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JURISDICTION

The basis of jurisdiction is set out in Appellant's

Brief ( Brief of Appellant, pp. 1-2 )

.

STATEMENT OF THE CASE

Appellee is furnishing a Statement of the Case be-

cause appellant's statement begins by begging the

question which is being appealed and omits some of

the pertinent facts.

Because Friedolf Humpla was on navigable wa-
ters and in the employ of Pacific Inland Navigation

Co., Inc., when he was injured on September 27,

1964, appellee paid $5,343.84 to him by way of bene-

fits under the Longshoremen's and Harbor Work-
ers' Act in accordance with Policy No. LS-1214, a

copy of which is attached (Tr. 14 and Ex. A-1 at-

tached thereto).



Pacific Inland Navigation Co. owned the barge

upon which Humpla was injured, and he sued that

corporation in the Circuit Court of the State of Ore-

gon under the doctrine of Reed v. SS YAKA, 373

U.S. 410, 10 L.Ed.2d 448, 83 S.Ct. 1349 (1963) Tr. 5)

.

That suit was defended by appellant's Protection

and Indemnity insurer (hereinafter referred to as

P&I) because it insured the barge. The lawsuit was
settled by a $30,000.00 contribution from the P&I
underwriter and a waiver of the lien granted the

compensation underwriter (appellee herein) by the

Longshoremen's and Harbor Workers' Compensa-
tion Act, 33 U.S.C. 901, et seq (Tr. Ex. A-1 at Pg.

14) . As Exhibit A-1 states, the contributions toward

settlement were made without prejudice to either

party's position that it did not cover the lawsuit by
Humpla.

Thereafter, this lawsuit was brought, claiming

coverage by appellee under compensation policy

LS-1214, Paragraph One ( b ) ( Tr. 3 ) . Appellee denied

coverage, and counter-claimed for its lien, on the ba-

sis of the Endorsement Restricting Policy Coverage
(endorsement No. 2) to pohcy LS-1214 (Tr. 14, 15)

,

and on the basis that the Humpla lawsuit was not

within the scope of One(b) in any event because it

was a shipowner's liability, not an employer's liabil-

ity.

Motions for Summary Judgment were filed by
both parties, based solely on the pleadings and the

compensation policy No. LS-1214 (Tr. 19, 29; Briefs

at Tr. 20, 31, 37). Summary judgment was entered

in favor of appellee ( Tr. 45, 46 )

.



SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT
THE ISSUE: Appellee's position is that policy

LS-1214 (attached) is a compensation poHcy provid-

ing only coverage under the Longshoremen's and
Harbor Workers' Act and $100,000.00 liability cov-

erage in the event the Longshore Act is declared un-

constitutional, which has not occurred. Appellant's

position is that endorsement No, 2 does not exclude

coverage One ( b ) ( Employer's Liability ) but relates

only to One (A) (Compensation) and that the Hum-
pla loss is covered under One (B )

.

Appellee will develop the following arguments
supporting its position

:

I. Policy LS-1214 covers only Longshoremen's
and Harbor Workers' Act benefits. That is what
the policy says, both by the ordinary meaning of

its terms, particularly Endorsement Restricting

Policy Coverage (endorsement No. 2) (".... no
other liability of any nature whatsoever, .... is

covered hereunder") and by the entirety of the

agreement which, from the declarations page to

the endorsements, is framed solely in terms of

Longshore Act coverage.

II. Even assuming endorsement No. 2 did not ex-

ist, policy LS-1214 would not cover the Humpla
lawsuit because liability to Humpla is a risk of a

shipowner, not an employer. There is no dispute

that the policy would not cover a suit by a long-

shoreman employed by a third party, a suit by a

stevedore employer for indemnity, a suit by any-

one if injured ashore, a suit by a crew member,
or compensation under a state act for an injury

occurring to an employee ashore. Since Humpla,
by his lawsuit, sought to equate himself with a



longshoreman employed by a third party, his

suit is similarly not a risk covered by this policy.

ARGUMENT

I.

Policy LS-1214 Covers Only Longshoremen's and
Harbor Workers' Act Benefits.

