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DECISION ON APPEAL 

This appeal involves claims 19, 20, and 23-38, the only claims 

pending in this application.  We have jurisdiction over the appeal pursuant to 

35 U.S.C. § 6(b).   
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INTRODUCTION 

The claims are directed to a method of polishing a glass or glass-

ceramic substrate using a particular aqueous slurry composition that retards 

hard settling.  Slurry compositions normally used to polish glass or glass-

ceramic substrates contain abrasive particles dispersed in deionized water 

and/or other liquids (Specification ¶ 0004).  Cerium oxide is a commonly 

used abrasive in such slurry compositions (id.).  Unfortunately, cerium oxide 

abrasives tend to hard settle, i.e., the abrasive particles fall out of the 

dispersion and cannot be redispersed (Specification ¶ 0005).  Hard settling 

results in a sludge that clogs pipes and processing equipment, a condition 

that is highly problematic in an industrial operation (id.).  Appellants’ 

Specification describes a number of additives useful for retarding hard 

settling among which is a combination of sodium alginate with a divalent 

metal salt, such as a calcium salt (Specification ¶¶ 0007 and 0022).  Claim 

19 is illustrative of the subject matter on appeal: 

19.  A method of polishing a glass or glass-ceramic substrate 
comprising introducing an aqueous slurry composition between a polishing 
pad and the substrate when the polishing pad and substrate are pressed into 
contact with each other and moving relative to each other, wherein the 
aqueous slurry composition comprises from about 1% to about 20% by 
weight of a solids portion comprising: 
 abrasive particles, the abrasive particles comprising high purity 

cerium oxide and/or cerium-containing mixed rare earth oxides, 
provided that the amount by weight of cerium oxide present as 
a percent of the total rare earth oxide is greater than or equal to 
50%; 

 a polyacrylate in an amount within the range of from about 0.5% to 
about 10% by weight of the solids portion; 

 sodium alginate in an amount within the range of from about 0.1% to 
about 10% by weight of the solids portion; and 
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 a calcium compound selected from the group consisting of CaCl2, 
CaCO3, CaSO4, CaBr2, and CaO, 

wherein the slurry is redispersible after remaining in a static state for a 
period of greater than about 24 hours. 

 
The Examiner relies on the following prior art references to show 

unpatentability: 

Uchino (Uchino 978) US 2004/0010978 A1 Jan. 22, 2004 
Uchino (Uchino 206) US 2004/0031206 A1 Feb. 19, 2004 
 The Examiner maintains the following rejections: 

1. Claim 20 is rejected under the written description requirement of       

35 U.S.C. § 112, ¶ 1. 

2. Claims 19, 20, and 23-38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) as 

unpatentable over Uchino 978.1 

3. Claims 19, 20, and 23-38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) as 

unpatentable over Uchino 206.2 

 We find that the Examiner failed to establish a prima facie case of 

lack of written descriptive support under 35 U.S.C. § 112, ¶ 1 for the subject 

matter of claim 20.  We further conclude that the Examiner failed to 

establish a prima facie case of obviousness under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over 

Uchino 206 with regard to claims 19, 20, and 23-38, i.e., all the claims so 

rejected, or a prima facie case of obviousness over Uchino 978 with regard 

to separately argued claim 29.  We, however, conclude that the Examiner did 

establish a prima facie case of obviousness under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over 

Uchino 978 with regard to claims 19, 20, 23, 28, and 30-38.  We, therefore, 

affirm-in-part the decision of the Examiner.  Our reasons follow.  

 
1 Appellants refer to Uchino 978 as Uchino-1. 
2 Appellants refer to Uchino 206 as Uchino-2. 
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OPINION 

Written Descriptive Support 

Claim 20 requires that the slurry composition recited in claim 19 be 

redispersible after remaining in a static state for a period of greater than 

about 48 hours.  According to the Examiner the range “greater than about 48 

hours” lacks written descriptive support because “section 41 [of the 

Specification] only supports this value for an aqueous slurry that contains 

specific components [, i.e., the components of Example 4, namely, sodium 

alginate, calcium oxide, and a polyacrylate,] and thus does not provide 

support for a composition that contains the broad components (i.e. 

polyacrylate, all polysaccharide and all of the calcium compounds 

claimed).” (Answer 3).  The Examiner further explains that, “[i]n other 

words, this section only provide [sic] support for a composition that contains 

sodium alginate, calcium oxide and a polyacrylate.” (Answer 3).  

