stated.

2. Reason For The Violation

The violation occurred because of personnel error. The door at the
entrance to the area inside the polar crane wall was posted with a high
radiation area sign. However, if this door is inadvertently left open
then the "barricade” and "conspicuous posting"” is compromised. This was
the case on April 30, 1986 when the violation was identified.

3. Corrective Steps Taken and Results Achieved

A swing gate was placed immediately behind the door and posted as a high
radiation area.

4. Corrective Steps Taken to Avoid Future Viclations

Swing gates are utilized at those entrances to high radiation areas which
are not equipped with a door or otherwise cannot be properly posted and
varricaded. On occasion these gates may not return to a closed position.
Under these circumstances the physical barrier may be interpreted
“technically"” as not being present. However the swing gate is still
visible to workers entering the area and are therefore aware of the fact
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that they are entering a high radiation area. Consequently these swing
gates fulfill their intended function even when they are inadvertently
left in an open position.

5. Date When Full Compliance Will Be Achieved

The plant was in full compliance on April 30, 1986 when the swing gate was
installed behind the subject door.

Violation 50-327/86-31-02 and 50-328/86-31-02

10 CFR 50, Appendix B, Section V requires that activities affecting quality be
prescribed and that the applicable instructions, procedures, or drawings
include appropriate quantitative or qualitative acceptance criteria for
determining that important activities have been satisfactorily accomplished.

Contrary to the above, the configuration of trip contacts 17/18 and 21/22 on
alternate breaker 5B, located on shutdown board 1Al1-A, was not addressed in
the acceptance criteria of step 2.4.5 of Work Plan 11871. As a result, these
were not adequately controlled. Mispositioned contacts 17/18 caused in an
interlocked trip of the normal breaker 1B, resulting in a loss of power to
radiation monitor RM-90-101 and an Auxiliary Building Isolation (ABI).

This is a Severity Level IV violation (Supplement I).

1. Admission or Denial Of The Alleged Violation

TVA admits the violation occurred as stated.

2. Reason For The Violation

The violation occurred because of personnel error in that the shaft for
the trip contacts wns reinserted, following a modification, with a contact
rotated incorrectly. The workplan did not instruct the personnel doing
the work to verify any contact positions other than the ones being
modified. In addition, the cognizant engineer did not expect to disturb
contacts 17/18 and 21/22 while performing the modification.

3. Corrective Steps Taken and Results Achieved

A test deficiency sheet was completed to correct the mispositioned
contact. The contact was corrected and the alternate breaker was verified
to work properly. The workplan was changed to check the other contacts
before reinstalling the shaft and contact assembly. This event was
reported in Licensee Event Report (LER) 327/86-019 dated May 28, 1986.

4. Corrective Steps Taken To Avoid Future Violations

The functional test requirements of SQN Administrative Instruction
(AI) -19, Part IV, "Plant Modifications: After Licensing” have been
stressed to the cognizant engineers.
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5. Date When Full Compliance Will Be Achieved

The plant was in full compliance on August 31, 1986 when the requirements
of AI-19 were stressed to the cognizant engineers.

Violation 50-327/86-31-03 and 50-328/86-31-03

Section XVI, "Correc-ive Action" of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B requires that
significant conditions adverse to quality, such as deficiencies, deviations,
defective material and equipment be promptly identified and corrective action
taken be documented and reported to appropriate levels of management.

Contrary to the above, the licensee failed to take appropriate corrective
action for test deficiencies on preoperational tests. Deficiency DN-1 for
Unit 1 preoperational test procedure W-11.7, Revision 0, Calibration of Steam
and Feedwater Flow Instruments at Power, involved flow instrumentation which
did not meet the test acceptance criteria at 75% and 100% thermal power. The
test portions requirea to be repeated by the Office of Engineering interim
approval of the deficiency were never performed. Subsequently, the Unit 1
deficiency was not adequately addressed by the licensee in the followup
deficiency resolution. In addition, the test deficiencies and exception noted
in the performance of W-11.7 on Unit 2 were inadequately addressed in their
resolution. Unit 2 Deficiency DN-1 consisted of the licensee's inability to
obtain adequate zero power feedwater flow indications due to the failure to
backfill the special test feedwater flow detectors. Unit 2 deficiency DN-2
was written to document the licensee's failure to meet the required test
acceptance criteria for calibrating the feedwater and steam flow process
instrumentation at 75% and 100% thermal power. The licensee also took
exception to performing the calibration adjustments necessary to bring the
flow instrumentation within specifications and to performing the calibration
repeatability check specified in the W-11.7 test acceptance criteria.