A reading of the whole of policy LS-1214 plainly

shows that it is a compensation policy providing

coverage for liabilities arising under the Longshore-

men's and Harbor Workers' Act and providing

$100,000.00 liability coverage in the event the Long-

shore Act is declared unconstitutional. A case cited

numerous times in Appellant's Brief, Safeco Ins. Co.

of America v. McManemy, 72 W.D.2d 2112, 432 P.2d

537 (1967), states the first of "the general princi-

ples to be followed in construing insurance con-

tracts" to be:

"(1) The terms of the insurance policy must
be given their usual, popular and ordinary
meaning unless the entirety of the agreement
clearly demonstrates a contrary intent." (Cita-

tions omitted) 72 W.D.2d at 213.

Policy LS-1214 is only a compensation policy both

by the "usual, popular and ordinary meaning" of its

terms and by the "entirety" of the agreement." We
will now explore those two aspects of the policy.

A. The Ordinary Meaning of Policy LS-1214

The language of policy LS-1214 states plainly, ex-

pressly, explicitly and without ambiguity that it

covers liability of the assured under the Longshore-

men's and Harbor Workers' Compensation Act and
does not cover any other liability of the assured.



The agreement begins by stating that Fireman's

Fund Insurance Company "does hereby agree with

this employer, named and described as such in the

declarations forming a part hereof, as respects per-

sonal injuries sustained by employees, including

death at any time resulting therefrom, as follows:"

That opening phraseology eliminates coverage of

many losses similar to the Humpla suit, and, indeed,

those which gave historical birth to liabilities such

as the Humpla suit. It is obvious that the policy

does not cover a lawsuit brought by a longshoreman
employed by an independent stevedore company and
injured aboard appellant's barge. Nor does it cover

suits by any other person not an employee of the as-

sured. It would not cover an independnt stevedore

company's suit for indemnity under Ryan Stevedor-

ing Co. V. Pan-Atlantic Steamship Corp., 350 U.S.

124, 76 S.Ct. 232, 100 L.Ed. 133 (1955).

Coverage One (a) (entitled in the margin, "Com-
pensation") then provides coverage for benefits un-

der Workmen's Compensation statutes "cited and
described in an Endorsement attached to this poli-

cy" and further provides that "nothing herein con-

tained shall operate to so extend this policy as to in-

clude within its terms any Workmen's Compensa-
tion Law, scheme or plan not cited in an Endorse-
ment hereto attached." By the plain meaning of its

words. One (a) requires an endorsement to include

coverage for the Longshore Act. Endorsement No. 1

does include that coverage. (Endorsement No. 1

states, "the obligations of Coverage A of the Policy

include the" Longshoremen's Act.) It is inclusive,

and not restrictive in nature. Presumably, other

Workmen's Compensation Acts could be added by
further endorsement.



Coverage One(b) (entitled, "Liability for Dam-
ages") states that the insurer will indemnify the

employer against loss because of liability to employ-

ees for injuries. It needs no endorsement to be effec-

tive, such as One (a) needs. Nonetheless, there is an

endorsement pertaining to One (b) and excluding its

coverage from the policy.

^'Endorsement Restricting Policy Coverage
No. 2.

The obligation of Paragraph One (a) of the
policy to which this endorsement is attached
shall cover only the Workmen's Compensation
Law hereinafter cited and described and none
other

:

"Longshoremen's and Harbor Workers' Com-
pensation Act' (PubHc Act No. 803—69th Con-
gress).

It is mutually understood and agreed that ex-

cept as this policy may be otherwise extended
by endorsement, no other liability of any nature
whatsoever, except as defined by the said

'Longshoremen's and Harbor Workers' Com-
pensation Act,' is covered hereunder.

It is understood and agreed, hov/ever, that
the above will not operate to exclude liability

under clause No. 1-B of the policy in respect to

those employees to which the Federal Long-
shoremen's and Harbor Workers' Compensation
Act should be declared in whole or in part un-
constitutional."

The "usual, popular and ordinary meaning" of the

plain language of that endorsement limits the policy

coverage to Longshore Act benefits only. By its

very title, the endorsement restricts the coverage of

the entire policy.

The first paragraph limits One (a) to the Long-

shore Act.



The second paragraph excludes all coverage ex-

cept the Longshore Act, and therefore One (b) is ex-

pressly excluded. That the second paragraph ex-

cludes the coverage of One(b) is confirmed by the

fact that the third paragraph replaces One(b) into

the policy if the Longshore Act is declared unconsti-

tutional. Not only has the Longshore Act not been

declared unconstitutional, but its constitutionality

has been affirmatively upheld. Crowell v. Benson,

285 U.S. 22, 52 S.Ct. 285, 76 L.Ed. 598 (1932).

The heart of endorsement No. 2 is the plain lan-

guage of the second paragra.ph, "... .no other liabili-

ty of any nature whatsoever, except as defined by
the" Longshore Act, "is covered hereunder". Unless

that language of the endorsement restricts the cov-

erage of the entire policy by excluding One(b), the

endorsement is superfluous. Appellant's Brief (Pg.

