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DECISION ON APPEAL 
 
 

This is a decision on appeal under 35 U.S.C. §134(a) of the final 

rejection of claims 1, 3, 5 through 31 and 33 through 44.  For the reasons 

stated infra we affirm-in-part the Examiner’s rejection of these claims. 
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Invention 
 

The invention relates to a vehicle navigation system which is 

transportable between vehicles.  See pages 1 and 2 of Appellant’s 

specification.    Claim 1 is representative of the invention and reproduced 

below: 

1. A vehicle navigation system comprising: 
a computer module including a processor and a map database; 
a docking station, said computer module selectively matable with said 
docking station; 
wherein the computer module further includes at least one 
navigational sensor. 

 
References 

 
The references relied upon by the Examiner are: 

 
Avitan   US 4,942,529  Jul. 17, 1990 
Ito    US 5,889,337  Mar. 30, 1999 
Kamiya   US 5,917,435  Jun. 29, 1999 
Hollenberg   US 6,091,956  Jul. 18, 2000 
 
Kodama (as translated) JP 10213443  Aug. 11, 1998 
 

Rejection at Issue 

Claims 1, 3, 5 through 17, 30, 31 and 33 through 38 stand rejected 

under 35 U.S.C. § 103 (a) as being unpatentable over Kamiya in view of 

Kodama and Hollenberg.  The Examiner’s rejections are set forth on pages  

3 through 6 of the Answer.  Claims 18 through 22 stand rejected under  

35 U.S.C. § 103 (a) as being unpatentable over Kamiya in view of Kodama  
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and Avitan.  The Examiner’s rejection is set forth on pages 7 and 8 of the 

Answer.  Claims 23 and 40 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 (a) as being 

unpatentable over Kamiya in view of Kodama and Ito.  The Examiner’s 

rejection is set forth on page 9 of the Answer.  Claims 24 through 28, 39, 41 

and 44 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 (a) as being unpatentable over 

Kamiya in view of Kodama, Ito and Avitan.  The Examiner’s rejection is set 

forth on pages 10 and 11 of the Answer.  Claim 29 stands rejected under 35 

U.S.C. § 103 (a) as being unpatentable over Kamiya in view of Kodama, Ito, 

Avitan and Hollenberg.  The Examiner’s rejection is set forth on page 11 of 

the Answer.  Throughout the opinion we make reference to the Briefs, the 

Answer and the Office action mailed January 26, 2005, for the respective 

details thereof. 

Opinion 

We have considered the subject matter on appeal, the rejections 

advanced by the Examiner and the evidence of obviousness relied upon by 

the Examiner in support of the rejections.  We have likewise, reviewed and 

taken into consideration, in reaching our decision, Appellant’s arguments set 

forth in the Brief along with the Examiner’s rationale in support of the 

rejections and arguments in rebuttal set forth in the Examiner’s Answer. 

With full consideration being given to the subject matter on appeal, 

the Examiner’s rejections and the arguments of Appellant and the Examiner, 

and for the reasons stated infra we sustain the Examiner’s rejections of 

claims 1, 3, 5 through 17, 23, 24, 25, 28, 30, 31, 33 through 38 and 40  
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through 44 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a).  However, we will not sustain the  

Examiner’s rejections of claims 18 through 22, 26, 27, 29 and 39 under 

 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). 

Rejection of claims 1, 3, 5 through 17, 30, 31 and 33 through 38. 

Appellant argues, on page 11 of the Brief, that the combination of 

Kamiya, Kodama and Hollenberg fails to render obvious the claimed subject 

matter.  Specifically, Appellant argues that Kamiya while teaching a 

detachable unit as part of a navigation system fails to teach that the 

detachable unit includes a navigation sensor or a docking station as claimed.  

Further, Appellant argues that the Examiner has not shown any teaching or 

rationale as to why one would combine Kodama with Kamiya or Hollenberg.  

