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LEBOVITZ, Administrative Patent Judge.

DECISION ON APPEAL
This 1s a decision on appeal from the final rejection of claims 1-10

and 12-20. We have jurisdiction under 35 U.S.C. § 6(b). We affirm.
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STATEMENT OF CASE
The claims are drawn to an apparatus and method for generating an
image of an object. Three-dimensional information about the object is
acquired from a movable radiation source and an ultrasound probe is
combined to generate a three-dimensional image of the object.
Claims 1-10 and 12-20, all the pending claims, stand rejected over

prior art (Br. 2). The Examiner relies on the following evidence of

unpatentability:
Getzinger U.S. Pat. 5,640,956 Jun. 24, 1997
Liou U.S. Pat. 5,839,440 Nov. 24, 1998
Niklason U.S. Pat. 5,872,828 Feb. 16, 1999
Nields U.S. Pat. 6,459,925 B1 Oct. 1, 2002

Claims 1-10 and 12-20 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as
obvious over Nields in view of Niklason, Getzinger, and Liou (Answer 2).
Claim 10 was separately argued and stands or falls apart from claims 1-9 and
12-20 (Br. 11"). 37 C.E.R. § 41.37(c)(1)(vii). We select claim 1 as
representative of claims 2-9 and 12-20. Claims 1 and 10 read as follows:

1. A method for generating an image of an object of interest,
said method comprising:

acquiring a first three-dimensional dataset of the object at
a first position using a radiation source and a detector, the
radiation source being movable with respect to the detector to a
plurality of positions including the first position;

' According to 37 C.E.R. § 41.37(c)(1)(vii), “[a]ny claim argued separately
should be placed under a subheading identifying the claim by number.”
Claim 10 was not properly argued because the separate arguments for its
patentability were not placed under a subheading which specifically
identified it by claim number. Nonetheless, we have considered Appellants’
separate arguments directed to claim 10.
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acquiring a second three-dimensional dataset of the
object at the first position using an ultrasound probe; and

combining the first three-dimensional dataset and the
second three-dimensional dataset to generate a three-
dimensional image of the object.

10. An apparatus comprising:

a tomosynthesis imaging system having a radiation
source movable with respect to a detector, the tomosynthesis
imaging system configured to acquire three-dimensional
tomosynthesis dataset;

a compression paddle coupled to the tomosynthesis
imaging system;

an ultrasound probe mover assembly mechanically
aligned with said compression paddle and with respect to the
movable radiation source of the tomosynthesis imaging system;
and

an ultrasound probe coupled with said probe mover
assembly such that said ultrasound probe emits an ultrasound
output signal through said compression paddle and an object of
interest, the ultrasound probe configured to acquire three-
dimensional ultrasound dataset.

THE PRIOR ART
Nields teaches a system “for x-ray imaging and ultrasound imaging of
a body region of interest in a spatially correlatable manner” (Nields,
Abstract). Nields

provides for the transmission of x-ray radiation through a
selected body region-of-interest within a predetermined, three-
dimensional frame of reference to obtain x-ray image data
corresponding with one or more x-ray images. Additionally, an
ultrasound signal is directed into a limited, selectively targeted
portion of the x-rayed body region of interest to provide
ultrasound image data corresponding with one or more
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ultrasound images of the targeted portion of the selected body
region. The x-ray and ultrasound image data are acquired in
spatial co-relation by utilizing x-ray imaging means and
ultrasound imaging means each supportably positioned in
known co-relation to the predetermined, three-dimensional
frame of reference. This arrangement allows the x-ray and
ultrasound image data to combinatively provide correlated,
three-dimensional image data corresponding with the body
region of interest. In turn, the spatially correlated information
allows for an enhanced medical diagnosis of a given location of
interest within the body region (e.g., potential lesion or
suspicious mass in a breast application) and enhanced biopsy
options in relation thereto.

(Nields, col. 3, 11. 9-33).

The x-ray source (“x-ray tube source”) is mounted on a support arm
(“22”) and can be jointly and selectively pivoted relative to the x-ray
detector (“x-ray receiver/imager’’) for imaging the tissue from different
directions (Nields, col. 7, 11. 15-29 and 57-64).