This is a Severity Level V violation (Supplement 1).

1. Admission Or Denial Of The Alleged Violation

TVA admits the violation occurred as stated.

Reason For The Violation

The violation occurred because of personnel error in that the
preoperational test section did not assume the lead role in
troubleshooting the main steam and feedwater flow instrumentation. The
preoperational test engineer failed to adequately communicate the status
of the preoperation test to plant management. Consequently, the test
procedure did not receive the proper attention and appropriate corrective
action was not fully documented in this procedure.
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Corrective Steps Taken and Results Achieved

A review of the test results for the preoperational test on the main steam
and feedwater flow instrumentation was conducted by the preoperational
test section and based upon this review the test deficiencies were
resolved. However, TVA agrees with the inspection team in that the
deficiency resolutions were poorly worded and gave the impression of being
inadequate to correct the identified deficiencies. As a result of this,
TVA performed an indepth review of all available documentation on the main
steam and feedwater flow instrumentation. This review did not identify
any changes that needed to be made to the original deficiency

resolutions. The findings of this review are documented in the attachment
to this response.

Corrective Steps Taken To Avoid Future Violations

TVA has placed more emphasis on individual responsibility and
accountability for actions taken to ensure problems and deficiencies are
properly resolved. In addition, test deficiency resolutions in
surveillance, post modification and special tests require review by the
responsible section supervisor to ensure adequacy of the resolution.

Date When Full Compliance Will Be Achieved

The plant was in full compliance on June 6, 1986 when the review of the
test deficiencies was completed.
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SEQUOYAH NUCLEAR PLANT - POTENTIAL NRC ISSUES RECARDINCG I'REOPERATIONAL
TEST W-11.7, CALIBRATION OF STEAM AND FEEDWATER FLOW INSTRUMENTATION AT
POWER, UNIT 1 AND UNIT 2

After the NRC exit meeting held in your office at 3 pP.m. on May 12, 1986,
Rick Mooney, Bruce Wilson, and I met with Scott McNeil of NRC's I1&E staff
to clearly define potential issues that Mr. McNeil {s still pursuing in
regard to W-11.7. That meeting resulted in the folloving ten questions.

1. Knowing that the 75-percent - 100-percent data did not mest acceptance
criteria, prove that SQN did not exceed 100-percent reactor power.
This issue involved unit 2 only.

I provided a detailed explanation of startup test SU-8.5.1, and
Mr. McNeil and I reached a point of understanding such that he
considered this item closed. ’

2. The Rosemonts were not calibrated prior to zero (0) percent data
being taken. This {ssue involved unit 2 only.

Substantial documentation was provided to Mr. McNeil previously

to show that the Rosemonts, as wvell as permanent plant process
transmitters associated with W-11.7, unit 2, were in fact calibrated.
Some doubt may have existed as to the identification of the Rosemonts
since the TVA tag number or the manufacturer's serial number vere
used on various documents. Attached you will find this documented
cross reference and calibration records.

J. In Step 2.2.2, Power Production verified that the prercquisite was

complete. Determine how this is acceptable. This {ssuc involved
unit 2 only. ) \

The actual preréaulslte in W-11.7 was to verify that prerequisites
2.2, 2.3, and 2.4 in SU-8.5.1 (Rev. 0) were complete. Those
prerequisites in SU-8.5.1 (Rev. 0) were a verification that the

test instruments were installed. W-11.7 should have more clearly
stated the instrument installatiop was to be verified. The sub ject
prerequisites were deleted fromSU-8.5.1 (Rev. 1), but could have
been signed off at time of conduct of W-11.7 {f they had been retained,
The intent of prerequisite 2.2.2--to verify the test instruments vere
installed--was in fact verified and data was recorded from these
instruments, proving they were actually installed. We agree the
vording of the prerequisite could have teen clarified, but the intent
of thesprerequisite was met.

