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LEVY, Administrative Patent Judge. 

 
 
 
 
 DECISION ON APPEAL

This is a decision on appeal from the examiner's final 

rejection of claims 1-8 and 10-20.  Claim 9 has been withdrawn 

from consideration.  

 

  We AFFIRM-IN-PART. 
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 BACKGROUND

The appellants’ invention relates to a flywheel hub-to-rim 

coupling (specification, page 1).  In particular, the invention 

includes a coupling that accommodates radial growth of the 

flywheel rim in operation without decoupling from the hub 

(specification, page 1).   

Claims 1 and 7 are representative of the invention, and are 

reproduced as follows: 

1.    A flywheel system, comprising 
 

a flywheel hub having an axis of rotation and a 
radially slotted exterior surface facing radially 
outwards; 

 
an annular rim liner having an axis of rotation 

coinciding with said hub axis of rotation, and having 
an inner surface facing radially inward, said inner 
surface having radial projections on said rim liner 
that mate with said hub slots to form a torque 
transmitting coupling therebetween that maintains 
concentricity between said hub and said rim liner while 
allowing said rim liner to grow radially with respect 
to said hub; and 

 
an annular flywheel rim on said rim liner having 

an axis of rotation coinciding with said rim liner axis 
of rotation, and having a circumferential hoop 
direction. 
 
 
 

 
 
 
71.    A hub for a high speed flywheel system, comprising: 
                                                 

1 Appellants filed an amendment to claim 7 concurrently with the reply brief.  There is no evidence 
in the record that the examiner has entered, or denied entry, of the amendment. Although it appears to this 
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a flywheel hub having radial splines; 

 
a flywheel rim liner having radial projections mating with said 
splines to form a torque transmitting coupling between said hub 
and said liner that maintains concentricity between said hub and 
said rim liner; 
 

said flywheel rim liner made of a 
material having a strain-to-failure 
capability and a ratio R1  equal to 
E1/p1, wherein E1 is a hoop modulus 
of elasticity of said rim liner and 
p1 is the density of said rim liner 
material;  

 
said rim liner strain-to-failure capability and 

ratio R1 being such that said rim liner remains in 
compressive contact with said rim from start to maximum 
speed of said flywheel system. 

 
The prior art reference of record relied upon by the 

examiner in rejecting the appealed claims is: 

Kundermann 6,302,800                 Oct. 16, 2001 
                 (Filed Aug. 04, 1999) 

 
 

Claims 1-8 and 10-20 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112, 

first paragraph, as lacking enablement.  

Claims 7, 8 and 10-20 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112, 

second paragraph, as being indefinite. 

Claims 7 and 8 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as 

 
panel that the amendment overcomes the rejection of claim 7, because there is no evidence that the 
amendment has been entered, we consider the amendment to not have been entered. 
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being anticipated by Kundermann.  

Rather than reiterate the conflicting viewpoints advanced by 

the examiner and the appellants regarding the above-noted 

rejections, we make reference to the answer (supplemental answer 

mailed October 11, 2005) and the final rejection (mailed June 7, 

2002) for the examiner's complete reasoning in support of the 

rejections, and to the brief (filed February 24, 2004) and reply 

brief (filed October 12, 2004) for the appellants’ arguments 

thereagainst. 

Only those arguments actually made by appellants have been 

considered in this decision.  Arguments which appellants could 

have made but chose not to make in the brief have not been 

considered.  See 37 CFR § 41.37(c)(1)(vii)(eff. Sept. 13, 2004). 

 

OPINION

In reaching our decision in this appeal, we have carefully 

considered the subject matter on appeal, the rejections advanced 

by the examiner, and the evidence of enablement, indefiniteness 

and anticipation relied upon by the examiner as support for the 

rejections.  We have, likewise, reviewed and taken into 

consideration, in reaching our decision, appellants' arguments 

set forth in the briefs along with the examiner's rationale in 

support of the rejections and arguments in rebuttal set forth in 
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the examiner's answer.  Upon consideration of the record before 

us, we make the determinations which follow.   

We begin with the rejection of claims 1-8 and 10-20 under 35 

U.S.C. § 112, first paragraph, as lacking enablement.  The first 

paragraph of 35 U.S.C. § 112 requires, inter alia, that the specification of a patent 

enable any person skilled in the art to which it pertains to make and use the claimed 

invention.  Although the statute does not say so, enablement requires that the 

specification teach those in the art to make and use the invention without “undue 

experimentation.”  In re Wands, 858 F.2d 731, 8 USPQ2d 1400 (Fed. Cir. 1988).  That 

some experimentation may be required is not fatal; the issue is whether the amount of 

experimentation required is “undue.”  In re Vaeck, 947 F.2d 488, 495, 20 USPQ2d 

1438, 1444 (Fed. Cir. 1991) (emphasis in original). 