10 ; cites the rule that each part of the policy should

be construed "so that all parts thereof shall have
some effect". Safeco Ins. Co. of America v. Mc-
Manemy, supra, at Page 214. Yet, appellant asserts

that endorsement No. 2 is attached only "to particu-

larly describe the precise Workmen's Compensation
Law intended," (Brief of Appellant, Pg. 13) a func-

tion which was already accomplished by endorse-

ment No. 1. In order to give effect to endorsement

No. 2, it must be read as appellee reads it.

Nor are appellee and Judge Boldt alone in so read-

ing the policy. Judge Frank D. James, in the Superi-

or Court of the State of Washington for King Coun-
ty, was faced with the identical issue in Insurance

Co. of North America v. Fireman's Fund Ins. Co.,

King County Cause No. 669599, and entered the

following Conclusions of Law

:

"IL As the INA Protection and Indemnity
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Policy covers the Anderson case in the first in-

stance, the sole issue for decision in this cause
is whether the Fireman's Fund policy LS-1215
provides other insurance.

III. Fireman's Fund policy LS-1215 as en-
dorsed is clear and unambiguous and requires
no interpretive evidence or application of rules
as to construction. Endorsement No. 4 deletes
Clause 1-B from the policy except if the Long-
shoremen's and Harbor Workers' Act is de-
clared unconstitutional or except where 1-B
coverage is added by special endorsement.

IV. Fireman's Fund policy LS-1215 does not
provide insurance coverage against risks such
as the Lee Anderson case, i.e., cases arising un-
der the doctrine of Reed v. SS YAKA, 373 U.S.
410, 10 L.Ed.2d 449 ( 1963)

."

A Judgment of Dismissal was entered 8 September,

1967.

The ordinary meaning of the terms of policy LS-
1214 dictates that the judgment of the trial court

must be affirmed.

B. The Entirety of the Agreement

The Endorsement Restricting Policy Coverage
(No. 2) and its meaning fit perfectly into the overall

pattern of Policy LS-1214 as an agreement provid-

ing coverage of compensation benefits only. A read-

ing of the terms of the entire policy confirms this.

As stated by the Washington court in Safeco Ins.

Co. of America v. McManemy , supra, at Pg. 214: "To
properly interpret the policy, one must start with

the declarations". Turning to the Declarations page,

we see that, Item 3, the Covered Locations are:

''Territorial waiers of the States of Califor-

nia, Oregon, Washington and Alaska." (Empha-
sis supplied)
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It should be borne in mind that Section 3 of the

Longshore Act brings within the purview of theAct

only those injuries ".
. . . occurring upon the naviga-

ble waters of the United States ( including any dry-

dock) . . .
." 33 U.S.C. 903. For the classification of

operations on those waters which are covered, the

Declarations page refers the reader to the "Schedule

of Operations" found on Endorsement No. 6. By the

terms of both Endorsement No. 6 and the Declara-

tions page, the purpose of scheduling these opera-

tions is to classify the activities so that premium
rates can be established, based on a dollar value per

hundred dollars of payroll. Thus, "Stevedoring,

N.O.C." (Not Otherwise Classified) is covered in all

four states while ship repair activities are covered

in Oregon and Washir^gton. Should any employee of

the assured involved in any operation so named be

injured on navigable waters, even though his pres-

ence there is only incidental to his principal duties,

the assured is covered for compensation by policy

LS-1214 as required by the Longshore Act. 33 U.S.C.

938.