By 17N Nuiin s Bonds Revularly on the Pavroll Savings Plan
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L. M. Nobles
June 6, 1985

SEQUOYAH NUCLEAR PLANT - POTENTIAL NRC ISSUES RECARDING PREOPERATIONAL
TEST W-11.7, CALIBRATION OF STEAM AND FEEDWATER FLOW INSTRUMENTATION AT
POWER, UNIT 1 AND UNIT 2

4. At O-percent Power (W-11,7-DN-1, Unit 2):

A. Provide verification that the instruments were calihrated and
vater leg established.

As stated in No. 2 above, substantial documentation has been

provided to Mr. McNeil regarding both process and test instrument
calibration. The calibration issue is closed. Kegarding establish-
ment of water leg, documentation exists proving main steam sense

lines wvere backfilled within 24-hours prior to ¢nllection of the
O-percent power data. Firm documentation to show Lackfilling of

the fecdvater sense lines does not exist prior tn December 21, 1981,
wvhich reinforces the belief previously stated to Mr. McNeil that the
real problem identified by DN-1 (W-11.7 Unit 2) wawn air entrapment

in the sense lines. There was never a requirement to verify the
establishment of the water leg in this procedure, but good
engineering practice was normally followed by performing this function.
If the instrument lines for a flow instrument were not filled because
of inattention or inadvertent loss of water column as can occur at any
time, the instrument will show obvious indications such as "bouncing"
flov indications or "out of range” readings. These are readily
observed by test engineers and are corrected accordingly.

B. Provide explanation as to why the O-percent power data was not
repcated (prior to power escalation).

No explanation was given in the procedure for not repeating the
O-percent power data prior to power escalation. However, the
O-percent power data was not tied to any acceptance criteria and
documentation exists to prove that the feedvater scnse lines vere
backfilled on numerous occasions after the O-percent power data of
W-11.7 was collected. The subsequent backfilling ensured that the
air entrapment problem {dentified by DN-1 was corrected prior to
the time that it could have adversely affected the safety functions
of the feedwvater flow instrumentation.

The purpose of the O-percent power data was to ensure instrumentation
operability prior to collection of 30, 50, 75, and 100-percent power
data. It fulfilled that purpose by identifying deficient conditions

that were corrected and documented in SI-667 on December 21, 1981.

This provided confidence that the feedwater instruments were werking
properly and there was no need to repeat the verification at O-percent
power that the instruments were operalble in this procedure. Westing-
house supports this position in the form of a letter from F. L. Lanzford,
W, Pittsburgh, to R. U. Mathieson, W site representative, SQN, dated

May 21, 1986.
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SEQUOYAH NUCLEAR PLANT - POTENTIAL NRC ISSUES RECARDING PREOPERATIONAL
TEST W-11.7, CALIBRATION OF STEAM AND FEEDWATER FLOW INSTRUMENTATION AT
POWER, UNIT | AND UNIT 2

5. The 75 and 100-percent power data never met acceptance (riteria. Interim
approval for PT-708 (W-11.7 Unit 1) said to reperform 14 obtain data.
Need justification for failure to reperform as specificd In the unit 1
test interim approval memorandum. This same question applies to unit 2
also.

Feedvater (low data at 75-percent and 100-percent power was collected
during initial startup test SU-8.5.1 (RTI-8 has been wned after each
refueling outage to gather the same data). These tentn were used in
determining the secondary side calorimetric to determine rcactor power
per TI-2. The test transmitters (Rosemont) and the process flow tran-
smitters (Foxboro) were uscd to collect this data. A apecial flow gauge
(Ruska) was used at one time to ensure accuracy.

All of the gauges read off of the same flow element. Also, steam flow
versus feedwater flow data has been collected by an unyoing Instrument
Maintenance investigation since each unit startup to ensure that the
scaling and setpoints are correct for the steam flow instrumentation,.
These steam flows have been collected periodically during the life of
the plant, sometimes as frequently as once per day. Deviations have
been found between indicated steam flow and feedwvater flow at various
times during the life of the plant. The calorimetric data, steam flow,
NIS, impulse pressure, and temperatures were comparcd and corrections
made to maintain reactor power as close to, but not over, 100-percent
pover, as well as ensure compliance with tech spec limits on safeguard
instrumentation. Other utilities have had the same problems with
accurate flow measurcment, as this is generally causcd Ly flow element
fouling. Correcting and adjusting feedwater and steam flow {nstruments
to maintain correct and accurate power levels (s common within the
industry. Even though W-11.7 was not reperformed, subsequent test data
and data collected for investigation and calibration purposes has
repeated the intended purpose of W-11.7 many times over for both units.
Indicated readings were always carcfully ad justed to Le as close as
possible to actual flow rates.