The Federal Circuit has set out a number of factors that are relevant to whether 

undue experimentation would be required to practice a claimed invention.  They include 

“(1) the quantity of experimentation necessary, (2) the amount of direction or guidance 

presented, (3) the presence or absence of working examples, (4) the nature of the 

invention, (5) the state of the prior art, (6) the relative skill of those in the art, (7) the 

predictability or unpredictability of the art, and (8) the breadth of the claims.”  In re 

Wands, 858 F.2d at 737, 8 USPQ2d at 1404 (Fed. Cir. 1988).  

The examiner’s position (final rejection, page 2) is that  

Claims throughout recite the limitation wherein the rim 
liner grows radially with the rim. This growth is attributed 
by the specific characteristics of each material the rim and 
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the rim liner utilize. Although the formulas for calculating 
the numerical values to compare each other are provided, the 
variables dealing with the characteristics of each material 
used are not provided in the specification. Without the 
exact composition of the material and its values such as    
modulus of elasticity or the density, making of the 
invention is very difficult to carry out. For instance, 
there are many different compositions of E-glass or carbon 
fiber/epoxy that can be produced. In order to make the best 
mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his 
invention, the specification must be described fully what 
those compositions are.  

 
The examiner adds (final rejection, pages 2 and 3) that the 

strain-to-failure capability of greater than 4%, as recited in 

claim 14, is not enabled because the specification does not 

support how the percentage is produced.   

Appellants assert (reply brief, page 6) that  

In the normal process of flywheel design, the engineer 
would design his flywheel rim to achieve the desired 
qualities of energy storage capacity, speed, size,  
temperature limitations, process requirements, cost, 
etc. that are the typical considerations in designing a 
flywheel system. In that design process, the flywheel 
rim-to-hub coupling is not a consideration. It is only 
after the flywheel rim design has been finished that 
the engineer would turn to the design of the hub-to-rim 
coupling. At that point, he knows exactly what the 
centrifugal growth of the rim will be because he knows 
exactly what materials he used in the rim, and the 
growth characteristics can be calculated using data 
from the material supplier and known analysis 
techniques based on the characteristics of the 
materials used in the rim. 

It is further asserted (reply brief, page 7) that with respect to 

claim 14 

Of course, it [strain-to-failure] is always set forth in terms of percentage, 
since parts of different size would obviously have different absolute 
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deformation elongations before failing, simply because there are different 
amounts of material in parts of different sizes. 
 
We note at the outset that the examiner states (answer,  

page 2)that the Affidavit has not been entered.  Accordingly, the 

Affidavit has not been considered.  From our review of the 

specification, we find (page 3) that 

The invention includes the use of a flywheel rim liner 
made of a material having a ratio R1 equal to E/ρ, 
where E is the modulus of elasticity in the hoop 
direction, and ρ is the material density. The ratio R1 
of the rim liner material is less than or equal to the 
corresponding ratio Rr, of the rim material, so the 
flywheel rim liner grows radially with the rim. 

 
See also page 7, lines 1-8.  From the disclosure of the equations 

used to ensure that the rim liner grows radially with the rim, we 

find that an artisan would have been able to determine, based 

upon the parameters such as speed, size, cost, etc., the  

composition of the flywheel liner such that the liner grows with 

the rim.  We are not persuaded by the examiner’s assertion (final 

rejection, page 2) that the formulas are not enough and that the 

exact compositions and its values are necessary for the invention  
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to be carried out without it being very difficult to carry out 

the invention.  From our review of the record, we agree with 

appellants (reply brief, page 5), that it does not matter to the 

invention which composition of E-glass/carbon fiber/epoxy would 

be used because the invention contemplates use of any materials 

that would produce an adequate flywheel rim and because a 

flywheel rim designer already has the knowledge to design a 

flywheel rim.  Although the examiner states that it would be very 

difficult to carry out the invention without the exact 

composition of the material and its values, we find no convincing 

reasoning as to why an artisan in the field of flywheel design 

would not be able to make and use the invention without undue 

experimentation.  Accordingly, we do not agree with the examiner 

(answer, page 4) that the disclosure of E-glass and carbon 

fiber/epoxy, would have an artisan guessing as to what is meant 

by such materials and would create an undue burden on an artisan 

as to exactly which composition of E-glass/carbon fiber/epoxy 

would be sufficient to satisfy the claimed formula.          