Turning to paragraph 41 of the Specification, the portion of the 

Specification the Examiner relies upon for support of the rejection, we find 

that this paragraph discusses what Example 4 demonstrates.  According to 

paragraph 41 “Example 4 demonstrates that the use of sodium alginate in 

combination with a calcium salt in an aqueous slurry comprised of mixed 

rare earth oxide abrasive particles and polyacrylate enhances the soft-settling 

characteristics of used polishing slurry.” (emphasis added).  The next 

sentence of Paragraph 41 states that “[a] slurry composition comprising 

these components can stay redispersible for more than 48 hours after the 

slurry composition is in a static state.” (emphasis added).  The words “these 

components” refer back to the previous sentence and, therefore, reference 

calcium salts in general.  
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Example 3 also provides support.  As disclosed in paragraph 37, the 

slurry CaCO3, and Na alginate slurry I can be redispersed after 96 hours.  

The Examiner has the initial burden of presenting evidence of reasons 

why persons skilled in the art would not recognize in the disclosure a 

description of the invention defined by the claims.  In re Wertheim, 541 F.2d 

257, 263, 191 USPQ 90, 97 (CCPA 1976).  It is the Examiner’s position that 

because Example 4 provides data for slurries containing only one of the 

calcium salts, i.e., calcium oxide, support is lacking for the other calcium 

salts.  But the problem with the Examiner’s analysis is that paragraph 41 is 

more general in its discussion.  While Example 4 presents data for only one 

of the calcium salts, i.e., calcium oxide, this data, according to paragraph 41, 

demonstrates results for the calcium salts as a group.  The Examiner 

provides no reason to disbelieve the broader statement in the Specification.  

The written description requirement serves “to ensure that the inventor had 

possession, as of the filing date of the application relied on, of the specific 

subject matter later claimed by him; how the specification accomplishes this 

is not material.”  In re Wertheim, 541 F.2d at 262, 191 USPQ at 96.   A 

broad statement in the specification can suffice to convey to one of ordinary 

skill in the art that an applicant had possession of the claimed subject matter.  

The Examiner has also overlooked the disclosure of paragraph 37 which 

indicates that CaCO3 containing slurry I of Example 3 is redispersable after 

96 hours. 

We find that the Examiner failed to provide sufficient evidence that 

the claimed subject matter lacked written descriptive support as required by  

35 U.S.C. § 112, ¶ 1. 
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Obviousness over Uchino 978 

We now turn to the rejection of claims 19, 20, and 23-38 as obvious 

over Uchino 978.  Appellants separately argue several groups of claims 

under separate headings.  We will select one claim from each group and 

address each in turn.   

Group A, Claims 19, 20, 23, and 25 

We select claim 19 to represent the issues on appeal with respect to 

claims 19, 20, 23, and 25.   

There is no dispute that Uchino 978 suggests a method of polishing 

glass wherein the polishing compound is a slurry containing abrasive 

particles as claimed and two additives, an anti-solidification agent, and a 

dispersant (Uchino 978 ¶ 12, ll. 1-5).  There is further no dispute that Uchino 

978 suggests using polyacrylate salts as a dispersant (Uchino ¶ 22-23).  As 

found by the Examiner, Uchino 978 discloses, among others, sodium 

alginate and calcium-containing compounds such as calcium sulfate as 

useful anti-solidification agents (Answer 3; see also Uchino 978 ¶ 15).  

Calcium sulfate is one of the calcium compounds recited in claim 19, i.e., 

CaSO4.  The Examiner acknowledges that Uchino 978 does not specifically 

disclose the use of sodium alginate and calcium sulfate together, but 

concludes that such use together would have been obvious to one of ordinary 

skill in the art because the two compounds are taught as useful for the same 

purpose, i.e., for anti-solidification (Answer 3).  The Examiner cites In re 

Kerkhoven, 626 F.2d 846, 850, 205 USPQ 1069, 1072 (CCPA 1980) in 

support.   

 As stated in In re Kerkhoven, “[i]t is prima facie obvious to combine 

two compositions each of which is taught by the prior art to be useful for the 
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same purpose, in order to form a third composition which is to be used for 

the very same purpose.”  Id.  The idea of combining the two anti-

solidification agents, sodium alginate and calcium sulfate, flows logically 

from their having been individually taught in Uchino 978 as useful anti-

solidification agents.  Further, Uchino 978 states that “[t]he polishing 

material of the present invention may contain the above described anti-

solidification agents and dispersants in any combination.” (Uchino 978 ¶ 

28).  The particular combinations of the additives is, therefore, not shown to 

be critical.  Table 9 of Uchino 978 lists mixtures of anti-solidification agents 

crystalline cellulose and sodium carboxymethylcellulose used in 

compositions of the third embodiment.  Mixtures were contemplated.  The 

evidence supports the Examiner’s conclusion of prima facie obviousness. 

