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DECISION ON APPEAL 
 

This appeal under 35 U.S.C. § 134 involves claims 103-119, the only 

claims pending in this application.  We have jurisdiction under 35 U.S.C. § 

6(b). 
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INTRODUCTION 

The claims are directed to an implantable drug eluting device.  Claim 

103 is illustrative: 

103.  An implantable drug eluting device that has a compressed 

undeployed diameter and an expanded deployed diameter, the device 

comprising: 

a radially expandable stent comprising a generally cylindrical wall 

surface and having a hollow bore extending longitudinally therethrough, 

wherein the generally cylindrical wall surface comprises a plurality of lateral 

openings in the wall surface; 

a coating comprising a polymer and a therapeutic substance disposed 

on the wall surface of the stent; and 

a tubular outer layer comprising expanded, sintered PTFE tape wound 

about the outer surface of said stent. 

 

The Examiner relies on the following prior art references to show 

unpatentability: 

Choi   US 4,131,648  Dec. 26, 1978 
Myers   US 5,700,285  Dec. 23, 1997 
Banas   US 5,749,880  May 12, 1998 
Wijay   US 6,053,940  Apr. 25, 2000 
Becker  US 6,117,165  Sept. 12, 2000 
Michal  US 6,287,285 B1  Sept. 11, 2001 

 

The rejections as presented by the Examiner are as follows: 

1.  Claims 103-105, 107, and 113-117 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 

103(a) as unpatentable over the combination of Myer and Choi. 
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2.  Claim 106 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as unpatentable over 

the combination of Myer, Choi and Michal. 

3.  Claims 108-111 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as unpatentable 

over the combination of Myer, Choi, and Wijay. 

4.  Claims 108-110 and 112 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 

unpatentable over the combination of Myer, Choi and Becker. 

5.  Claims 118 and 119 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 

unpatentable over the combination of Myer, Choi, and Banas. 

We reverse. 

 

DISCUSSION 

Claims 103-105, 107, and 113-117 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 

103(a) as unpatentable over the combination of Myer and Choi. 

Claim 103 is drawn to an implantable drug eluting device.  Claims 

104, 105, 107, and 113-117 depend directly or indirectly from claim 103.  

The device of claim 103 has a compressed undeployed diameter and an 

expanded deployed diameter.  The device comprises three elements: 

1.  a radially expandable stent comprising a generally cylindrical wall 

surface and having a hollow bore extending longitudinally therethrough, 

wherein the generally cylindrical wall surface comprises a plurality of lateral 

openings in the wall surface; 

2. a coating comprising a polymer and a therapeutic substance 

disposed on the wall surface of the stent; and 

3. a tubular outer layer comprising expanded, sintered PTFE tape 

wound about the outer surface of said stent. 
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The Examiner finds that Myers teaches a stent having a plurality of 

lateral openings and at least one overlapping PTFE tape layer on the surface 

of the stent (Answer 4).  The Examiner recognizes, however, that Myers 

“fail[s] to disclose a polymer incorporated with a therapeutic substance 

disposed on the surface of the stent” (Answer 4-5).  The Examiner relies on 

Choi to make up for this deficiency in Myers. 

According to the Examiner, Choi teaches an erodible polymer coating 

that comprises a therapeutic agent (Answer 5).  In addition, the Examiner 

finds that Choi “teaches that implantable tubular devices can be coated or 

layered with the polymer, col. 28, lines 6-8, 15-22” (id.).  We disagree with 

the Examiner’s finding.  Choi teaches “[t]he polymers can be processed into 

articles, including delivery devices and coated onto an agent . . .” (Choi, col. 

28, ll. 6-8).  As to being processed into delivery devices, Choi teaches that 

the polymers “can be made into devices of various geometric shapes, for 

example flat, square, round, tubular, disc, ring, and the like” (Choi, col. 28, 

ll. 15-19).  Thus, as Choi makes clear, the polymer itself is molded into the 

various shapes not coated onto other devices that have this shape (Br. 4).  As 

to coating the polymer onto an agent, Choi teaches that “[t]he polymers 

prepared according to the invention, are useful for coating numerous agents 

such as for providing slow release fertilizers” (Choi, col. 31, ll. 15-17).  At 

best, Choi teaches a device to aid in the healing of injuries (Choi, col. 33, ll. 

