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‘"Efilproposed 350 kWh. For examplei_Scheduie;

Most of Phlladelphza Electric elec' Lckwater heatlng

l ;2i1$ provzded on an off peak basms on Rate o® *VThere are~;°

o 1{102 000 Water heating cUStomers servedfon Rate,GP who“would

3{:eceive no net ihcrease under the Dompany s proposal but
7fwould be increased 28 5% under Mr; Gllvér's proposal;‘
E Those relatzvely few water heatingrcustomer th may~

7}be serVed on the Rate R rather than OP‘have largeihe

;Jhave any record of Whlch Rate R customers‘hav" electric
5iwater heaters.\ Therefore, to_1m ;emen‘ Mr.,ullver:
"proposal would require an on szt‘_inspe' 1o

customer claimed inst311 t;ah,,







3_ 1(See ScheduleAB) Therefore,uany:llmlta 1n of 1ncrease :

' ;}:use a great deal of electrlcity.“ In a 1976 Gene' c»Ra

', §Structure Investlgation, the Sta ;lin»reJectzn, this

; concept of l;fellne rates, noted_in‘lts Final:ReportV:i
. *jiAs a result of th;s 1nvest1gatlon 1t’ és
: been cuncluded that a relationshlp bef een .
" ‘Vaverage kWh usage and lncome does exzst. -
V‘:;However, the variance of range of kWh

'~Lfiusage w1th1n any income level preclude




1. Does this cost curve T




:"i?1°;pfrate—of-return. Also, aS

u"*if;u51ng over approxlmatel

"/;A;fclear 1ndication that

: ‘Mr. Willlams, lS the di
:justlfied 1n your v1ew?”f
,_Yes.; Mr. Dllver has referred{to

,j"pramotlonal" rate.¢.u_v' is simp.

J’s; ystem peak. By contrast Rate RH peaksV_n




terconnecti

ammer as any other POM




"-;,*;load when requ1red and lt glves Amtrak the added’ﬁjyf

‘i"V'f)rellablllty of two sources of energy atithese del*very

1

2

3

4
‘ﬂ;n5?; .;;?po1nts. e , e
ffSK:ﬁQ{fLMr. Rudden has lndlcated‘that a changellnithk costi
?'5efj,;allocat10n faetor would reduce Amtrak.s revenue requxrement;
8 ”ffkby $5 or~$6 million. Is he correct? ' |
9

9 A The fact is that M. Rudden's proposal only reduces

'10 ﬁf{;fﬂAmtrak's reVenue requirement and has no effect on total

"“?;f“livﬁf3i;*revenue rEQUlrement' therefore, any reductlon ;h-*“" I

1"5f,"e;2;5f7f§fthat would result from such adguetmentf

'5‘5LT;[13;6 ;]f*recovered from other ratepayers because the t°tai PEC' ted
. ﬁjllﬁ;f:»wr%remalns the same. ify'f~ff°“>;5n, L "»
o 15 Q Would F’hlladelphla Electric have any obaections if the
“‘1'[;i5iﬁfifffPerryv1lle and Thorndale interconrection points on tne,
’ mwﬂmi7¥ﬂjf;} Amtrak transmission systEm were opened so that there w0u1d ?l

e lé?fj; °'not be any power 1nterchange at these points°

"“;%fjéif?fﬂf’ibv Amtrak, zt is not fed back into the ,

f;lNo;i These interconnection p01nts are for the convenlence

.f}of Amtrak Any power 1nterchanged at these 'clnts is used{?

| j:?zzzﬁjggi;ue you have any comments on Mr Larsun s propusal to make

”fik;,7?the time of use energy adjustment available to GS‘and PD

‘**fe},‘_customers as 1t is presently ava;lable to'R‘

"eYes., The tlme of use energy adjuetmen is,

‘°fyf}mandatorx not just aVailable fnreRate‘HT customers ok 2000

}7fkw or more. 1Thls is apprﬂpriate*beca“sa nly those




:customers Wlth less than aVerage eneng

]off peak than the average, would ele

$3'l million.: This is an expens,.
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oo Mr. Stesinger clam

, m‘iﬁ‘i’m'um -éizef

is not true, T




>.«'. pon

- ustome‘rs' premises. "; Mn te:







“ﬁﬁfgomply;_
{dgéigﬁ.kéﬁes;ﬂmﬁén
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These costs are
on study. The cost cu
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‘~T f fheL§étéHét'ré§enﬁe bi}aSéﬁﬁing

'1i ;ad3ustment is the same in thefw

ind " that, after‘adjustment farf“

étween actualiand billedi&eﬁand
'61ratchet., There is no basis for eithe

k‘:' ssumpt10ns. If for no other




ppéﬁy; He fails to point out‘th‘

to be effective in June 198

1Ei_do not include the proposed







' of these are X

¢ Wirtshafter provided 1 W




emand ratchets; t

elected by Dr. Wi




~vhdwever, they did mak ‘th1

fratchet, that the ratchet7no‘






















t}energy losses.; The Company has never claﬂ

: Vgthe present rates. He claims th
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PHILADELPHIA ELECTRIC-L*~.zy
~ o before the
Pennsy1van1a Pub11c Ut1]1ty omm1551o

Docket No. R 850152

~ Rebuttal Test1monyofJeffry Pollock

q }'PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ABDRES

! ?,'; 'f1gn proposals of the var1ous Intervenors con’”rnnng

(1) ‘The . class1f10at1on and al]ocat1on more“than:ﬁo

e - of PECO's production. ‘and transmission capacity "

i._{'icosts on the basxs of “year round“ energy consuMp
*~ijsit1on,.,__ e . [ :

":'7ﬁﬁThe substant1al increase in’ the_Rate HT
- energy charge (to between 5. 41¢:and~5;91‘_pe,,
: i*watthour), and » 0 S

‘°'3), The e11m1nat10n of the 80‘   " 

©© DRAZEN-BRUBAKER 8 ASSOCIATES; INC. -




) RAZEN«BMEAKER:& Assoct




Lo

~ the 8,760 hours in a typma’l year

7‘“iiixN0 they d1d not The term cost—causat1 n. Serom‘appe

3r:j} test1mony of these four w1tnesses. In fact the‘4ecomm‘ndat1on

1
8
9




‘f{“_'costs to energy

Among them ar‘e

“f;’_LEASEZDEFINE THE TERM "PRODUCTION CAPACITY cost

| ’:Pkr'oductlon capac1ty costs are re‘lated ‘t th s _m ‘c"p duct

© DRAZEN-BRUBAKER 8 ASSOCIATES, INC. .



S f if,)f i;fac111t1es of a ut111ty The cost components nc1ud

(1) Return on 1nvestmentgg

  5 F1xed operat1on and ma1ntenanc,, Ji,».,;,»,; ch
"’and sa?d) S

‘ﬁffDeprec1at1on;expense

1mposed on them They are not ra ﬁd}1n term’“of verage an

Thus, 1n order _O’pro‘

,&of hours 1n a<year

Tprnt, Rarely, 1f ever, does a'? 1







2
B et ol il el

INCOMPLETE ANALYSIS

2

1 §ﬁ'
A[G;L
8

~116€W

R
& R

o
00

VfQj}
‘~ﬁfijATE PRODUCTION AND TRANSMISSION CAPACITY COSTsT;FUEL cos ZWER_,

'j AA5fQUIREMENTS AT THE GENERATION LEVEL. N YOUR. OPINIONE DOES TH15i?
' COST ALLOCATION TECHNIQUE COMPLETELY REFLECT THE PRODUCTION‘TOS

el
[~ el

~5;f,fd1v1dua1 customer c]asses.‘ In other words, those CUStomer clas

“f?fffjses hav1ng relat1vely 10w Ioad factors woqu be a]]ocated»be]oJ

b e
N oy

o
8B

DURING THEIR CROSS-EXAMINATIGN MESSRS, OLIVER‘AND STERZINGERACQN
{a-csm—:u THAT, AL rHOUGH THEY USED THE PEAK AND AVERAGE METHOD 0 ALLO:

T0 CLASS“EN

}?ii,;,’{ALLOCATED ™ THE TRADITIONAL MANNER-—RELATIZV,

fﬁszRADE—OFFS UPON NHICH THEIR RESPECTIVE RECOMMENDATIONS AR JBASE

?7 No, 1t does not Assumwng that 1t 15 3150 aPP “Pr fte to TECOQ



Usmg da‘ta from the EPRI Techno]og_ ssessmentjiﬁmde,

' DRAZEN-BRUBAKER 8 ASSOCIATES;INC. .~




“a1 hwgh 1oad factor class On each curve;yl h

. DRAZEN-BRUBAKER B ASSOCIATESINC.  *




. 1og I THERE ARE DIFFERENT PROPORTIONS OF BASE LOAD ND"PEAKV‘:';G, CAPAC-
o FOR A HIGH LOAD. FACTOR CLASS, wouw THERE ALSO BE- DIFFERENT
ff’*f?,:-*;f-"E,PRopoRnons OF BASE LOAD AND PEAKING ENERGY?

i‘Exh1b1t JP~2 ( ), Schedu!e 6, shows the‘base 1oad and

#¥f jPeak1ﬂ9‘energy generatwon for the total PECO sy tem and fo th !
1 Axthough the dﬁfere ces in tt ‘

’77t{"fhlgl;10ad factor class

“ﬁ’f;the PECO system aVerage varwab1e COSt (Of L 918¢)

20 Thus, the LCS ana]yms conﬁrms the eaﬂ'}e expectatwn hat a
21 f»f_s‘i7]f‘lproper reﬂectuon of cap1ta1 and fueT cast tradevoff ‘ i1d resul
| '&”°f¥;71n a11ocat1ng a be1ow—average var1ab1e costato a hlgh 1oad~factoﬁ

vff,CUStomer c1ass

Q WHAT 1S THE STGNIFICANCE OF THE 1,386-HOUR BREAK-EVEN THRESHO

- DRAZEN-BRUBAKER B ASSOCIATES, INC. =
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P N e R R
e L L o e

e
T

™D

“:g;wVar1ab1e

B

U’~i5}fallocat1on proposals are cons1stent W1th t _

‘:]ﬁ]tausat1on,

NS

;1Cap1tal Cost

_ffA;*H1ghest 1,336 hours of load f;wg,;‘,: P
4,128 mw X 1 386 hours‘ o e

;;flThese wwtnesses have fa11ed to demonstrate tha

Chart 2

q“‘ LTota1 On—Peak ProductIOnﬂCost
Der1Ved from LCS Model

. ¢ 282 Million

Peak—Related = 5 925 MN X $47 60/kN -
) = $ 808 M11T1on

- Tota1 Capxta] Cost

- Peaker 531 192 MWh X § 15799/kwh
Base Load 5, 721,408 Mwh x 01669/kw
Total VaTIabIe Cost g

Tbta! On*Peak Productwon Cost

’ f INGER OLIVER, KING AND DR WIRTSHAFTER? Lo

The ear11er examp]es demOnstrate that the 1ncor







,;5fcosT CLASSIFICATION? *""“'

et

511[f,1ocat1on process wh1ch, 1n turn, wou]d send conf]1ct1ng price 51g

~i”:?g?nals to customers Thus, a benef1ts YeCéTV@d?aPPTOGCh WOUTd "Ot

fﬁii _on1y be unworkab1e, but 1t would be contrary to generall

Lffafrate—maknng pract1ce, 1n my op1n1on i

iﬁlijDESIGN ISSUES IN THIS DOCKET’ ”

20 cost that we now obserVe are a rela‘twely rec.}
21 :;ﬁ';'vff.ﬁ"}sult1ng from a vamety of factors that have_T
‘;WVVT'; ;:iﬂf’Jnherent econom1cs of generatmg p'lants

"~:;1faPECO’s 1984 FERC Form 1 Report, thekPJV ?

 DRAZEN-BRUBAKER 8 ASSOCIATES, INC. .+




"doub1e~count1ng " Both w1tnesses contend\that ’oub1

vadewty of th1s argument notw{thstan

| DuazewBuusgRBASOCATESINC.