Getzinger teaches “[a]pparatus and methods . . . for correlating
radiologic and ultrasonic images of biological tissue” (Getzinger, Abstract)
“to provide holographic views of a patient’s breast tissue” (Getzinger, col. 2,
1. 41-44). Ultrasonic data “comprises a three-dimensional volume sampling
of the tissue being examined” (Getzinger, col. 3, 11. 55-57). X-ray beam data
is aligned with the three-dimensional ultrasonic data (Getzinger, col. 7, 1. 50
to col. 8, 1. 22).

Niklason describes systems and methods for generating three-
dimensional (tomosynthetic) images of tissue using a movable x-ray source
(Niklason, Abstract; col. 2, 1. 50-58). The methods “are adaptable to current

mammography systems with minor modifications” (Niklason, col. 8, 1I. 37-
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39). Niklason teaches that its methods “improve the specificity of
mammography with improved lesion margin visibility and [ | improve early
breast cancer detection” (Niklason, col. 6, 11. 17-21).

Liou teaches that three-dimensional (3D) “image registration
techniques are utilized in the fusion of 3D images obtained from various
modalities such as CT, PET (Positron Emission Tomography), SPECT
(Single Positron Emission Tomography), MRI (Magnetic Resonance
Imaging) and ultrasound imaging techniques” (Liou, col. 2, 1l. 51-56).

DISCUSSION

The issue in this appeal is whether the claimed method and apparatus
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the
invention was made in view of Nields combined with Niklason, Getzinger,
and Liou.

The Examiner states that Nields teaches combining ultrasound data
and x-ray data in a spatially co-related manner (Answer 2). The x-ray data is
generated with a movable radiation source (Answer 3) as required by claim
1. The Examiner asserts that Nields does not teach obtaining three-
dimensional tomosynthetic (x-ray) and three-dimensional ultrasound images
(Answer 3). However, the Examiner argues three-dimensional images
constructed from ultrasound data and x-ray data were known in the art as
evidenced by Getzinger and Niklason, respectively (Answer 3).
Furthermore, the Examiner finds that methods of combining three-
dimensional images from various modalities, including CT (x-ray) and
ultrasound were known in the art at taught in Liou (Answer 3). The

Examiner reasons that it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary
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skill in the art to have combined three-dimensional ultrasound and x-ray data
to obtain “all possible information from all angles regarding the three-
dimensional breast tissue while reducing the time it takes to acquire the 3D
information by not having to take multiples images which are then combined
to form the 3D data” (Answer 3).

Appellants contend that there is no motivation to have combined
Nields with the secondary references because “Nields itself would provide a
solution to the motivation suggested by the Examiner” (Br. 10). They argue
that “Nields provides three-dimensional information from all angles
regarding the breast tissue” (Br. 10). Consequently, they assert “[t]here is no
need to directly acquire the three-dimensional x-ray or ultrasound dataset”
(Br. 10).

In making an obviousness determination, it is necessary to consider
the differences between the claimed invention and the prior art in the context
of the level of the person of ordinary skill in the art. Graham v. John Deere
Co., 383 U.S. 1, 13-14, 148 USPQ 459, 465 (1966).

The Examiner provides evidence that combining three-dimensional
information from different imaging modalities was known in the art prior to
the application’s filing date. Both Nields and Getzinger teach combining
ultra-sound and x-ray image data in register to produce more comprehensive
information about a biological tissue, such as breast tissue (Nields, col. 3, 11.
9-33; Getzinger, col. 3, 1. 41-44). Each patent describes a different
approach to combining ultrasound and x-ray data to produce information
about the tissue in three-dimensions. Liou explicitly teaches that “prior art

3D registration techniques” have been utilized to blend images obtained
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from various modalities, including x-ray (“CT”’) and ultrasound (Liou, col.
2,11. 51-56). In sum, the evidence of record establishes that a person of
ordinary skill in the art was familiar with combining three-dimensional data
from different imaging media and had the technical knowledge to do so.
The skilled worker would also have had reason to combine such data for the
purpose of “enhanced medical diagnosis” (Nields, col. 3, 1. 31) associated
with the higher informational content of a 3D multi-modality (i.e., x-ray and
ultrasound) image.