59-64; Fig. 7).  However, as Choi describes, this device is useful for 

administering drug to the skin, mucosa or an exposed wound (Choi, col. 33, 

ll. 67-68).  
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Nevertheless, the Examiner concludes that  

it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
use the coating of a bioerodible polymer with a therapeutic 
agent as taught by Choi . . . on the surface of the stent of Myers 
. . . such that a drug can be administered to the implantation site 
where trauma occurred such as an anti-inflammatory. 

 
(id.)    

 What is missing from the combination of Myers and Choi, however, is 

any teaching to suggest that Choi’s polymer can be used to coat a stent (Br. 

6), let alone coat a stent with Choi’s drug carrying polymer and then wrap 

the coated stent with PTFE tape.  As set forth in KSR Int’l Co. v. Teleflex 

Inc., 127 S.Ct. 1727, 1741, 82 USPQ2d 1385, 1396 (2007).  

[A] patent composed of several elements is not proved obvious 
merely by demonstrating that each of its elements was, 
independently, known in the prior art.  Although common sense 
directs one to look with care at a patent application that claims 
as innovation the combination of two known devices according 
to their established functions, it can be important to identify a 
reason that would have prompted a person of ordinary skill in 
the relevant field to combine the elements in the way the 
claimed new invention does. 
 

While the Examiner asserts that a person of ordinary skill in the art would 

have found it obvious to coat Myers’ stent with a polymer containing an 

anti-inflammatory (Answer 5), the Examiner fails to establish a factual basis 

to suggest that a person of ordinary skill in the art would recognize that a 

stent can be coated with Choi’s drug carrying polymer and then wrapped 

with PTFE tape.  Prima facie obviousness requires a teaching that all 

elements of the claimed invention are found in the prior art and a reason that 

would have prompted a person of ordinary skill in the relevant field to 
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modify the prior art to arrive at the claimed invention.  See KSR, 127 S. Ct. 

at 1741, 82 USPQ2d at 1396. 

On reflection, we find that the evidence of record is insufficient to 

support a prima facie case of obviousness.  Accordingly, we reverse the 

rejection of claims 103-105, 107, and 113-117 under 35 U.S.C.  

§ 103(a) as unpatentable over the combination of Myer and Choi. 

 

Claim 106 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as unpatentable 

over the combination of Myer, Choi and Michal.  Claims 106 depends from 

and further limits therapeutic substance on the device of claim 103 to 

paclitaxel or an analog thereof.  The Examiner relies on the combination of 

Myers and Choi as discussed above (Answer 6).  The Examiner recognizes, 

however, that the combination of Myers and Choi fails to teach the use of 

paclitaxel on a stent (id.).  To make up for this deficiency the Examiner 

relies on Michal to teach a stent coated with paclitaxel.  Based on this 

evidence the Examiner finds that “[i]t would have been obvious to one of 

ordinary skill in the art to use the drug paclitaxel as taught by Michal . . . in 

the stent of Myers . . . as modified by Choi . . . in order to reduce restenosis” 

(id.).   

For the reasons set forth above, we find that the combination of Myers 

and Choi is insufficient to establish a prima facie case of obviousness.  

Michal brings the Examiner a step closer to a prima facie case of 

obviousness by teaching drug coated stents.  The combination of Myers, 

Choi and Michal, however, fails to teach one of ordinary skill in the art to 

coat a stent with a polymer and a therapeutic substance and then place a 

tubular outer layer comprising PTFE tape. 
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Michal teaches a stent with coating comprising a base coat and a top 

coat, wherein the top coat comprises a therapeutic agent (Michal, col. 2, ll. 

13-14 and 28-29).  In an alternative, Michal teaches the application of a 

therapeutic coating directly to the stent (Michal, col. 5, ll. 42-44).  

Nevertheless, in each instance Michal’s therapeutic coating is the outermost 

layer.  Neither the Examiner nor Michal provide a reason why a person of 

ordinary skill in the art would add an additional layer, e.g., a tubular outer 

layer comprising expanded, sintered PTFE tape, on top of the therapeutic 

coating.  Prima facie obviousness requires a teaching that all elements of the 

claimed invention are found in the prior art and a reason that would have 

prompted a person of ordinary skill in the relevant field to modify the prior 

art to arrive at the claimed invention.  See KSR, 127 S. Ct. at 1741, 82 

USPQ2d at 1396.  Accordingly, Michal fails to make up for the deficiency in 

the combination of Myers and Choi.  