1) The co‘hipdftéhtfof
- relative’ to year-round
dge: dema’;r’x,d? and




*CLASSIFYING A SUBSTANTIAL
, CAPACITY cosrs TO':E ‘ RGY:




's‘umptmn even 1f 1ts max1mum dem

ont Ty) system peak(s) are‘:

,ducmg energy use, sm
o Tocatwn of cap1ta1 co

I.gj’D‘RAZEN~B‘RU|§AKEEB Assoc
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o Yes, I have The resu]ts of’ the rev1sed cost—of‘: 4erv1ce stud

"'“‘~"f,{3ARE THE RESULTS DF THIS REVISED COST-OFFSERVICE STUDY MATERIALL

‘*719101FFERENT FROM THE FOUR COTNCIDENT PEAK. cof ,uF-SERVICE,ST”DY‘W“ICH

fiFORM THE BASIS FOR YOUR VARIOUS RATE SPREAD AND RATE. DESTGN RECOM
b"aﬁfMENDATIONS IN THIS DOCKET? '

;_ngh Tensmn

. Primary

e Secondary ,

‘ fkRes1dent1a1 fli s
,Stree’c L1ght1ng

© DRAZEN-BRUBAKER 8 ASSOCIATES,INC. .~



jv;met from the nonbase 1oad un1ts (Page‘z‘f

~";,iﬁnonbase—costs and the base costs resuftsfil

‘tomer Class (Page 1’ Column 3) Th:'total ueT\costS;freﬁjhen

 DRAZEN-BRUBAKER 8 ASSOCIATES, INC.
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B R e
PaeS

oy

NN
«

‘7”7L5¥nonfuel rates by 98 2% compared ta 71 9% under-PECG’s prapﬁs =
"*ff1ncreaSe of abaut 37% Over the PECO proposa1
| ff}ﬁwouid cost PAIEUG et al members nearly $15 m11110nyggr‘~ear“1

5~iff id1t1on to PECO‘s Eroposed 1ncrease“,r.€},“¥f’

,g;wouw HIGH LOAD FACTOR CUSTOMERS CONTINUE TO HAVE
| ‘f‘_*;?”rrvs 10 OPERATE AT A HIGH LOAD FAGTOR UNDER ‘TH_ '_f'psuue AND UP/UUG
'f}'PROPOSALS‘? L e '

v BN e o R W e

‘*fj;fNo, they wou1d not Exh1b1t JP 2 ( ), Sché ;1e 14: Sets fOPt“

it

Y

“’fgj;?the equ1va1ent capacwty and nonfue1 energy charges as;“f:' 3
it ‘hours use under the PECO, PBUUG and UP/UUC rate des1gn prop'Sa!s

‘;fi;The equ1va1ent capaczty/charges wou1d be 1ncreased byvatmucf smalle

oy

'?;5ﬁlamOUnt under the PBUUG and UP/UUC propo °1s for a11 customers, but

it

k‘lg‘;partlcularly'for those ut11121ng their demands for 300 hours use_'

P SR T S v
® N o o

ffffifoP/UUC proposa]

DN [

N
i e

"';i*fgeneraliy-accepted rate des1gn practwce

[ L T ot e N

'These d1f?érence

STRONG INCE

By contrast, the nonfue1 energy5}harges,wou1d 'n~

< ,'f[ergy tllt," coupled W1th the e11m’”at1°:;

© DRAZEN-BRUBAKER 8 ASSOCIATESINC.






1The ratchet fa11s to re
an “individual customer® 5

 ‘[va11d representation of the

) on the growth 1n ‘syst

1t may d1scourage conse ,at
- the: maxlmum summer peak dem
jcost free : ~







"ii*ff;;fNo ER78 517 However, the quotatwon c1ted on Page 12 o‘_Mr

;ey s testamony 15 referred to on Page 30 0" efAdm1nlstrat1ve L‘_

fiidudge S In1t1a1 Dec1s1on on Rate Des1gn dated ‘eptember?

'I’S,_’THE FERC CASE REFERRED TO BY MR FIGLE' DISTING:"‘SHABLE FROM
~THIS DOCKET'? ‘

 ;iff§ers I be11eve 1t 15 It 1s my understand1ng‘_hajﬁ hngERc?hgsl




‘ J_f:1ncongruent“ W1th the 12CP method of cost al_ocat1o

;the In1t1a1 DEC1S1OH,~4f;

: "Hav1ng employed that [the IZCP] method of cost al- =
~1~~5locat10n to determine the wholesale class respon-';
. sgibility, it makes little sense to allocate the
. burden of demand costs within the class by SWItCh- f,,
- ing to a different method, and one which Tooks only
"~*L‘to a s1ng]e month's peak demand to do- the JOb !