The acceptance criteria for the feedwater flow comparison in W-11.7
was & l-percent. Although feedwater flow data was nnt recorded for
direct cemparison during SU-8.5.1, two separate calorimetric power
determinations (one based on process feedvater flow instruments, one
on test feedwater flow instruments) agree within one percent of full
reactor thermal power,

The steam flow data collected for the Instrument Maintenance investi-
gation was compared with process feedvater flow data to ensure accurate
steam flow transmitter scaling. The steam flow transmitters have been
rescaled as nceded bascd on that data.
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L. M. Nobles
June 6, 198s

SEQUOYAH NuCLEAR PLANT - POTENTIAL NRC ISSUEs RECARDING PREOPERATIONAL
TEST wW-ll.7, CALIBRATION OF STEAM AND FEEDWATER FLOW INSTRUMENTATION AT
POWER, UNIT | AND UNIT 2

Steam flow data collected since the first cycle haw heen evaluated
vith respect to W-1l.7 steam flow acceptance criteria of 3-percent
for both units, Only three {solated data points (one for unit | and
two for unit 2 of 1,012 total) vere outside the I=percent acceptance
criteriu of W-11.7 in the nonconservat{ve (negative) direction. Those
fev points appear to be bad data because followup duta returns to the
establ’shed trend of previocus data. The majority of (he steam flow
data wvas found to be positive and outside the =percent acceptance
criteria, but this is a conservative direction Compnred to the safety
margin (steam flow indication slightly above actual (low), However,
the Indicated Stcam flow was maintained sufficiently jow to prevent a
Spurious safety injection.

6. In Section 5.3, the Step was left unsigned and EX-] was written but
not resolved; gain ad justments were fot made in thin test. This
applies to unit 2 only,

It (s true that Bain adjustments vere not made in W-1].7 Unit 2,
but EX-1 does have a resolution., T, 3team flow tranamitters wvere

On both units 1 and 2, the pressure drop across the main steam Primary
flow element has behaved erratically on a day-to-day banis, but {n the
long term the AP has trended upward. This behavior has resulted in
the continuous Investigation by the Instrument Maintenance Section to
Study steam flow AP behavior. Stecam flov transmitter Rain adjustments
were made so that the steam flow instrumentation YaR maintained within
tech spec limits. A similar situation was discovered with the main

The effores described above demonstrate that no safcty fssue wvas
gencrated due to TVA's failure to properly document resolution of
EX-l in a timely manner.

—



L. M. Nobles
June 6, 1986

SEQUOYAH NUCLEAR PLANT - POTENTIAL NRC ISSUES RECARDINC PREOPERATIONAL

TEST W-11.7, CALIBRATION OF STEAM AND FEEDWATER FLOW INSTRUMENTATION AT
POWER, UNIT 1 AND UNIT 2

Justify why verfication of repeatability was not done (Srep 5.6).
This involves unit 2 only.

Previously described data collected by the Instrument Maintenance
investigation and Nuclear Engincering Section calorimetrics fully

met the objective of W-11.7 to verify instrument repeatabilty. These
programs were able to detect the AP drift for both steam and feed-
vater flow and ensure that safety limits were not violated.

Justify why unit 1 test was not repeated (PT-708).

Interim approval (first cycle) for unit 1 was based oun repeating test.
Justify why test was not repeated.

Issues No. 8 and 9 are both restatements of {ssue No. 5. i is true
that TVA did not recpeat the test as specifically stated {n the interim
approval memorandum for PT-708, but, as explained in the response to
fssuc No. 5, other activities accomplished the intent of the retest
and no compromise in nuclear safety was experienced.

