01N N kK~ W

(ST (O 2 " RN NI (O I \O I N I (O I O B O R | R e e e i e el e e S
SOOI NI WD, OOV IONWN A WN— O\

W W W W W
DN A W N =

The opinion in support of the decision being entered today was not written
for publication and is not binding precedent of the Board

UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE

BEFORE THE BOARD OF PATENT APPEALS
AND INTERFERENCES

Ex parte DAVID E. CHASAN and SUNRAY DiFRANCESCO

Appeal 2007-0691
Application 10/465,423
Technology Center 1700

Decided: June 20, 2007

Before FRED E. McKELVEY, Senior Administrative Patent Judge,
and TEDDY S. GRON and SALLY C. MEDLEY, Administrative Patent
Judges.

McKELVEY, Senior Administrative Patent Judge.

DECISION ON APPEAL

A. Statement of the case

This ex parte appeal under 35 U.S.C. § 134(a) is from a rejection of
claims 1, 4-8 and 11-12, the only claims remaining in the application on
appeal.

We have jurisdiction under 35 U.S.C. § 6(b).
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The application on appeal was filed on 19 June 2003 and was
published as 2004/00338835 A1 on 26 February 2004. Since the pages of
the specification in the PTO's IFW (image file wrapper) are not numbered,
reference to the specification in this opinion will be to the specification as
published.

Appellants (hereafter Ciba) claim benefit of an earlier filing date
based on Provisional Application 60/401,299, filed 06 August 2002.

The real party in interest is Ciba Specialty Chemicals.

The Examiner rejected all of the claims under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as
being unpatentable over any one of (1) Phillips, (2) Chasan, or (3) Reyer-
Gavilan. (The reader should know that no references to et al. are made in
this opinion.)

The following prior art was relied upon by the Examiner.

Name Patent Number Issue Date
Phillips US 4,734,209 29 Mar 1988
Chasan US 5,580,482 03 Dec 1996
Reyes-Gavilan  US 6,410,490 B1 25 Jun 2002

Phillips and Chasan are prior art under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b).

Reyes-Gavilan is prior art under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) having been filed
on 18 May 2000, which is prior to Ciba's earliest possible filing date of
06 August 2002 and under 35 U.S.C. § 102(a) having issued less than one
year prior to Ciba's filing date of 19 June 2003.

In this appeal, Ciba has not attempted to antedate Reyes-Gavilan.
Accordingly, for the purpose of this appeal, Reyes-Gavilan is prior art.
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B. Record on appeal

In deciding this appeal, we have considered only the following

documents:

1.

Specification, including original claims, as published in U.S.

Published Application 2004/00338835 A1 (26 February 2004)

2.

Final Rejection entered 06 December 2005

. The Appeal Brief filed 08 June 2006
. Chasan declaration filed 08 June 2006

3
4
5. The Examiner’s Answer entered 17 August 2006
6.
7
8
9

Phillips

. Chasan
. Reyes-Gavilan

. Chasan declaration filed 08 June 2006

10. PTO bibliographic data sheet for the application on appeal

11. Claims on appeal as reproduced in the Appeal Brief

C. Issues

There are several issues.

A first issue is the scope of the claims on appeal.

A second issue is whether Ciba has shown that the Examiner erred in

rejecting the claims on appeal as being unpatentable under 35 U.S.C.

§ 103(a) over the prior art.

Related to the second issue, is whether Ciba has supplied a clear and

convincing showing of unexpected results.
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D. Findings of fact

The following findings of fact are believed to be supported by a
preponderance of the evidence. To the extent that a finding of fact is a
conclusion of law, it may be treated as such. Additional findings as
necessary may appear in the Discussion portion of the opinion.

The invention

The invention relates to engine oil compositions that are said to be
non-aggressive towards lead. Published application, 4 0001.

According to Ciba, engine oil specifications are becoming more
stringent in the way of performance requirements and new formulations are
under development to meet these new specifications [ 0004].

Engine oil specifications are said to be defined in ASTM D 4485
[9 0004].

New engine oil formulations comprise certain additive chemistries
[ 0005].

Many of these additive chemistries are corrosive to lead [ 0005].

It is said to be difficult for formulators to meet the present engine oil
specifications by employing certain beneficial additives while also meeting
the specification for lead corrosion [4 0005].