On pages 12 through 13 of the Brief, Appellant argues that the Examiner has 

improperly interpreted the claim.  Appellant asserts that the claim recites that 

the computer module is selectively matable with a docking station and 

includes a navigation sensor.  Appellant asserts that Kodama describes a 

navigation sensor unit selectively mountable to a base, and the central 

processor is part of the base unit.  Appellant concludes: 

Even assuming arguendo the combination of Kodama with Kamiya, 
i.e., assuming a person of ordinary skill in the art would be motivated 
to include a removable navigation sensor according to Kodama in the 
system of Kamiya, the Examiner still has failed to render obvious the 
present claimed subject matter. A person of ordinary skill would, at 
most, have an additional removable component, i.e., a removable 
navigation sensor according to Kodama, above and beyond the 
detachable unit and vehicle-side unit of Kamiya. This is not the same 
as a computer module including a navigational sensor as claimed in 
claim 1. 
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We agree with Appellant’s description of the Kodama and Kamiya 

references, however, we disagree with the Appellant’s argument that the 

combination of Kodama, Kamiya and Hollenberg does not render the 

claimed subject matter obvious.  We note that Appellant’s arguments have 

not discussed the teachings of the Hollenberg reference.  As discussed infra 

we find that Hollenberg teaches many of claimed features which Appellant 

assert are absent from Kodama and Kamiya.   Claim 1 recites a “computer 

module” which includes a processor, map database and “at least one 

navigational sensor.”   Appellant’s specification, on page 1, identifies that 

navigation sensors include GPS receivers, accelerometer, gyros, compass 

etc.  Claim 1 further recites a “docking station, said computer module 

selectively matable with said docking station.” 

As discussed by the Examiner and Appellant, Kamiya teaches a 

vehicle navigation system, which makes use of a processor, navigation 

sensors, and a map database.  See abstract and figures 1 and 2.  Kamiya 

teaches several arrangements of the components, as shown in figures 1, 13, 

14 and 30.  There is a detachable unit with a MMECU (multi-media 

electronic control unit, which we consider to meet the claimed processor) 

and in each of these arrangements the navigational sensors are mounted on 

the vehicle and not in the detachable unit.  Further in figure 31, Kamiya 

teaches that all components are mounted to the vehicle.  Kamiya states that 

the reason that the gyro sensors (i.e. an inertial navigation sensor which is 

one of the two types of sensors used) are mounted on the vehicle and not the  
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detachable unit is that the position and inclination of the gyro must be 

maintained constant.  See column 1, lines 50-55. Kamiya is silent as to why 

the Global Positioning System (GPS) sensors are not mounted in the 

detachable unit.  Kamiya discusses using the entertainment functions of the 

detachable unit outside of the vehicle, but not the navigation functions, thus 

suggesting that they are not needed and mounting them to the vehicle 

reduces the size/weight of the detachable unit. 

We find that Kodama teaches a method of mounting navigation 

sensors to a vehicle.1  Kodama discusses moving the navigation sensors, 

from one vehicle to another.   See paragraph 0006.  Kodama teaches a 

system which makes use of a sensor mounting base, item 13 in figure 1, to 

which a GPS antenna and a self contained navigation sensor unit are 

mounted.  See paragraph 0009.  The self contained navigation sensor 

contains a direction sensor and an acceleration sensor (i.e. inertial navigation 

sensor). See paragraph 0011.  Kodama teaches that a navigation device body 

is connected to the sensors via shielded line 14.  See figures 1, 2 and 

paragraph 0017.  Kodama also teaches that he navigation device body 

contains the GPS receiver (item 22), processor (item 23), storage medium 

with map data (item 25), and a display (item 26). See paragraph 0012 and  

 
1 We note that in the Reply Brief, Appellant discusses the Examiner’s 
reliance on a machine translation of the Kodama reference.  In response to 
the Reply Brief, on July, 21, 2005 the Examiner made of record a translation 
provided by Schreiber Translations, Inc.  It is this translation upon which our 
decision relies. 
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figure 2. Thus, Kodama teaches that the navigation device body includes all 

of the elements claimed (a GPS receiver is a navigation sensor), but Kodama 

does not teach how the navigational sensor unit is mounted to the car.  