On reflection, we find that the evidence of record is insufficient 

to support a prima facie case of obviousness.  Accordingly, we reverse 

the rejection of claim 106 under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) as unpatentable 

over the combination of Myers, Choi, and Michal. 

 

3.  Claims 108-111 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as unpatentable 

over the combination of Myers, Choi, and Wijay.  Claims 108-111 depend 

directly or indirectly from claim 103. 

 The Examiner relies on the combination of Myers and Choi as set 

forth above (Answer 6).  The Examiner finds that the combination of Myers 

and Choi fail to teach a non-foreshortening stent (id.).  The Examiner relies 

on Wijay to teach stents “having a plurality of undulating elements with at 
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least one linear connector” and a stent design that “allows the length to 

remain substantially constant in the deployed state” (id.).  Based on this 

evidence the Examiner concludes that  

[i]t would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
to use the stent design as taught by Wijay in the stent of Myers 
et al. as modified by Choi et al. in order to provide the 
maximum support to the vessel and reduce twisting and 
unwanted turbulence of blood flow  

(id.) 

For the reasons set forth above, we find that the combination of Myers 

and Choi is insufficient to establish a prima facie case of obviousness.  As 

discussed above with Michal, Wijay brings the Examiner a step closer to a 

prima facie case of obviousness by teaching stents layered with polymeric 

sheaths that are impregnated with biocompatible substances (Wijay, col. 2, 

ll. 57-59).  In addition, Wijay explains that “[m]ost sheath-type coatings 

reduce endothelial cell growth through the stent, which is a major 

requirement in successful stenting of body cavities such as arteries and 

veins” (Wijay, col. 2, ll. 59-62).  The combination of Myers, Choi and 

Wijay, however, fails to teach one of ordinary skill in the art to place a 

coating comprising a polymer and a therapeutic substance beneath a tubular 

outer layer comprising PTFE tape. 

To the contrary, Wijay teaches that it is the polymeric sheath that is 

impregnated with biocompatible substance and layered onto the stent.  

Neither the Examiner nor Wijay provide a reason why a person of ordinary 

skill in the art would add an additional layer, e.g., a tubular outer layer 

comprising expanded, sintered PTFE tape, on top of the therapeutic coating.  

Prima facie obviousness requires a teaching that all elements of the claimed 

invention are found in the prior art and a reason that would have prompted a 
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person of ordinary skill in the relevant field to modify the prior art to arrive 

at the claimed invention.  See KSR, 127 S. Ct. at 1741, 82 USPQ2d at 1396.  

Accordingly, Wijay fails to make up for the deficiency in the combination of 

Myers and Choi.  

On reflection, we find that the evidence of record is insufficient 

to support a prima facie case of obviousness.  Accordingly, we reverse 

the rejection of claim 108-111 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 

unpatentable over the combination of Myers, Choi, and Wijay.   

  

4.  Claims 108-110 and 112 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 

unpatentable over the combination of Myer, Choi and Becker.  Claims 108-

110 and 112 depend directly or indirectly on claim 103. 

The Examiner relies on the combination of Myers and Choi as set 

forth above (Answer 6).  The Examiner finds that the combination of Myers 

and Choi fail to teach a non-foreshortening stent (Answer 7).  The Examiner 

relies on Becker to teach a stent design that “allows the length to remain 

substantially constant in the deployed state” (id.).  Based on this evidence 

the Examiner concludes that  

[i]t would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
to use the stent design as taught by Becker in the stent of Myers 
et al. as modified by Choi et al. in order to provide the 
maximum support to the vessel and increasing the effective 
range of the stent 
 

(id.) 

For the reasons set forth above, we find that the combination of Myers 

and Choi is insufficient to establish a prima facie case of obviousness.  

Becker fails to teach or provide a reason to incorporate a coating comprising 
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therapeutic agent and a polymer onto the stent and then add an additional 

layer, e.g., a tubular outer layer comprising expanded, sintered PTFE tape, 

on top of the therapeutic coating.  Prima facie obviousness requires a 

teaching that all elements of the claimed invention are found in the prior art 

and a reason that would have prompted a person of ordinary skill in the 

relevant field to modify the prior art to arrive at the claimed invention.  See 

KSR, 127 S. Ct. at 1741, 82 USPQ2d at 1396.  Accordingly, Becker fails to 

make up for the deficiency in the combination of Myers and Choi.  