From 1994 onward, diesel oils have been required to meet a lead
corrosion specification defined in ASTM D 4485 and as measured according
to either ASTM D 5968 (run at 125°C) or ASTM D 6594 (run at 135°C)

[ 0006].
ASTM D 4485 Standard Specification for Performance of Engine Oils

indicates a maximum allowed lead corrosion level of 60 ppm for API
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[American Petroleum Institute] categories CF-4 and CG-4 by ASTM D 5968
and 120 ppm for category CH-4 by ASTM D 6594 [4 0006].

Various components of formulated engine oils cause lead corrosion
[ 0007].

For example, desired additive chemistries that are aggressive towards
lead and are otherwise disqualified from use in engine oils include sulfur-
containing additives [ 0008 and 0132].

The engine oils useful in the invention include diesel and universal
oils [ 0011].

Universal oils encompass both diesel oils and passenger car oils
[ 0011].

The engine oils are employed in internal combustion engines, for
example, in motor vehicles fitted with engines of the Otto, Diesel, two-
stroke Wankel or orbital type [§ 0011].

The engine oils comprise (a) a base fluid [§] 0014], (b) a triazole
[ 0015] and (3) an additive that is aggressive towards lead [ 0017].

A suitable triazole is 1-(di-(2-ethylhexyl)aminomethyl)-1,2,4-triazole.

Example 1 in the specification is said to show the advantages of the
invention [ 0144 and 0145].

For the purpose of deciding the appeal, we will assume that the
procedure in Example 1 was actually carried out and that the results reported
were actually obtained.

A "fully formulated non-corrosive engine oil" is used as the base

formulation, to which is added 1.0 weight % glycerol monooleate (GMO) or
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0.5 weight % of a sulfur-containing anti wear/extreme pressure additive
diternonly-trisulfide (TSP® 27).

To samples of (1) the base formulation, (2) the base formulation
with GMO and (3) the base formulation with TSP 27) there was added Ciba
product Ingamet® 30, viz., 1-(di-(2-ethylhexyl)aminomethyl)-1,2,4-triazole.

The base formulation without Ingamet 30 (or GMO or TSO) had a
lead content of 75 ppm.

The base formulation with GMO and without Ingamet 30 had a lead
content of 358 ppm.

The base formulation with GMO and Ingamet 30 had a lead content of
29 ppm.

The base formulation with TSP and without Ingamet 30 had a lead
content of 117 ppm.

The base formulation with TSP and Ingamet 30 had a lead content of
45 ppm.

We are told that the base formulations with GMO or TSP, but without
Ingamet 30 are unsuitable for use [ 0146].

We are also told that the base formulations with Ingamet 30 and either

GMO and TSP have lead levels which are "very acceptable levels" [] 0146].

Claims on appeal

Claim 1 is representative of the composition claims on appeal.
Claim 1 reads [matter in brackets added]:
An engine oil composition which comprises:
(a) a base fluid,
(b) 1-(di-(2-ethylhexyl)aminomethyl)-1,2,4-triazole,
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and

(c) at least one oil additive selected from the group

consisting of the [1] sulfur-containing antioxidants, [2] sulfur-containing
antiwear additives and [3] sulfur-containing copper passivators,

and

wherein in the absence of component (b), the engine oil
composition exceeds about 100 ppm lead as measured according to test

ASTM D 6594.

Claim 12 is representative of the method claims on appeal.
Claim 12 reads [matter in brackets added]:
A method of preventing corrosion of lead parts that are in the
presence of an engine o1l composition comprising
(a) abase fluid and
(b) at least one oil additive selected from the group consisting
of the [1] sulfur-containing antioxidants, [2] sulfur-containing antiwear
additives and [3] sulfur-containing copper passivators,
which method comprises incorporating into said engine oil
composition
(c) 1-(di-(2-ethylhexyl)aminomethyl)-1,2,4-triazole,
where in the absence of component (b), the engine oil composition

exceeds about 100 ppm lead as measured according to test ASTM D 6594.

Chasan
In discussing the prior art, we find it necessary to discuss in detail

only Chasan.
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The Examiner's Answer discusses the other two prior art patents, viz.,
Phillips and Reyes-Gavilan.

The Examiner found that Chasan describes lubricant compositions
which are stabilized against deleterious effects of heat and oxygen.

Answer 4; col. 1:3-4.

The lubricant compositions, like those of Ciba, may be used in two-
stroke engines. Col. 1:13; Ciba Published Application 1 [§ 0011].