(Page 30) [Informat1on added] o

‘JQfHQOn the very next page, the ALJ ordered that the 100% twelve—month,a

' df”fdemand ratchet for fu11 requ1rement customers e1e11m1nated to pro-

fffv1de'for:the a]locat1on of demand cost fbr those;s me'c" tome

. DRAZEN-BRUBAKER'® ASSOCIATES,INC.




" 1;f*1s 1,000 Mw.‘ Further assume that thls cIass ca

"7 1,7ftwo customer groups—~A and B Both Customers A nd B have

'th summer'peak months In th1s examp]e, the tota1 monthly et




AND RATCHETS IS THAT AN ACCURATE ASSESSMENT

s“' not Besndes De]marva ‘PowerJ& Lf__ht ‘and Metropolitan

. DRAZEN-BRUBAKER 8 ASSOCIATES, INC.
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Net Production P]ant per Ki
and Fuel Cost per Kil
" Peak and Ave

CUstomer Class

 High T55550ﬁ‘ff ﬂ5 w

750,180 816,090
1,869,509 2,083,
Caa

 $5,684,900







. 40% o samw | -
. | Baseload| .
Somof Capacity

~ Perce ntofPeo

gatmpayos
STENITEE

S




40% ~ Capacity -
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. Schedule 5

| PHILADELPHIA ELECTRIC CONPANY

Lowest Cost System Analys1s
Capac1ty Requ1rements

'fifCapac1ty (MW)

Base

Peak1ng E =
TotaI}fi~fg7ﬂ

"*4fw1}Percent Capac1ty M1x

Base




= Lowest Cost System Analys1s.
L Energy Requwements and Generatmn Mlx




vam‘ab'ré C'oé't‘s S $ 01669/kWh*’, 15
N 5 .

High Load Factorff f'*f;__zsz 620 $26 561

$83 92 3

, Total System $494 553

u(IQE‘lL_C_Q_S_f:_ . .
Tota1 System

schedulez,
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 PHILADELPHIA ELECTRIC COMPANY.

e L Der1v3t1on of Peak and Average Demand
e Anocation Factor Corrected for the Double-Counti
St Year Ending June 30, 1986

o AL EDemand
N “ " Supplied by : :
e gy o Four Peak. Average Demand : Energy-Re]ate Excess_nemand
et DT e e Demand Amount k ~Plant )
‘Line _ Customer Class = (kw) (kw) g Percent L
AT T 7&(1) s (z) ,A ,(3), :

"7;;.2,71143',,‘0,78 1520,580 4 oozn%

469,779 ~2‘80;7o‘6f “;8.’123‘10 '

Residential 2,083,422 1,097,905  30.61493

7 a3 oeass

6 Other Utilitles . 103,077 52,833 CLs2sgy

Interdepartnental  1L28 7,820 0.ou8

T R

| 60,888 50,676 _ 1.46608

many 5,730,233 3,455,651 100.00000% 2,082,497

g, *AVErage demand timelfso% ' ‘
e **Cc:lumn (3) times 60%. Column (6) t1mes 40%




..,.E.zm;: mpmzzn 835
5 COST OF SERWICE .
CORRECTED PEAK AND AVERAGE MITH A FUEL SYNMETRY ADJUSTHENT
o " "1985 EDH STUDY S
THELVE HONTHS ENOING JURE ‘30 1986
“(DDLLAR: ANDUNTS TN THOUSANDS)

 HEcmIc 3% 1K SERVICE
' ACCUMULAYED PROVISION FOR DEPREC
ooMEE Eﬁ.? mmxﬁn -

,ﬂmﬁ:&_ :.%:N:sz, :
:ﬁ:nﬁ ﬁ: ECIATION

b T M Ty
vy $532 204595006 mmaawuq;

o SR N.Nw.o:, :w.aq. ,,_,,,:,:Nf,,__.uNE:.;
S TN 10T 24306 A3k
S:r zmgm..._m ,., ?Ng:: &32 :re.w,,, ,.,g.w?mz_

'PEPERATLON AND WAINT X S La%01 §.a~r. ,:fsm,
°DEPRECIATION AND AMORT = 2645817 209306
- TAXES DTH TN INCONE TAX : ,
. INCONE TAXES -
PROV EOR DEFERRED INC TAX'
IHC IX DEF IN PRIOR YR : :
~ INYESTHENT TAX CREDIT e e =56 9. =
.~ GAIN FROM sﬁﬁﬁéz%,i o o T @ B
- TOTAL EXPENSES 1998 64 LRI 2559 10148

" NET _OPERATING INCONE

a:m,ﬁ,ﬁaz.; .
- " INOEX'OF RETURN
DEVIATION
REVENUE ms&_.?