However, given the discussion of moving the system from one car to another 

it is clear that the unit is removable. 

Hollenberg teaches a “situation information system” a system which 

makes use of a mobile computer which has location finding capabilities that 

allow a user to navigate in unfamiliar cities.  See Column 5, lines 12 through 

27 and column 6, lines 31 through 49.  The users can mount the devices in a 

vehicle or carry the device to explore on foot.  See column 6, lines 50 

through 54.  The device uses internal resources and when attached to a 

vehicle through a bracket, item 40, is connected to the vehicle’s resources, 

e.g. GPS antenna, radio frequency antenna, power supply etc.  See figures 7, 

8 and column 20, lines 35 through 45. We consider the bracket item 40 of 

Hollenberg to meet the claimed docking station.  Further, as Hollenberg 

teaches that the portable device has a display and can be used to navigate 

when not attached to the vehicle, we find that Hollenberg teaches that the 

portable device contains a processor, map database and a navigation sensor.  

Thus, it appears to us that Hollenberg teaches all of the limitations of claim 

1.   Nonetheless the Examiner has rejected claim 1 over the combination of 

Kamiya, Kodama and Hollenberg. 

We consider that one of skill in the art viewing Hollenberg, and 

Kodama would consider modifying the device of Kamiya to include a 

navigation sensor in the detachable unit as it would allow the user to use the 
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detachable unit to navigate when not in the vehicle.  Accordingly, we find 

ample evidence of record to support the Examiner’s rejection of claim 1.  

On page 13 of the Brief, Appellant asserts that the Examiner’s 

rejection of claims 3, 5 through 17, 30, 31 and 33 through 38 should be 

reversed for the same reasons asserted with respect to claim 1. 

As discussed supra, Appellant’s arguments directed to claim 1 have 

not convinced us of error in the Examiner’s rejection of claim 1.  

Accordingly, we will sustain the Examiner’s rejection of claims 3, 5 through 

17, 30, 31 and 33 through 38 under 35 U.S.C. § 103 (a). 

Rejection of claims 18 through 22. 

On page 13 of the Brief, Appellant argues that the combination of 

Kamiya, Kodama and Avitan fails to render obvious the claimed subject 

matter.  On pages 13 and 14 of the Brief, Appellant presents arguments 

similar to those discussed above with respect to the combination of Kamiya 

and Kamiya.  On page 14 of the Brief, Appellant argues: 

[I]n Avitan the different data is stability criteria for a number of 
different trucks in order to minimize the need for highly trained 
personnel for installation. (Avitan at column 3, lines 43-51). The 
Avitan system does not fairly envision installation of a computer 
module in a first vehicle and subsequently in a second vehicle, rather 
Avitan describes including vehicle data for both the first and second 
vehicles in two computer modules, one of the computer modules 
being installed in a first vehicle and the other installed in a second 
vehicle. As such, a person of ordinary skill would not have been 
motivated to combine Kamiya with Avitan . . .  . 
 
In response, the Examiner states, on page 15 of the Answer: 

 8



 
Appeal No. 2006-2850 
Application No. 10/812,027 
 
 

Kodama teaches accumulating pre-storing current vehicle position in 
an internal memory, and Kodama teaches that the navigation device 
including the inertial sensor and GPS receiver is removable (para 
0039,0006). Kodama does not explicitly disclose utilizing first vehicle 
data when the navigation module is installed in the first vehicle, and 
utilizing second vehicle data when the navigation module is installed 
in the second vehicle. However, since the navigation device taught by 
Kodama can be installed in the first vehicle, then it can be installed in 
the second vehicle (para 0039,0006), using pre-stored vehicle current 
position of the first vehicle when the navigation device is mounted on 
the first vehicle in order to provide correct navigation and correct 
position representation on the map to first vehicle (not the position of 
the second vehicle where the navigation device is not in) would have 
been obviously within the knowledge of an ordinary person skilled in 
the art. Moreover, Avitan teaches storing sets of data of different 
vehicle in the same memory and allowing the user to select the set of 
data that will be used in the vehicle in which the memory is in (Avitan 
co1.3, lines 49-56), using the suggestions from Avitan, by storing 
prestored current position data of different vehicles in a removable 
memory, and allowing the user to select appropriate set of data for use 
in the vehicle in which the navigation device is in would have been 
well within the knowledge of an ordinary person skilled in the art at 
the time the invention was made. 
 