However, neither Nields nor Getzinger teach a method of combining
three-dimensional data acquired from an ultrasound probe and movable x-
ray source “to generate a three-dimensional image of the object” as required
by claim 1. But ultrasound three-dimensional images were known in the
prior art (Getzinger, col. 9, 11. 51-53). Three-dimensional x-ray images
using a movable x-ray source were also known prior to the application’s
filing date (Niklason, Abstract; col. 2, 11. 50-58). Putting different images
together collected from different imaging modalities was also known (e.g.,
Nields and Getzinger), including to produce three-dimensional images
(Liou, col. 2, 1. 51-56). In sum, the prior art suggests the claimed method of
combining known imaging modalities — ultrasound and x-ray — by known
methods to produce a composite three-dimensional image. A claim which
unites elements with no change in their respective functions to yield a
predictable result is not patentable in the absence of secondary
considerations.

For over a half century, the [Supreme] Court has held that a
“patent for a combination which only unites old elements with
no change in their respective functions ...obviously withdraws
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what is already known into the field of its monopoly and
diminishes the resources available to skillful men.” Great
Atlantic & Pacific Tea Co. v. Supermarket Equipment Corp.,
340 U.S. 147, 152 [87 USPQ 303] (1950). This is a principal
reason for declining to allow patents for what is obvious. The
combination of familiar elements according to known methods
is likely to be obvious when it does no more than yield
predictable results.

KSR Int’l v. Teleflex Inc., 127 S. Ct. 1727, 82 USPQ2d 1385, 1395 (2007).

The Examiner provides a sound reason for combining ultrasound with
x-ray data to produce a composite three-dimensional image: to provide more
information about the tissue (Answer 3). As acknowledged in Nields,
“spatially correlated information [from ultrasound and x-ray] allows for an
enhanced medical diagnosis of a given location of interest within the body
region” (Nields, col. 3, 1. 29-31). Dimensional information improves
“lesion margin visibility” and “early breast cancer detection” (Niklason, col.
6, 1. 10-21). In sum, we agree with the Examiner’s conclusion that the
claimed invention would have been obvious to a person of skill in the art at
the time the application was filed.

Appellants argue that there would have no motivation to have
combined Nields with the secondary references because “Nields itself would
provide a solution to the motivation suggested by the Examiner” (Br. 10).
We do not find this argument persuasive. Appellants have focused on the
Nields disclosure alone, rather than on what the prior art teaches as a whole.
We find it compelling that, as pointed out by the Examiner, Liou teaches that
“it 1s known to correlate 3D images from various modalities such as CT [x-
ray] and ultrasound” (Answer 3). In other words, the concept of blending

three-dimensional images from different technologies was known to the
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skilled worker. The reason for correlating data from different technologies
in single three-dimensional image is to improve diagnosis and visibility of
the tissue of interest; this is logical because it combines information from
different technologies, providing more information than either technology
alone. It is a “self-evident proposition that mankind, in particular, inventors,
strive to improve that which already exists.” Pro-Mold & Tool Co., Inc. v.
Great Lakes Plastics, Inc., 75 F.3d 1568, 1573, 37 USPQ2d 1626, 1629-30
(Fed. Cir. 1996). Thus, the skilled worker would have had reason to
improve Nields for the expected advantage of enhancing diagnosis and
image visibility. Appellants’ argument that Nields, and also Niklason,
“already provide a solution to the same problem” (Br. 12) ignores the fact
the skilled worker normally is motivated to improve what is known in the
art, especially when there are explicit suggestions to do so, such as Liou’s
statement about combining different modalities to produce composite three-
dimensional images. Explicit teachings that would lead a person of ordinary
skill in the art to a claim’s subject matter are not required; “the inferences
and creative steps a person of ordinary skill in the art would employ” are
also to be taken into account. KSR, 82 USPQ2d at 1396.

For the reasons discussed above, we affirm the rejection of claim 1.
Because they were not separately argued, claims 2-9 and 12-20 fall with

claim 1.