Appellants argue that the rationale of In re Kerkhoven does not apply 

in the current case (Br. 6-7).  According to Appellants, the data in their 

Specification contradicts the Examiner’s rationale (Br. 6-7).  We are not 

persuaded that there is such a contradiction.  According to Appellants, their 

Example 4 shows that slurries containing polyacrylate, sodium alginate, and 

CaO (slurries M and N) are redispersible after 24 hours whereas slurries 

containing only polyacrylate and sodium alginate are not (slurry L) (Br. 6).  

This shows, according to Appellants, that when one of the “anti-

solidification” agents listed in paragraph 13 of Uchino 978 is used (sodium 

alginate), redispersibility cannot be obtained (Br. 6).  Appellants argue that 

this is contrary to the general teachings of Uchino 978 and demonstrates 

why Appellants’ combination of sodium alginate and a calcium compound 

would have been unobvious to one of ordinary skill in the art (Br. 6). 
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Appellants are arguing that Uchino is inoperable or nonenabled for the 

use of sodium alginate without a calcium-containing compound.   

First, we are not persuaded that the Example 4 data is contrary to the 

teachings of Uchino 978.  At best Appellants have merely shown that it is 

possible to follow the process in one instance without success, it does not 

establish that one of ordinary skill in the art, making routine adaptations 

within the skill of the art such as concentration optimization, could not have 

successfully employed the disclosed anti-solidification agents.  See, e.g., In 

re Lamberti, 545 F.2d 747, 751, 751 n.2, 192 USPQ 278, 281, 281 n.2 

(CCPA 1976).  There is a strong presumption that the teachings of a patent, 

such as Uchino 978, if used by one skilled in the art will produce the results 

alleged by the patentee.  See In re Weber, 405 F.2d 1403, 1406-07, 160 

USPQ 549, 552-53 (CCPA 1969).  Appellants have not overcome that 

presumption.  Once one of ordinary skill in the art is taught that the 

compounds are useful for the purpose of anti-solidification, it is a routine 

matter to determine optimal or workable ranges of concentration for the 

compounds that will work for that purpose. 

The Examiner has established a prima facie case of obviousness and, 

that being the case, the burden has shifted to show, through secondary 

considerations such as a showing of unexpected results, that what Appellants 

are claiming would not have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art.  

We note that Appellants have not argued, much less shown, that the data 

evinces a result unexpected to one of ordinary skill in the art.   

Group B, Claims 24, 27, 28, and 30-34 

Appellants group claims 24, 27, 28, and 30-34 separately.  We select 

claim 24 to represent the issues on appeal with respect to this group of 
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claims.  Claims 24 further limits claim 19 to polyacrylates having a number 

average molecular weight of about 2,000 to about 90,000, a very large range. 

Appellants argue that there is no teaching in the prior art that a 

number average molecular weight in the claimed range should be preferred.  

They also argue that the prior art provides no basis for deducing that this 

range should be preferred (Br. 9). 

 We are not persuaded by Appellants’ argument.  Once one of ordinary 

skill in the art knew to select a polyacrylate salt as the dispersant, the 

particular polyacrylate salt chosen and its number average molecular weight 

would be determined based upon knowledge within the art and/or through 

routine experimentation.   

Group C, Claims 26 and 35-38 

For group C we select claim 26 to represent the issues on appeal.  

Claim 26 further narrows the polyacrylate molecular weight requirement to 

about 4,000 to about 10,000.  Appellants’ argument is the same as that for 

group B.  We are not persuaded for the reasons stated above with regard to 

group B. 

Group D, Claim 29 

Claim 29 is directed to the method of claim 27 wherein the calcium 

compound is CaCO3, i.e., calcium carbonate.  The Examiner acknowledges 

that Uchino 978 does not disclose calcium carbonate as an anti-solidification 

agent.  The Examiner, however, concludes that the use of calcium carbonate 

would have been obvious because “the references clearly make mention of 

calcium containing compounds and this makes the claimed species obvious 

because a generic disclosure renders a claimed species prima facie obvious.” 
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(Answer 12).  The Examiner refers to case law applied in a previous office 

action.  It appears that the Examiner is referencing Ex parte George,  

21 USPQ2d 1058, 1060 (BPAI 1991) and cases cited therein, namely,  

In re Woodruff, 919 F.2d 1575, 16 USPQ2d 1934 (Fed.Cir. 1990); Merck & 

Co. v. Biocraft Labs., Inc., 874 F.2d 804, 10 USPQ2d 1843 (Fed. Cir. 1989); 

In re Susi, 440 F.2d 442, 169 USPQ 423 (CCPA 1971). 