We disagree with the Examiner’s rationale. Claim 18, recites a vehicle 

navigation system which includes a computer module including first vehicle 

data and second vehicle data, wherein the first vehicle data is used when the 

computer is the first vehicle and the second data when in the second vehicle.  

We do not find that the combination of Kamiya, Kodama and Avitan teach 

or make obvious such a system.  While we concur with the Examiner that 

Kodama teaches a navigation system which makes use of pre- 

stored information of the current position and that the device may be moved 

from car to car, we do not find that this would motivate the skilled artisan to 
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store on the detachable unit, position data for two vehicles.    Further, while 

we find that Avitan teaches a computer mounted on a vehicle which has data 

files for many types of vehicles, Avitan is concerned with control for a 

forklift and has no discussion of the data being used in conjunction with a 

navigation system.  Thus, we disagree with the Examiner’s finding that 

independent claim 18 is obvious over Kamiya, Kodama and Avitan.   

Accordingly, we will not sustain the Examiner’s rejection of independent 

claim 18 or the claims dependent thereupon, claims 19 through 22. 

Rejection of claims 23 and 40. 

Appellant argues, on page 16 of the Brief, that the arguments directed 

to the rejection of claim 1 as they relate to Kamiya and Kodama also apply 

to the rejection of claim 23.  Further, Appellant argues that Ito teaches a 

simplified assembly process for an instrument dashboard.  Appellant 

concludes that none of references teaches removably securing the CPU in a 

second vehicle. 

We are not persuaded by Appellant’s arguments.  Initially we note 

that independent claim 23 has a different scope than claim 1.  Claim 23 

recites: 

A method for using a vehicle navigation system including the steps of: 
a. removably securing a CPU and inertial sensor in a first vehicle; 
b. removing the CPU and at least one inertial sensor from the first 
vehicle; 
c. after step b., removably securing the CPU and the at least one 
inertial sensor in a second vehicle. 

Unlike claim 1, claim 23 recites no limitation which requires that the CPU 

and navigation sensor are in the same module.  Rather, claim 23 is a method 

claim, and recites securing the CPU and the inertial sensor.  This step is 
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broad and encompasses installing the CPU and inertial sensor as two 

separate modules or one.  As discussed supra, we find that Kodama teaches 

that navigation system can be moved from one vehicle to another, thus, 

suggesting that the system is removably secured to a vehicle.  As discussed 

supra, Kodama teaches that the inertial sensor is removably mounted.  Thus, 

we find ample evidence to support the Examiner’s rejection of claim 23.  

Appellant presents no arguments as to why claim 40 is separately  

patentable from claim 23, accordingly we group claim 40 with claim 23 

and similarly sustain the Examiner’s rejection of claim 40.  See 37 C.F.R.  

§ 41.67(c)(1)(vii). 

Rejection of claim 24 through 28, 39, 41 through 44. 

On page 17 of the Brief, Appellant argues that the combination of 

Kamiya, Kodama, Ito and Avitan do not make obvious the subject matter of 

claims 24 through 28, 39 and 41 through 44.   Appellant argues that claims 

24 through 29 depend upon claim 23 and are allowable for the reasons 

discussed with respect to claim 23.  Appellant states “[w]ith specific 

reference to claims 26, 27, 39 and 41-42 the Examiner is referred to the 

above discussion regarding claim 22.”  Further, Appellant asserts that claims 

43 and 44 ultimately depend upon claim 40 and are allowable for the reasons 

discussed with respect to claim 40. 
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Appellant’s arguments have not persuaded us of error in the 

Examiner’s rejection of all of the claims.  As noted above, we are not 

persuaded of error in the Examiner’s rejection of claims 23 or 40.  However, 

as discussed above we will not sustain the Examiner’s rejection of claim 18 

which recites a mobile computer with first and second vehicle data wherein 

the module uses the first data when stored in a first vehicle and the second 

when installed in a second vehicle.  Claims 26, 27 and 39, contain similar 

limitations, and therefore, we will not sustain the Examiner’s rejection of 

claims 26, 27 and 39 for the reasons discussed with respect to claim 18. 