Disposition of unit 1 (DN-1) was used to close out unit 2 deficiencies
and exception, while unit 1 (DN-1) was a different problem. Explain

and justify the general approach used to close this out.

Disposition of DN~1, W-11.7 Unit 1, (rework of steam flov transmitter

and retest) was not the sole basis for closure of the unit 2 deficlencies
and exception. The final disposition of W-11.7 Unit 2 (Form 4) made
clear reference to PT-708 and is explained by the following statements:

Both PT-708 (W-11.7 Unit 1) and DN-2 (W=11.7 Unit 2) identify the
inability to obtain data that will meet the specified acceptance
criteria for 75 and 100-percent power. This problem is by far
the most signiticant problem in both tests.

The interim approval memorandum for PT-708 (W=11.7 Unit 1) allowed
credit to be taken for the efforts of Instrument Maintenance and
defer rerunning cf the test (for unacceptable data, PT-708, and
rework of steam flow transmitters, DN-1) until startup folloaving
the first refueling outage. The writing of EX-1 (W-11.7 Unit 2),
which referenced replacement of steam flow transmitters and retest,
and submittal of the test data package to EN DES for reviuw is a
direct result of the similarities between PT-708 (W-11.7 Unit 1),
including the interim approval, and DN-2 (W-11.7 Unit 2). The
test director realized that the major problem of unacceptable data
at 75 and 100-percent power with W=11.7 Unit 2 had already been
evaluated and given interim approval on unit 1. The test director




L. M. Nobles
June 6, 1986

SEQUOYAH NUCLEAR PLANT - POTENTIAL NRC ISSUES RECARDING PREOPERATIONAL

TEST W-11.7, CALIBRATION OF STEAM AND FEEDWATER FLOW INSTRUMENTATION AT
POWER, UNIT 1 AND UNIT 2

vas also avare that the same Instrument Maintenan: e rfforts being
carried out on unit 2 were also the basis for (nterim approval on
unit 1. His submittal of the W-11.7 Unit 2 teat data package to
EN DES for approval with DN-1, DN-2, and EX-1 Leing unresolved did
not constitute a previously unanalyzed condition,

Only DN=1 (W=11.7 Unit 2) concerning O-percent puwer data wvas not
addressed specifically {n the Form 4 for W=11.7 unie l; however,
as discussed previously in Question 4, this van a minor issue with
no safety significance.

In addition to the discussion of the {ssues above, it whould be noted that
a discrepancy exists in the NRC {nspection reports attarhed to the letter
from Olshinski to White dated April 25, 1986. The discrepancy {s between

4 statement (n Section 6.m and a Statement describing [y 327, 328/86-12-02
near the top of page 23 of the report. The first statement referred to {s
e . and reviewv of outstanding prcoperational test open {tems and a
determination made that their status does not constitute an unreviewved
safety question.” The second statement referred to Is "Completion of the
reviev and approval of all preoperational tests was {dentified by the
licensee as an item requiring resolution prior to restart.” The key point
is that only those tests with outstanding items, not al} tests, are involved
in the review. The first Statement correctly specifies those actions
committed to in Volume I of the Nuclear Performance Plan and tdentifled

as NRC IFI 327, 328/86-12-02.

74
R. W. Fortenberry
g.ﬁ‘o‘ )

RMM:BBW:DLR
Attachment(s)
cc:  RIMS, MR 4N 72A-C .
SQN Master Files - W-11.7, Unit l, test data package
SQN Master Files - W-11.7, Unit 2, test data package
H. D. Elkins, ONP, POB-2, Sequoyah
N. E. Featherston, DNE, WIOA7C-K
J. E. Staub, DNE, DSC-D, Sequoyah (Attention: Ceorge Bell)

BBW.00)




::o e W 1

T —————

FEEDVATER DI FYERENTIAL PRESSURZE

£ - 1903~
Doto__LQA’/f/
Pworm . ey oy y
, (OG0 R77 (9220 (ygﬁ 2
D /1;5/ .74 LA £/ yr /i ;/i/ L7 8/
tbration Due Date L175/8 LL5/82 (L2 5/82 2575
Tap Mumber 2 / y 3 /
Iing FW AP {xnlta) 3 Immml—.wum
L322 7428 2,494 2223 2. 3245
(327 2:622 2.557 2.8/ 2.36%
L 3A8 2622 23393 228/ 2925
123/ 26458 2376 a2z 2397
4239 2636 2957 22¢9 r by
13137 2409 2. 3592 224 23053
Average Volte v N < X g 55-2-50 LY
Couversion Pactor gl _—
"800 - (Volte-2) » 20 I./‘M 40,7 $42.¢ 4Gl V[.‘[ ~