Appellant's Brief refers to some of the operations

listed in Endorsement No. 6 as being "without the

coverage" of the Longshore Act. Yet all the opera-

tions shown are on the waterfront with the inherent

risk that an employee might be injured on navigable

water, be he chauffeur, yard worker or longshore-

man. The necessity of coverage of such employees
under the Longshore Act was thoroughly reviewed
in Note, The Oregon Employers' Liability Law and
The Federal Overlay, I Willamette Law Journal 77

(1959):

"The only way that an employer can protect
himself when he employs maritime workers is
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to be covered under both acts, state and Feder-
al." (AtPg.90)

The compensation situation in Oregon at the time

of Mr, Humpla's accident was as outhned in the arti-

cle. An example of Longshore Act coverage of such

operations by this employer is Pacific Inland Navi-

gation Co. V. Course, 368 F.2d 540 (CCA. 9, 1966),

involving a harbor worker in appellant's yard and
which stated, "The worker was covered by the

Longshoremen's and Harbor Workers' Compensa-
tion Act,

"

Thus, One (a) with Endorsement No. 1 provides

coverage for benefits under the Longshore Act.

One(b), Liability for Damages, is excluded by En-
dorsement Restricting Policy Coverage (endorse-

ment No. 2) unless the Longshore Act is declared

unconstitutional.

In the event of a declaration of unconstitu-

tionality of the Longshore Act, One(B) would come
into play to protect the assured, but the policy lim-

its must be defined. Endorsement No. 4 does

that. It is entitled, "Limitation of Liability En-
dorsement Paragraph One(b)" and states that lia-

bility under Paragraph One(b) is limited to $100,-

000.00. Nowhere does that endorsement extend

One (b) coverage beyond the limitations placed on it

by endorsement No. 2. In fact, endorsement No. 4

states: "All other terms and conditions remain un-

changed".

Appellant's argument (Brief of Appellant, Pg. 16)

regarding Paragraphs Two, Three and Four is irrel-

evant, because appellant seeks only to enforce

One(b) ; and is erroneous because Two, Three and
Four are services ancillary to One (a) as well as
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One(b). There is only One (a) coverage under LS-
1214 because of restrictive endorsement No. 2.

Further, Appellant's Brief (Pg. 16) states that a

premium was charged for One(b) coverage. Not
only is there no evidence below to support that

statement, but the statement is false. The premium
rates v/ere based only on coverage for compensation

under the Longshore Act.

Appellant's Brief, while arguing against the ex-

press meaning of endorsement No. 2 as read by ap-

pellee, a District Court Judge, and a Washington Su-

perior Court Judge, offers no substitute meaning
other than that it is the same as endorsement No.

1 (Pg. 13) and thereby urges violation of the rule it

asserted on Page 10 that all parts of the contract

shall have some effect. A summary of appellant's

argument would appear to be that it believes en-

dorsement No. 2 to be ambiguous and that summary
judgment should therefore be granted in appellant's

favor without parole evidence on the intent of the

parties, in spite of the rule to the contrary as enun-

ciated in Boeing Airplane Co. v. Fireman's Fund In-

demnity Co., 44 Wn.2d 488 at 496. However, even if

appellant should urge remand, this court can dis-

pose of this cumberson litigation and avoid further

expense by deciding a controlling question of law as

did the trial court.

A reading of the whole of policy LS-1214 plainly

shows that it is a compensation policy providing

coverage for liabilities arising under the Longshore-
men's and Harbor Workers' Act and providing

$100,000.00 liability coverage in the event the Long-
shore Act is declared unconstitutional, which has

not occurred. The entirety of the agreement dictates
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that the judgment of the trial court must be af-

firmed.

II.

Tlie Humpla Lawsuit Was Not an Employer's Liability.

For purposes of Part II of this Argument, it can

be assumed that the Endorsement Restricting Poli-

cy Coverage (endorsement No. 2) was never written

or made a part of policy LS-1214 because it will be

shown that, even without endorsement No. 2, the

lawsuit brought by Mr. Humpla and the settlement

of it does not fall within Coverage One(b) of the

policy.

The Humpla lawsuit was not an action against his

employer, but against the owner of the barge on

which he was injured. That fact is borne out by the

history of the Humpla cause of action, the theory of

the cause of action, and the very wording of the

Complaint. The Humpla Complaint never even men-

tioned that appellant was his employer (Tr. 5-9).

Appellee's denial of coverage is not based merely on

the wording of the Complaint, however. It is also

based on the nature and history of the Humpla
cause of action.

One (b) of policy LS 1214 would cover none of the

historical antecedents which developed the theory

of and provide the authority for the Humpla suit

:

(1) Seas Shipping Co. v. Sieracki, 328 U.S. 85,

90 L.Ed. 1099, 66 S.Ct. 872(1946), would have
been the authority for Humpla's suing appellant

as the barge owner if he were employed by an in-

dependent stevedore company. That lawsuit

would not have been covered by employer's lia-

bility insurance, because he would not have been
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an employee. Rather, it would have been covered

by the barge's insurance, presumably P&I.