PROPOSED DPERATING INCIME

PROPOSED RATE OF RETURN:

PROPOSED INDEX OF RETURN ;

PROPOSED DEVIATION . o .00 . 3
0POSED ami.ﬁ .msms-._s « e g u?:,*




P =§..:= ELECTRIC € _2; f -
COST OF SERVICE "~ o
asmaz mma. AND AVERAGE WITH A FUEL SYMETRY ADJUSTHENT

1985 EDR. mq__.on
xm: 'HONTHS EHDING JUNE weq :g
: Se..;w ANGUNTS IN ngmuzem.

ME BASE
 ELECIRIC :s_n N SERVICE .
ACCUNULATED PROVISION FOR amzm
 HET PLANT IN SERVICE

:qm w»mm »eh.m;mzqm

5 wm
" 169147
: ,a.4am.=mu_

»nnm—.mx:—mw azzuﬁzmaz
LIBERALIZED DEPRECIATION
'RECGVERABLE - m_m_, cost
us»_. w»um gmm

845 Si36T 102,696 L Teatzs

ﬁH
i)
el
N b
(V7]
W
[ad
ol
(¥

o Bel onaa N.wg z.au : ,,tma,.,‘., 185288 28a6%

Lt Bl . G 29133
§= nmmém o ,.m.s..“. : ;N.ww N?.E. _._,.:es.. 185357 . 315029

U OPERATION B MAINTEN © Tom7
- DEPRECIATION AND AMORT 1,588
 TMKES OTH THW INCORETAX  sep
0 INCOME TAXES .
. PROY_FOR DEFERRED INC TAK
© INC TX DEF IN PRIOR YR
- INVESTMENT TAX CREDIT
GAIN FRON DISPOSITION OF UTL. 3%
| TOTAL EXPENSES

zmq ammw»qmzm H.Ha:m
RAIE OF RETURN
“IMDEX -OF RETURN
“DEVIATION .
_REVENLE .mcumng.,

PROPOSED OPERATING INCOME
'PROPOSED RATE OF RETURN

PROPOSED INDEX OF RETURN
PROPOSED DEVIATION. .
H_“...._..._mm.. _ﬂmﬁzﬁ m_am::

. knncﬁ o hu&cc _ - 12918 109908
B ,N: e R 03

5 84 897
Namw o el BE

T
e
S

12 21,98 35205 16813

72928 1553 35984
o TelRE T 1R Te31R
R T S I L
o ,Nn:@_‘ ol e5h2 e 1022

S 19553 8 6emel 8

. 0T aimpayds

ZJ-Q | ZBSEd




. PHILADELPHIA ELECTRIC COMPANY

Adju ed 'FueI Cost Al'location Factors. binustomer Clas
- to Correct the Fuel Symmetry Problem
i Year Ending June 30, 1986

_Cus‘tbmeb 'Cléés_

Migh Tension

L a,807,758

% $206,810,392




: Denvation of c1ass Energy Requirements Met from Ba o lonb: i
S Year Ending June 301;1986 C

L Base Energy
Energy L Requirement
Re uwed ‘Load ] Amounu 2

?Mwh) “Factor « (Mwh) ;
(1) e 1,(2) CAd)

;‘orbase Ene gyk

: 13 320 283 710% : ,4511,154’
2,488,080 598 1,469,311
3,781,866 530 f’2,006.9993

. 1,754,007 723 - (1 257,784”:5

429,208 7 N/M ‘420209 . 2.28°
Vo 9,267,598 [50 LA 33‘.53 8,633 25,86

E _»"Street L]ghtmé‘ T e S L
©o Rate SLP oo 108,574 ,N/M 104,574 - 0.
MR _mm o sm

ther o it TR G .

Tatalr Street: Ltg “"‘ﬁfm‘ oMM TTIRTLENG

T‘ET"‘,‘ 98,965

2 thes 462,817 508 T;f‘f‘*235i157:7,'
B ‘ Interdepartmenta‘! 5'. 65 953 '  e “““6 ;
443925 83 359 242
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