The Examiner further found that the lubricant is made from (1) an oil,
(2) a triazole derivative, and (3) a succinic acid derivative. Answer 4; col.
2:19 through col. 3:15.

The formula of the triazole is shown as Formula I. Col. 2:35.

R; and R; in the formula may be hydrogen or C,-C,, alkyl, the latter
including 2-ethylhexyl. Answer 4; col. 2:40-41.

The most preferred triazole is 1-(bis-(2-ethylhexyl)aminomethyl)-
1,2,4-triazole, which is the same as 1-(di-(2-ethylhexyl)aminomethyl)-1,2,4-
triazole (the bis and the di meaning the same thing). The triazole is sold by
Ciba as IRGAMET® 30. Col. 4:60-65. Thus, Chasan describes as its
preferred triazole the triazole of the claims on appeal.

The Examiner still further found that Chasan teaches that various
other additives can be added to the Chasan lubricant composition.

Answer 4; col. 6:12 through 9:5.

The Examiner notes that Chasan teaches the use of sulphurized

vegetable oils as a sulfur-containing anti-wear and extreme pressure

additive. Answer 4; col. 8:66 through col. 9:5, with sulphurized vegetable
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oils being described at col. 9:2. Likewise, Ciba describes the use of
sulphurized vegetable oil. Published Application 4 [ 0097].

Based on her analysis of Chasan, the Examiner found that Chasan
describes lubricants which can contain all the ingredients called for by the
Ciba claims on appeal. Answer 4.

The Examiner's findings are more than adequately supported by
Chasan.

Chasan Declaration

In response to the Examiner's prior art rejection, Ciba submitted a
declaration of Dr. David E. Chasan (one of the named inventors in the
application on appeal). "Declaration under Rule 132," filed 08 June 2006.

The declaration describes experiments which are said to be "an
extension of those in Example 1" of the specification. Declaration 1, fourth
paragraph.

The experiments were designed to compare the lead reducing
characteristics of the use of (1) IRGAMET 30, which is the triazole set out
in the claims on appeal and the preferred triazole described in the Chasan
patent, versus IRGAMET 39, which is another triazole described in the
Chasan patent (col. 4:60-65).

According to the experiments, the following results are said to have
been obtained.

A base formulation (a non-corrosive engine oil) with no metal
deactivator resulted in a lead content of 75 ppm.

A base formulation with only TPS® 27 [diternonlytrisulfide] and no
IRGAMET produced 117 ppm of lead.
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A base formulation with (1) TPS 27 and (2) IRGAMET 30 produced
43 ppm of lead.

A base formulation with (1) TPS 27 and (2) IRGAMET 39 produced
269 ppm of lead.

In a light most favorable to Ciba, the results show that the use of
IRGAMET 30 along with TPS produces the lowest lead level for the
particular oil used in the experiments.

According to Chasan, the results are surprising. Declaration 2, last

paragraph.

E. Principles of law

A claimed invention is not patentable if the subject matter of the
claimed invention would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill
in the art. 35 U.S.C. § 103(a); KSR Int’l Co. v. Teleflex Inc., 127 S. Ct.
1727, 82 USPQ2d 1385 (2007); Graham v. John Deere Co. of Kansas City,
383 U.S. 1 (1966).

Facts relevant to a determination of obviousness include (1) the scope
and content of the prior art, (2) any differences between the claimed
invention and the prior art, (3) the level of skill in the art and (4) any
relevant objective evidence of obviousness or non-obviousness. KSR,

82 USPQ2d at 1389, Graham, 383 U.S. at 17-18.

A person having ordinary skill in the art uses known elements and
process steps for their intended purpose. Anderson's-Black Rock, Inc. v.
Pavement Salvage Co., 396 U.S. 57 (1969) (radiant-heat burner used for its
intended purpose in combination with a spreader and a tamper and screed);

Sakraida v. AG Pro, Inc., 425 U.S. 273, 282 (1976). (the involved patent

10
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simply arranges old elements with each performing the same function it had
been known to perform); Dunbar v. Myers, 4 Otto (94 U.S.) 187, 195 (1876)
(ordinary mechanics know how to use bolts, rivets and screws and it is
obvious that any one knowing how to use such devices would know how to
arrange a deflecting plate at one side of a circular saw which had such a
device properly arranged on the other side).