(2) Ryan Stevedoring Co. v. Pan-Atlantic
Steamship Corp., 350 U.S. 124, 76 S.Ct. 232, 100

L.Ed. 133 (1955), would authorize a lawsuit by
the barge owner against appellant, as the steve-

dore employer of Humpla, for indemnity to the

barge owner for its liability to Humpla, if the

barge were separately owned. Such a liability of

an employer of longshoremen was held to fall

within its general or public liability policy rather

than its employer's liability policy by the trial

court, and affirmed by this court, in Indemnity

Ins. Co. V. California Stevedore & Ballast Co.,

(CCA. 9, 1962) , 307 F.2d 513:

"The subject with which Exclusion (c) is con-
cerned is Workmen's Compensation or Employ-
er's Liability, or, perhaps, both. The shipown-
ers' claims in the case at bar dealt with nei-

ther."

Similarly, Coverage One(b) of policy LS-1214
is only employer's liability, and would not cover

such a lawsuit, which presumably would fall

within the coverage of appellant's public liability

or general liability policy.

(3) Reed v. SS YAKA, 373 U.S. 410, 10 L.Ed.2d

448, 83 S.Ct. 1349 (1963), put the harbor worker
employed by the vessel owner, e.g., Mr. Humpla,
in the same position as Sieracki through the rea-

soning of Ryan.

"Thus, there can be no doubt that, if the peti-

tioner here had been employed to do this partic-
ular work by an independent stevedoring com-
pany rather than directly by the owner, he
could have recovered damages for his injury



14

from the owner who could have then under
Ryan shifted the burden of the recovery to peti-

tioner's stevedoring employer." (At Page 414)

"We think it would produce a harsh and in-

congruous result, one out of keeping with the

dominant intent of Congress to help longshore-

men, to distiAguish between liability to long-

shoremen injured under precisely the same cir-

cumstances because some draw their pay direct-

ly from a shipowner and others from a steve-

doring company doing the ship's service. Peti-

tioner's need for protection from unseaworthi-
ness v/as neither more nor less than that of a
longshoreman working for a stevedoring com-
pany." (At Page 415)

Hence, it follows that Paragraph One(b), Em-
ployer's Liability, of LS-1214 would not cover the

YAKA situation, which would be covered by the

same policy as Sieracki: the P&I insurance on the

vessel.

The split of insurance coverage in the YAKA situ-

ation was recognized in White v. United States

Lines, (D.C. Md., 1965), 254 F.Supp. 480 at 482,

holding a suit by a longshoreman injured before the

YAKA decision to be barred by laches where the

prejudice necessary to laches was found in the fact

that compensation insurance did not cover lawsuits

for unseaworthiness and, understandably, the insur-

ance carrier covering the suit did not recognize the

risk and investigate the accident.

The accuracy of the whole analysis that the

YAKA is the shipowner's liability rather than an
employer's liability was confirmed by the Supreme
Court in Jackson v. Lykes Bros. SS Co.;, 386 U.S.

731, 18 L.Ed.2d 488, 87 S.Ct. 1419 (1967). The Su-

preme Court held that, because of Sieracki, Ryan,
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and YAKA^ a longshoreman could sue the vessel

owner in personam in state court, in spite of the

facts that the Longshore Act protected the employ-

er from such a suit, and the owner and employer

were the same person.

"We held in Yaka that a longshoreman employ-
ed by a shipowner as a longshoreman could sue
the owner for the ship's unseaworthiness." (At
386 U.S , 18 L.Ed.2d 980)

"In this case as in Yaka^ the fact that the

longshoreman was hired directly by the owner
instead of by the independent stevedoring com-
pany makes no difference as to the liability of
the ship or its owner." (At 386 U.S. , 18

L.Ed.2d 491) . (Emphasis supplied)

Consequently, Humpla's Complaint was proper

when it alleged unseaworthiness against appellant

herein because it owned the barge on which Humpla
was injured, and when it failed to mention that ap-

pellant herein was Humpla's employer, because that

fact was totally irrelevant to Humpla's cause of ac-

tion.