As to claim 14, we agree with appellants’ (reply brief, 

pages 6 and 7) that the concept of strain-to failure is a 

rudimentary concept that is well understood by an artisan and 

that the strain-to-failure capacity of the rim liner is the 

amount of strain that a part can undergo before it fails.  In 
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addition, we observe that the language of claim 14 appeared in 

the originally filed claims, which is part of the originally 

filed specification.  From all of the above, we find that the 

examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case of lack of 

enablement of claims 1-8 and 10-20.  Accordingly, we cannot 

sustain the rejection of these claims under 35 U.S.C. § 112, 

first paragraph. 

We turn next to the rejection of claims 7, 8 and 10-20 under 

35 U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph as being indefinite.  The 

examiner takes the position (final rejection, page 3) that there 

is insufficient antecedent basis in the claim for the recitation 

“said rim.”  The examiner additionally asserts that the phrases 

“maximum speed” of claim 7 and “high speed” of claims 10, 13, 15 

and 18 are relative terms which render the claim indefinite 

because it is unclear as to what speed of the flywheel is 

considered to be “maximum speed” or “high speed.”   

From our review of the disclosure, we agree with the 

examiner that there is no antecedent basis for the phrase “said 

rim” of claim 7, and note that appellants do not contest the fact 

that the claim lacks antecedent basis for the rim.  Accordingly, 

we sustain the rejection of claim 7, and claim 8, which depends 

therefrom.  However, although the phrases “maximum speed” and 

“high speed” are relative phrases, we find that an artisan, for a 
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particular rim liner strain-to-failure capability, calculated 

based on size, cost, etc., would be aware as to what the high 

speed or the maximum speed of the flywheel system would be.  

Accordingly, we find that the metes and bounds of claims 10, 13, 

15 and 18 would have been understood by an artisan.  Accordingly, 

we cannot sustain the rejection of claims 10-20 under 35 U.S.C. § 

112, second paragraph.   

We turn next to the rejection of claims 7 and 8 under 

 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated by Kundermann.  The 

examiner’s position (final rejection, pages 4 and 5) is that as 

shown in figure 13 of Kundermann, element 33 is the flywheel hub, 

23 of Kundermann is the rim liner, and that 3 of Kundermann meets 

the claimed rim.   Appellants assert (brief, page 6) that 

Kundermann does not mention the problem of differential radial 

growth because it is not a problem that would occur in an 

automobile because of the low rotational speed of automobile 

engines and (brief, page 7) that flywheel mass 31 of Kundermann 

equates to the claimed flywheel rim.  Appellants further assert 

(id.) that no rim liner exists in Kundermann.  

We begin our analysis with claim construction.  Before addressing the 

examiner's rejections based upon prior art, it is an essential 

prerequisite that the claimed subject matter be fully understood. 

 Analysis of whether a claim is patentable over the prior art 
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begins with a determination of the scope of the claim.  The 

properly interpreted claim must then be compared with the prior 

art.  Claim interpretation must begin with the language of the 

claim itself.  See Smithkline Diagnostics, Inc. v. Helena 

Laboratories Corp., 859 F.2d 878, 882, 8 USPQ2d 1468, 1472 (Fed. 

Cir. 1988).  Accordingly, we direct our attention to appellants' 

claim 7 to derive an understanding of the scope and content 

thereof.  What we are dealing with in this case is the 

construction of the limitations recited in the appealed claims.  

As stated by the court in In re Hiniker Co., 150 F.3d 1362, 1369, 

47 USPQ2d 1523, 1529 (Fed. Cir. 1998) "[t]he name of the game is 

the claim."  Claims will be given their broadest reasonable 

interpretation consistent with the specification, and limitations 

appearing in the specification are not to be read into the 

claims. In re Etter, 756 F.2d 852, 858, 225 USPQ 1, 5 (Fed. Cir. 

1985).   