Remarke: )75 Pn @ /520"r

5
[270pm @ 1353 €77 Data bv%

Revieved byxw




Rt S L

Page e o8
Rev,

. -

e ————

FEEDMWATER DI FYERENTIAL Pazssunz

BD - 1103?"“
Datu_L‘l/['/?/ =
Ponr__m 9 Loop 2 Leop ) .
, (o R7 7 [9p 27 00 ZER Y/ 7
en Date //;!/ X/ ///4' .v4 /15'[?/ V& bord 7
ibration Dus Date ///f/a’.«g ///}/A’-Z /_é)’/!z ///:’/Xj
Tap Mumber & / A [
Ting I 4P lmim__,—m-&LLmun_—n-JLm_)_-ﬂi_&LLmu
23227 7.628 2,494 22273 2324
(327 2:6a22 2.557 2818 2.36%
E LY 2622 2293 228/ 2925
123/ 2648 2376 nzse 2397
L2 39 246364 2957 2209 oda3
132 2409 2.5%2 A A 2303
Average Volte v 5 A vt § -Z- EEEEO [
Couveraston Factor s —
ot ¥ WL« g9 A Brto 4503 Yyg.¢ ¢4l 7 ¥2¢.2

Remarks: /7'5‘5/)00 @ /520"(
1779pm @ /339 €37

Revieved by:

Data .,,W 2/




et B

el S
- e SIS WP
e, ---;;_.g;r-plvi&t# '; '—7‘-
] wle e Syt
¥ vt~ - \o i

» | ¢ N ?’1:::7:& L
e —_ 4
2135 “&“3‘{?'

it it g :




_000249% 009

T T TUA MUY | e tauip, vseo| car, o g,
HFAD -

INPUT . ~WAQIY Sl R2
MROCIS3 cont 3 |
e nus I'2quired Ay Pound | A3 lari

Vol 2
l L!me 2 0"1517
———— R0 R/ ¢ 8063 |
. w $ A’A ke .
v3. 48 <y % 8237
¥ B
l 172 4 22y | . .'
L 2 2 :
2

Lipu? 15ST 10, U8 Y 27
necAD Z ! 7 ) ) ’

pocize | cous’ | JeET- =585
Ruce PANGE Reautred & round_,m ea .
QR . 4+ L83 ’ 2
— Ll IR+ At
—___.~_3.2L_1§02}, * Ao51 |
Me laay:  |yau.
b _la#0 : 2243 |0z
—— W8 Wesut (2800 |94
3120 hO3% * 15892 | bO5?
S—— IAM wWom * 2942 4 AZD
[ I— T (L9283 | 2000
{ :

- Y L
OS2y it 1715 ¢
l ; MeL, veehante  Bate

L

o levicved Uate
—_ e g




00249

urve lnT,. 0, nu ﬂ&! | oot Kaulp. Uced | Cul, Dy [ 9
NEAD »
= A Tk _comuanied to | Mam 2ot
moczas | coin ~FI-3-4 . ——
raxes NS llequired As Pound | An Inrft
/ .
jLa.mL | b0tk
AR | RAYk
Q2% | nprs
2824 | 2462
IS | bosa |
| 4229
A : L Q‘L-m_
b 3
Lipu? 1557 10 74 A9 (o9
HEAD BLInnL_m:um_m_
vt -
PRCCISS cona
nuice RATCZ Pequirad As Pound | Ac lert
o :  lu9% 1000
— -/, W 1590 |4048 |
430 D54 Z83( | Fas4
ALY 0222¢ 27298 | Ao2n
R 480 R sy 283¢ | 058
Ak * DY | bosa
R IR |39 | 4035
o deo &0l | 1999
B e b e .;__“_J,_- ;
/C’/’ftfw NI
y. Meehante / Loy

levicved

bate

—