The cases cited by the Examiner do not support a per se rule that 

disclosure of a genus always renders a claimed species within the genus 

prima facie obvious.  Whether the selection of a species within a disclosed 

genus would have been obvious depends on the facts of the case.  In some 

situations, a reference may even be considered to anticipate the claimed 

subject matter within the meaning of 35 U.S.C. § 102.  See In re Schaumann, 

572 F.2d 312, 316-17, 197 USPQ 5, 9 (CCPA 1978) (Reference anticipated 

because the genus embraced a very limited number of compounds closely 

related to one another in structure such that the reference provided a 

description of each of those compounds just as surely as if they were 

identified in the reference by name, one of those compounds being the 

claimed compound).  Prima facie obviousness can be established where the 

claimed species is specifically named, even if the claimed species is 

disclosed among a multitude of effective combinations.  Merck & Co. v. 

Biocraft Labs., 874 F.2d at 807, 10 USPQ2d at 1846.  But in other situations 

where a prior art genus is extremely broad, a prima facie case of obviousness 

under 35 U.S.C. § 103 may not arise at all.  See In re Baird, 16 F.3d 380, 

382, 29 USPQ2d 1550, 1552 (Fed. Cir. 1994) (Generic diphenol formula 

disclosed in the reference encompassed more than 100 million diphenols, 

only one of which was the claimed bisphenol A and there was nothing in the 
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disclosure of the reference suggesting the selection of chemical groups 

leading to bisphenol A).  Generally, prima facie obviousness requires that 

there be some direction in the prior art indicating which of the species within 

the disclosed genus will provide the desired properties, the species cannot 

merely be “obvious to try.”  See Merck & Co. v. Biocraft Labs., Inc.,  

874 F.2d at 807, 10 USPQ2d at 1845 (“An invention is ‘obvious to try’ 

‘where the prior art [gives] either no indication of which parameters [are] 

critical or no direction as to which of many possible choices is likely to be 

successful.’” citing In re O'Farrell, 853 F.2d 894, 903, 7 USPQ2d 1673, 

1681 (Fed. Cir. 1988)).    

In the present case, in order to establish prima facie obviousness more 

is required than just a statement that calcium carbonate is within the 

calcium-containing compound genus of Uchino 978.  This is because Uchino 

978 provides no guidance as to how to select the calcium-containing 

compound, and the selection criteria is not readily apparent from the 

calcium-containing compounds exemplified.  The examiner must provide 

some evidence or reasoning indicating that the claimed species, calcium 

carbonate, would have been an obvious selection to one of ordinary skill in 

the art.  This teaching, for instance, could come from what is known in the 

art about the particular calcium compounds used as anti-solidification agents 

in Uchino 978 (Uchino 978, e.g.,[0015]).  We do not find such evidence or 

reasoning in the record. 

We conclude that the Examiner failed to establish a prima facie case 

of obviousness with respect to the subject matter of claim 29. 
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Obviousness over Uchino 206 

The rejection over Uchino 206 fails for reasons analogous to those 

discussed above with regard to the rejection of claim 29 over Uchino 978.  

This is because the Examiner rejects claims 19, 20, and 23-38 over Uchino 

206 on the basis that the disclosure of calcium-containing compounds in 

Uchino 206 “broadly makes obvious calcium carbonate because AA [sic] 

generic disclosure renders a claimed species prima facie obvious.” 

(Answer 5).  Uchino 206 provides no guidance with respect to the selection 

of the calcium-containing compound and only exemplifies calcium dibasic 

phosphate.  The Examiner has provided no convincing evidence or reasoning 

supporting the conclusion that it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 

skill in the art to select one of the claimed calcium compounds for use in the 

slurry of Uchino 206. 

 

CONCLUSION 

 In summary, the Examiner rejected claim 20 under the written 

description requirement of 35 U.S.C. § 112, ¶ 1 and claims 19, 20, and 23-38 

under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) as unpatentable over either Uchino 978 or Uchino 

206.  We do not sustain the rejection of claim 20 under 35 U.S.C. § 112, ¶ 1, 

nor do we sustain the rejection of claims 19, 20, and 23-38 under 35 U.S.C. 

§ 103(a) over Uchino 206 or the rejection of claim 29 under 35 U.S.C.  

§ 103(a) over Uchino 978.  We, however, do sustain the rejection of claims 

19, 20, 23-28, and 30-38 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over Uchino 978.  We, 

therefore, affirm-in-part. 
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 No time period for taking any subsequent action in connection with 

this appeal maybe extended under 37 C.F.R. § 1.136(a)(1)(iv)(2005). 

 

AFFIRMED-IN-PART

 
 
 

 
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
clj 
 
Rankin, Hill, Porter & Clark, LLP 
925 Euclid Avenue, Suite 700 
Cleveland, OH  44115-1405 

 13


	 INTRODUCTION 
	 
	CONCLUSION 


<<
  /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