An inventor must show that the results the inventor says the inventor
achieves with the invention are actually obtained with the invention and it is
not enough to show results are obtained which differ from those obtained in
the prior art—any difference must be shown to be an unexpected difference.
In re Klosak, 455 F.2d 1077, 1080, 173 USPQ 14, 16 (CCPA 1972). See
also In re Geisler, 116 F.3d 1465, 1469-70, 43 USPQ2d 1362, 1365 (Fed.
Cir. 1997) (party asserting unexpected results has the burden of proving that
the results are unexpected).

A showing of unexpected results generally must be commensurate in
scope with the breadth of the claimed invention. In re Greenfield, 571 F.2d
1185, 1189, 197 USPQ 227, 230 (CCPA 1978). See also In re Harris, 409
F.3d 1339, 1344, 74 USPQ2d 1951, 1955 (Fed. Cir. 2005).

F. Discussion

An appeal is decided on the basis of the arguments presented by an
appellant—in this case arguments presented by Ciba in its Appeal Brief.

In it's Appeal Brief, Ciba acknowledges that the Examiner cited
Chasan as disclosing oil that comprises triazole derivatives. Appeal Brief 4.

Ciba goes on to say that is "respectfully disagrees." Appeal Brief 4.

11
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At the outset, it is not clear how Ciba can disagree when Chasan
plainly describes lubricants for two-stroke engines which contain as the
preferred triazole the triazole specified in the claims on appeal.

Ciba also maintains that experimental data in Example 1 of the
specification and the Chasan Declaration show the "merit of the present
invention."

To resolve the weight to be given the experimental data, it is first
necessary to determine the scope of the claims on appeal.

Claim interpretation

During examination, pending claims are given their broadest
reasonable construction consistent with the specification. In re Prater,

415 F.2d 1393, 1404-05, 162 USPQ 541, 550-51 (CCPA 1969).

We decline to give the preamble "[a]n engine o1l composition" any

controlling weight because the nature of the composition is absolutely clear
from the three ingredients specified. Bristol-Myers Squibb Co. v. Ben Venue
Laboratories, Inc., 246 F.3d 1368, 1373, 58 USPQ2d 1508, 1512 (Fed. Cir.

2001) (if the body of the claim sets out the complete invention, and the
preamble is not necessary to give "life, meaning and vitality" to the claim,

"then the preamble is of no significance to claim construction because it

cannot be said to constitute or explain a claim limitation"). However, even

if the preamble was considered a limitation, Chasan—Ilike Ciba—describes

its lubricant as being useful in a two-stoke engine.

A review of the plain language of composition of matter claim 1

reveals that a person of ordinary skill in the art would understand that Ciba

is claiming a lubricant composition comprising at least components (a), (b)

12
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and (c). In addition, Ciba attempts to limit the definition of (a) and (c) by
specifying that a lubricant comprising components (a) and (c), but without
component (b), produces a lead content which exceeds 100 ppm when
measured according to ASTM D 6594. The claim makes no attempt to
define the lead content of a lubricant comprising components (a), (b) and (c)
when measured according to ASTM D 6594. The claim reads on
compositions where the lead content of the claimed composition with
component (b) present could exceed the lead content when component (b) is
not present when measured according to ASTM D 6594.

Method claim 12 is similar. The only method step recited in claim 12
is "incorporating" into a composition comprising (a) and (c) a further
component (b). At no point in the claimed process is there a requirement
that the composition comprising components (a), (b) and (¢) come into
contact with lead. It is difficult to see how a method of preventing corrosion
can take place by merely adding component (b) to a mixture of components

(a) and (c) and there is no contact with any lead source required.

Weight to be given the experimental data

The Examiner declined to give the experimental data much weight
finding that it is not commensurate in scope with the breadth of the claims.
Answer 5.

The Examiner expressed a concern that a showing based on one
triazole and one sulfur-containing compound does not justify a finding that
the same triazole would achieve the lead-lowering properties with other
sulfur-containing compounds. Answer 5. In other words, the Examiner

raised the reasonable question of whether lead-lowering properties are solely

13
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a function of the triazole or are instead a function of the triazole and the
sulfur-containing compound.