Claim 10
Claim 10 1s directed to an apparatus for imaging which comprises “a

compression paddle coupled to the tomosynthesis imaging system” and an
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“ultrasound probe assembly.” The “ultrasound probe assembly” is
“mechanically aligned with said compression paddle and with respect to the
movable radiation source of the tomosynthesis imaging system.” The claim
also requires that the “ultrasound probe . . . emits an ultrasound signal
through said compression paddle.”

The claimed features are described by Nields. Fig. 3 shows the
compression paddle 34 coupled to the tomosynthesis imaging system. The
ultrasound assembly 100 (including the ultrasound probe), compression
paddle 34, and x-ray receiver/imager are connected to the first support arm
20 (Nields, Fig. 3; col. 7, 1l. 57-65; col. 8, 1. 20-23 and 58-50). The x-ray
tube source 42 is mounted to the second support arm 22 (Nields, Fig. 3; col.
7, 1. 57-57-59). “First and second support arms 20 and 22 can be jointly
pivoted relative to pedestal 16” (Nields, col. 7, 1. 15-29; Fig. 3). Thus, the
ultrasound assembly (on first support arm 20) is “mechanically aligned”
with the radiation source (on second support arm 22), as required by claim
10.

The ultrasound probe emits a signal through the compression paddle
and object of interest, meeting the requirements of claim 10 (Nields, col. 8,
1. 50-56: “XYZ ultrasound positioning assembly 140 is employed to
selectively position ultrasound imaging head 110 through the window 36 of
compression paddle 34 to establish direct breast contact for targeted
ultrasound imaging in determinable spatial relation to the predetermined

XYZ frame of reference”).
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In sum, Nields shows that the ultrasound data and x-ray data are
registered through the compression paddle, contrary to Appellants’ assertion
(Br. 11; Reply Br. 4). Accordingly, we affirm the rejection of claim 10.

In affirming the rejection of claim 10, we recognize that we have
relied upon disclosure in Nields which was not described or cited in the
Answer. Accordingly, to provide Appellants with the opportunity to
respond, we designate the rejection of claim 10 as a new ground under 37

C.F.R. § 41.50(b).

TIME PERIOD

Regarding the affirmed rejection(s), 37 C.F.R. § 41.52(a)(1) provides
“[a]ppellant may file a single request for rehearing within two months from
the date of the original decision of the Board.”

In addition to affirming the examiner's rejection(s) of one or more
claims, this decision contains a new ground of rejection of claim 10 pursuant
to 37 C.F.R. § 41.50(b) (effective September 13, 2004, 69 Fed. Reg. 49960
(August 12, 2004), 1286 Off. Gaz. Pat. Office 21 (September 7, 2004)).

37 C.F.R. § 41.50(b) provides “[a] new ground of rejection pursuant to this
paragraph shall not be considered final for judicial review.”

37 C.F.R. § 41.50(b) also provides that the appellant, WITHIN TWO
MONTHS FROM THE DATE OF THE DECISION, must exercise one of the
following two options with respect to the new ground of rejection to avoid
termination of the appeal as to the rejected claims:

(1) Reopen prosecution. Submit an appropriate amendment of
the claims so rejected or new evidence relating to the claims so
rejected, or both, and have the matter reconsidered by the

11
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examiner, in which event the proceeding will be remanded to
the examiner. . . .

(2) Request rehearing. Request that the proceeding be reheard
under § 41.52 by the Board upon the same record. . . .

Should the appellant elect to prosecute further before the examiner
pursuant to 37 C.F.R. § 41.50(b)(1), in order to preserve the right to seek
review under 35 U.S.C. §§ 141 or 145 with respect to the affirmed rejection,
the effective date of the affirmance is deferred until conclusion of the
prosecution before the examiner unless, as a mere incident to the limited
prosecution, the affirmed rejection is overcome.

If the appellant elects prosecution before the examiner and this does
not result in allowance of the application, abandonment or a second appeal,
this case should be returned to the Board of Patent Appeals and Interferences
for final action on the affirmed rejection, including any timely request for

rehearing thereof.

TIME PERIOD
No time period for taking any subsequent action in connection with

this appeal may be extended under 37 C.F.R. § 1.136(a).

AFFIRMED

dm

GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY (PCPI)
C/O FLETCHER YODER

P. 0. BOX 692289

HOUSTON TX 77269-2289

12



	UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 


<<
  /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