The lawsuit of Humpla was therefore a "liability

of the ship or its owner" and within the coverage of

the insurance on the barge. Humpla's injury was not

an employer's liability beyond the provisions of the

Longshore Act, and was not therefore covered by
One(b) of policy LS-1214 (still assuming that

Endorsement Restricting Policy Coverage

[endorsement No. 2] did not exist) . If appellant had
not owned the barge, Humpla could not even have

brought a lawsuit against appellant because of the

immunity provision of the Longshore Act, as was
held recently by the Fifth Circuit in Watson v. Gulf

Stevedoring Corp. (CCA. 5, 1967), 374 F.2d 946,
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cert, denied November 6, 1967, No. 472, U.S ,

19 L.Ed.2d 277.

Since any liability to Humpla was not that of ap-

pellant as an employer, coverage for that liability

should not fall within Employer's Liability, One(b)
of policy LS-1214, but rather within the P&I insur-

ance on the barge.

CONCLUSION

Fireman's Fund policy No. LS-1214, by its unam-
biguous terms, excluded coverage of all liability but

that for Longshore Act benefits, which were paid by
appellee. Endorsement Restricting Policy Coverage
(endorsement No. 2) clearly spells that out.

Additionally, One(b) of the policy covers only

Employer's Liability in any event. Liability to Hum-
pla was not that of employer but of shipowner, and
therefore within the coverage of the P&I insurance,

not appellee's compensation policy.

The judgment below is proper and should be af-

firmed.

Respectfully submitted,

Bogle, Gates, Dobrin,

Wakefield & Long
Thomas J. McKey

Attorneys for Appellee



CERTIFICATE

We certify that, in connection with the prepara-

tion of this brief, we have examined Rules 18 and lO'^ ^ v
of the United States Court of Appeals for the Ninth
Circuit and in our opinion, the foregoing brief is in

full compliance with those rules.

THOMAS J. McKEY
Of Attorneys for Appellee.
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rai.lA:ays; Drivars:, Chauffeurs cud tJi-sir Hslpera. 11.25
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J>XASK,\

73<^ Ste'/caorias, K.O.C. 13.03

73C9 Stevc5orin3, 3.O.C. (total oa and. ofrslioi-e p-ajToU) 4.7O

Nothing herein contained shall be held to vary, waive, alter or extend any of the terms, conditions, agreements (

declarations of the undermentioned Policy other than as above stated.

All other terms and conditions remain unchanged.

SIGNATURE Of AUTHORIZED AGENT

THE FOLIOV/ING SPACES MUST BE COMPLETED OtiLY IF THIS EMDORSEMENT IS MOT ATTACHED TO THE POLICY WHE.'J ISSUED.
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Policy No..

lEMi^Sl

M§l^^gli €,<©^^il

HOME OKFICE

401 CALIFORMA STREET
SAN FRANCISCO

NOTICE

Don't fall to notify the home office of the com 'any

at San Francisco. Calif., or Its duly authorized a,irent,

of every accident, however slight. Immediately upon

Its occurrence.

If accident Is fatal or Involves serious Injury tele-

graph or telephone at company's expense, giving late

of InQuest If one Is to be held.

Do not delay sending In notice because unabla to

give all Information desired. Send a completed notice

later.

Expirea •®--

PLEASE READ YOUR POLICY

Carefully note condition requiring immediate

notice of evury lose.

SHORT PERIOD TAQLE

Poller in Force

1 day
2 days
3 days
4 days
E days
6 days
7 days
g days
9 days
10 days
11 days
12 days
13 days
14 days
15 days
16 days
17 days
IS days
19 days.

20 days.
25 days.

FOR TERM OF ONE YEAK

Per CeoL cf Annual I

30 days or 1 month..

35 days
40 days
45 days -

50 days
55 days..

60 days or 2 months..
65 days
70 days
76 days —
80 days
85 days..

} days or 3 months
105 days
120 days or 4 months
135 days
150 days or 6 months
165 days
ISO days or 6 months
195 days
210 days or 7 months

—

225 days
240 days or 8 months
255 days
270 days or 9 months
285 days
300 days or 10 months..

316 days..

330 days or 11 months,

345 days

4%
6%
6%
7%
8%
9%
9%
10%
10%
11%
11%
12 7<,

13%
13%
14%
15%
16%
16%
177,,

19%
209'.

23%
25%
27%
28%
29%
30%
33%
36%
37%
38%
39%
40%
46%
60%
60%
60%
66%
70%
73%
76%
78%
80%
83%
85%
88%
90%
93%
95%

860 days "or 12 moatbs 100%

I-250 B-52 9