In his declaration, Dr. Chasan testifies that the results he says he
obtained are "surprising." However, Dr. Chasan's "surprising" statement 1s
not a cogent response to the Examiner's concerns. In this respect, we note
that Ciba has not filed a reply to the Examiner's Answer.' It is not clear on
what underlying basis Dr. Chasan says that the experimental data provides a
sufficient scientific basis for finding that Ciba's favored triazole will perform
a similar lead-reducing result with a representative number of the sulfur-
containing compounds falling within the Markush group of sulfur-containing
compounds set out in claims 1 and 12. The Examiner was not obligated to
accept Ciba's unsupported assertions of Ciba's expert witness. Rohm and
Haas Co. v. Brotech Corp., 127 F.3d 1089, 1092, 44 USPQ2d 1459, 1462
(Fed. Cir. 1997) (nothing in Federal Circuit jurisprudence requires the fact
finder to credit the unsupported assertions of an expert witness). We decline
to second-guess the weight the Examiner assigned to the experimental data.

The Examiner found that "it is not clear if the results presented are
indeed unexpected." Answer 6. The Examiner's finding is supported on this
record given that the claims on appeal do not limit the compositions and
methods to those which reduce lead-containing levels. As noted above, the

claims only define the lead levels of compositions containing components

' To the extent that in some paper before the Examiner Ciba presented an

argument responding to the Examiner's concerns, no such argument is
presented in the Appeal Brief. The only arguments we consider on appeal
are those made in the Appeal Brief. 37 C.F.R. § 41.37(c)(1)(vii) (2006). All
other arguments which could have been made, but were not made, are
waived.

14
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(a) and (c). Also we find it difficult to overlook the fact that while Chasan
describes a "genus" of triazoles, Chasan identifies only two triazoles as
being preferred. Col. 4:60-65. We entertain no doubt that a person skilled
in the art, given the disclosure in Chasan, would have (1) known how to test
at least each of the two triazoles for metal-reducing characteristics, and
(2) would have expected one to be better than the other. That Ciba's favored
and claimed IRGAMET 30 triazole turned out to be that triazole is not
surprising.

Ciba has not met its burden, with clear and convincing evidence, of
establishing unexpected results commensurate in scope with the breadth of

the claims.

Ciba's principal argument

Ciba's principal argument seems to be that none of the prior art
references "mention lead passivation, but rather only iron and copper
passivation." Appeal Brief 4. As pointed out previously, the claims on
appeal do not require any particular level of lead passivation. More to the
point is that one skilled in the art learns from Chasan that various
ingredients, including base fluids, triazoles and other ingredients can be used
to make a lubricant for a two-stroke engine. One skilled in the art uses
known elements to perform known functions even if those functions are to
obtain metal-reducing characteristics other than lead-reducing
characteristics. Anderson's-Black Rock, Inc. v. Pavement Salvage Co., Inc.,
396 U.S. 57, 59 (1969). That Ciba's focus was on one problem and the prior
art was addressing another problem is not dispositive, particularly where the

claims do not limit the alleged invention to the unexpected result said to be

15
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achieved. See KSR, 127 S.Ct.at _ , 82 USPQ2d at 1396; In re Dillon,
919 F.2d 688, 16 USPQ2d 1897 (Fed. Cir. 1990) (en banc); In re Kemps,
97 F.3d 1427, 1430, 40 USPQ2d 1309, 1311 (Fed. Cir. 1996). We agree on
this record with the Examiner's observation that the claimed compositions
and methods are within the public domain in the § 103 sense and that
nothing on this record justifies removing the claimed subject matter from the
public domain. Bonito Boats, Inc. v. Thunder Craft Boats, Inc., 489 U.S.
141, 146 (1989); Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 6 (1966). In this
case, the Examiner has properly performed "[t]he primary responsibility [of
the Patent Office] for sifting out unpatentable material ..." Graham, 383
U.S. at 18.

G. Conclusions of law

Ciba has not sustained its burden on appeal of showing that the
Examiner erred in rejecting the claims on appeal as being unpatentable under
35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over the prior art.

On the record before us, Ciba is not entitled to a patent containing the

composition and method claims on appeal.

H. Decision
ORDERED that the decision of the Examiner rejecting
claims 1, 4-8 and 11-12 over the prior art is affirmed.
FURTHER ORDERED that no time period for taking any
subsequent action in connection with this appeal may be extended under

37 C.F.R. § 1.136(a)(1)(iv) (2006).

16
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AFFIRMED

Gron, Administrative Patent Judge, concurs in the result only.

Ip
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cc (via First Class mail)

Tyler Stevenson

Ciba Specialty Chemical Corp.

540 White Plains Road
P.O. Box 2005
Tarrytown, NY 10591-9005

18



	DECISION ON APPEAL 


<<
  /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