On reflection, we find that the evidence of record is insufficient to 

support a prima facie case of obviousness.  Accordingly, we reverse the 

rejection of claim 108-110 and 112 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as unpatentable 

over the combination of Myers, Choi, and Becker.   

 

5.  Claims 118 and 119 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 

unpatentable over the combination of Myer, Choi, and Banas.  Claims 118 

and 119 depend ultimately from claim 103. 

The Examiner relies on the combination of Myers and Choi as set 

forth above (Answer 6).  The Examiner finds that the combination of Myers 

and Choi fail to teach PTFE particles used to bond the tubular inner and 

outer layers (Answer 7).  The Examiner relies on Banas to teach “an aqueous 

polymer solution of PTFE between the inner graft and outer graft layer to 

bond the layers (id.).  In addition, the Examiner relies on Banas to teach an 

outer tubular layer that is heated to bond to the base (id.).  Based on this 

evidence the Examiner concludes that  

[i]t would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
to substitute the adhesive material and use PTFE particles (in 
solution) as taught by Banas in the stent of Myers et al. as 

 10



Appeal  2007-1998 
Application 09/997,829 
 

modified by Choi et al. in order to provide a good bond so the 
layers do not separate in the vessel.  Using like materials 
enhances the bond as opposed to the adhesive material used by 
Myers using dissimilar material to bond the layers.  
 

(id.) 

While this may be true, Banas fails to teach or provide a reason to 

incorporate a coating comprising therapeutic agent and a polymer onto the 

stent and then add an additional layer, e.g., a tubular outer layer comprising 

expanded, sintered PTFE tape, on top of the therapeutic coating.  Prima facie 

obviousness requires a teaching that all elements of the claimed invention 

are found in the prior art and a reason that would have prompted a person of 

ordinary skill in the relevant field to modify the prior art to arrive at the 

claimed invention.  See KSR, 127 S. Ct. at 1741, 82 USPQ2d at 1396.  

Therefore, Banas fails to make up for the deficiencies in the combination of 

Myers and Choi.   

Accordingly, we find that the evidence of record is insufficient to 

support a prima facie case of obviousness.  Accordingly, we reverse the 

rejection of claim 118 and 119 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as unpatentable 

over the combination of Myers, Choi, and Banas. 

 

OTHER ISSUES 

 We recognize the Examiner’s assertion that Appellant’s information 

disclosure statements “include references showing that coatings with 

therapeutic material on intraluminal devices are well known in the art” 

(Office Communication, dated April 21, 2006).  The Examiner appears to 

assert that there may be other evidence on this record that may support a 

prima facie case of obviousness.  However, since this evidence was not 
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relied upon by the Examiner in support of the rejection of record, we have 

not included it as part of our deliberations.   

In the event of further prosecution, we encourage the Examiner to take 

a step back and consider all of the available prior art to determine if the prior 

art provides some rationale for combining the elements of Appellant’s 

claimed stent in the specific arrangement provided by Appellants in their 

claimed invention.  In this regard, we direct the Examiner’s attention to 

Buirge.1  Buirge teaches a stent comprising an inner polymeric layer, an 

outer polymeric layer and a therapeutic layer.  While we take no position on 

the merits of Buirge as it relates to Appellant’s claimed invention, we note 

that Buirge teaches a stent configuration wherein a therapeutic layer is 

positioned between two other layers.  We also note that the Specification, on 

page 7, provides a reason for using PTFE in vascular devices.  Lee2 

describes a PTFE graft having pharmacological agents on either side of the 

PTFE film (see Lee, col. 4, l. 49 to col. 10). 

 

 

 

 
 
 

 

 

 
1 United States Patent No. 5,735,897, which issued April 7, 1998 and claims priority, inter alia,  to 
Application No. 08/300,742, filed September 2, 1994, now abandoned. 
2 United States Patent No. 5,123,917, which issued Jun. 23, 1992. 
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CONCLUSION 

In summary, we reverse the rejections of record. 

 

REVERSED 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Ssc: 

 

 

 

 

EDWARDS LIFESCIENCES LLC 
LAW DEPT. 
ONE EDWARDS WAY 
IRVINE, CA 92614 

 13


	 
	 
	 
	 
	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