We find that the claim language 

said flywheel rim liner made of a 
material having a strain-to-failure 
capability and a ratio R1 equal to 
E1/ρ1, wherein E1 is a hoop modulus 
of elasticity of said rim liner and 
ρ1 is the density of said rim liner 
material;  

said rim liner strain-to-failure capability and 
ratio R1 being such that said rim liner remains in 
compressive contact with said rim from start to maximum 
speed of said flywheel system 
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does not recite that the ratio R1 for the flywheel rim liner is lower that the corresponding 

ratio for the rim materials, as recited in appellants’ specification (page 7).  Nor does the 

language of the claim 

said rim liner strain-to-failure capability and ratio 
R1 being such that said rim liner remains in 
compressive contact with said rim from start to maximum 
speed of said flywheel system 

 
requires that the rim liner grows with the rim, as correctly pointed out by the examiner 

(answer, pages 5 and 6).  We decline to read limitations into the claim that are not found 

therein. However, from the above language we find that the claim requires that the 

strain-to-failure capability and ratio R1 being such that the rim liner remains in 

compressive contact with the rim  

from start to maximum speed of the flywheel system.   

Turning to Kundermann, we find that element 3 represents the free end of the 

crankshaft of an internal combustion engine col. 8, lines 8 and 9).  Driver 23 is 

comprised of radial flange 13, elastic flange 15, together with axial attachment 17 (col. 

8, lines 22-24).  Element 31 is a flywheel mass, which has a primary flange 33.  Primary 

flange 33 is part of a housing 35 of a torque converter, but is likewise conceivable as a 

flywheel mass on the drive side of a two mass flywheel.  Crankshaft 3 has an axial hole 

at its center of rotation to accommodate bearing journal 41 which is attached to the 

primary flange 33 on the inside (col. 8, lines 28-39).  In the embodiment of figure 13, 

holder 25 is designed as axially elastic flange 106 and has an elastic spring turn 108 

(col. 11, lines 43-48).   
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From our review of Kundermann we find that element 3 is the free end of the 

crankshaft of an internal combustion engine of an automobile and is not a flywheel rim.  

In addition, we find that flywheel mass 31 can either be part of the housing for a torque 

converter or part of a two mass flywheel.  Accordingly, we agree with appellants (brief, 

page 7) that flywheel mass 31 corresponds to the claimed flywheel rim, and not to the 

flywheel hub as advanced by the examiner.  From the disclosure of Kundermann that 

flange 15 is elastic, we agree with the examiner that the driver 23 will have a strain-to-

failure ratio.  However, because crankshaft 3 cannot reasonably be considered to be a 

flywheel rim, and flywheel mass 31 cannot reasonably be considered to be the claimed 

flywheel hub, we find that driver 23 cannot reasonably be considered to be a rim liner as 

set forth in claim 7. Even if, assuming arguendo, we agreed with the examiner that 

crankshaft 3 met the claimed rim and that driver 23 met the claimed rim liner, and that 

flywheel mass 31 met the claimed flywheel hub, the claim would still not 

be anticipated because Kundermann does not disclose that the rim 

liner strain-to-failure capability and ratio R1 are such that the 

rim liner remains in compressive contact with the rim from start 

to maximum speed.  Rather, we agree with appellants’  

(brief, page 9) that because the driver 23 is secured to the 

crankshaft 3 through screws 9 the driver 23 is not kept in 

compressive contact with the crankshaft 3 due to the 

characteristics of the driver.   

From all of the above, we find that the examiner has failed 
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to establish a prima facie case of anticipation of claim 7, and 

claim 8 which depends therefrom.  Accordingly, we cannot sustain 

the rejection of claims 7 and 8 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e).  
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 CONCLUSION

To summarize, the decision of the examiner to reject claims 

1-8 and 10-20 under 35 U.S.C. § 112, first paragraph is reversed. 

The decision of the examiner to reject claims 7 and 8 under 

 35 U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph is affirmed.  The decision of 

the examiner to reject claims 10-20 under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second 

 paragraph is reversed.  The decision of the examiner to reject 

claims 7 and 8 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) is reversed. 
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No time period for taking any subsequent action in 

connection with this appeal may be extended under 37 CFR 

§ 1.136(a)(1)(iv).  

 

AFFIRMED-IN-PART

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

CHARLES E.  FRANKFORT ) 
Administrative Patent Judge ) 

) 
) 
) 
) BOARD OF PATENT 

MURRIEL E. CRAWFORD  )     APPEALS  
Administrative Patent Judge )       AND 

)   INTERFERENCES 
) 
) 
) 

STUART S. LEVY ) 
Administrative Patent Judge ) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SSL/vsh 



Appeal No. 2006-1890  
Application No. 09/630,157 

 
 

Παγε 17

J. MICHAEL NEARY  
53939 PINE GROVE ROAD  
LAPINE, OR 97739 
 
 



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /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 false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. 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 for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