However, claims 24, 25, and 41 through 44 do not contain limitations 

directed to first and second data being used when the device is mounted in a 

first or second vehicles.  Claims 24, 25, and 41 through 44 are dependent 

upon either claim 23 or claim 40 and recite the steps of propagating the 

position of the vehicle after the CPU and inertial sensor are installed on the 

vehicle.  Unlike claim 22 which recites propagating the position of the 

vehicle from the vehicle data, claims 24, 25 and 41 through 44 do not recite 

the source of the position information.  Thus, the scope of claims 24, 25 and 

41 through 44 is broad and includes propagation of position data from other 

sources, such as for example being propagated from the GPS receiver.  We 

find that paragraph 0027 of Kodama, discusses that one of the first steps of 

finding a position of a vehicle is to receive signals from three or more 

satellites and calculate the current position.  In context one skilled in the art  

would understand that this step is not performed until the system is installed 

in a vehicle.  Thus, we find that Kodama teaches the limitations of 

propagating the position of the vehicle after the CPU and inertial sensor are 
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installed in the vehicle.  Accordingly, Appellant’s arguments have not 

convinced us of error in the Examiner’s rejection of claims 24, 25 and 41 

through 44. 

Rejection of claim 29. 

On page 17 of the Brief, Appellant argues that claim 29 is patentable 

for the reasons asserted with respect to claims 26 and 23 from which claim 

29 depends. 

We concur, and as stated supra, we have not sustained the Examiner’s 

rejection of claim 26.  Therefore, as claim 29 is indirectly dependent upon 

claim 26, we will not sustain the Examiner’s rejection of claim 29 for the 

reasons discussed supra with respect to claim 26. 

Only those arguments actually made by Appellant have been 

considered in this decision.  Arguments which Appellant could have made 

but chose not to make in the Brief or by filing a reply Brief have not been 

considered and are deemed waived by Appellant (see 37 CFR § 

41.37(c)(vii)).  Support for this rule has been demonstrated by our reviewing 

court in In re Berger, 279 F.3d 975, 984, 61 USPQ2d 1523, 1528-1529 (Fed. 

Cir. 2002) wherein the Federal Circuit stated that because the Appellant did 

not contest the merits of the rejections in his Brief to the Federal Circuit, the 

issue is waived.  See also In re Watts, 354 F.3d 1362, 1368, 69 USPQ2d 

1453, 1458 (Fed. Cir. 2004). 
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Conclusion 

In summary, we have sustained the Examiner’s rejections of claims 1, 

3, 5 through 17, 23, 24, 25, 28, 30, 31, 33 through 38 and 40 through 44 

under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a).  However, we have not sustained the Examiner’s 

rejections of claims 18 through 22, 26, 27, 29 and 39 under 35 U.S.C.  

§ 103(a).  The decision of the Examiner is affirmed-in-part. 

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 

 
 
 
 
    MURRIEL E. CRAWFORD  ) 
    Administrative Patent Judge           ) 
        ) 
        ) 
        )   BOARD OF PATENT 
    ROBERT E. NAPPI        )    APPEALS AND 
    Administrative Patent Judge    )    INTERFERENCES 
        ) 
        ) 
        ) 
     ANTON W. FETTING        ) 
     Administrative Patent Judge    ) 
 
 
 
REN 
vsh 
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LOWE, HAUPTMAN, BERNER, LLP 
1700 DIAGONAL ROAD 
SUITE 300 
ALEXANDRIA VA 22314 

 15


	                
	DECISION ON APPEAL 
	 
	 
	Invention 
	References 
	Rejection at Issue 
	Opinion 
	AFFIRMED-IN-PART 



<<
  /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


