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DANG, Administrative Patent Judge. 
 
 

DECISION ON APPEAL 
 

I.  STATEMENT OF CASE 

 Appellants appeal under 35 U.S.C. § 134(a) from a final rejection of 

claims 1-26.  We have jurisdiction under 35 U.S.C. § 6(b). 
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A.  INVENTION 

 According to Appellants, the invention relates to hierarchical 

clustering of objects, and more particularly, to soft hierarchical clustering of 

objects based on a co-occurrence of object pairs (Spec. 1, [001]).  

 

B.  ILLUSTRATIVE CLAIM 

Claim 1 is exemplary and is reproduced below: 

 1.  A method performed by a computer for clustering a plurality of 
documents in a structure comprised of a plurality of clusters hierarchically 
organized, wherein each document includes a plurality of words and is 
represented as a set of (document, word) pairs, the method comprising: 
 

accessing the document collection; 
 
performing a clustering process that creates a hierarchy of clusters that 

reflects a segregation of the documents in the collection based on the words 
included in the documents, wherein any document in the collection may be 
assigned to a first cluster in the hierarchy based on a first segment of the 
respective document, and the respective document may be assigned to a 
second cluster in the hierarchy based on a second segment of the respective 
document, wherein the first and second clusters are associated with different 
paths of the hierarchy; 

 
storing a representation of the hierarchy of clusters in a memory; and 
 
making the representation available to an entity in response to a 

request associated with the document collection. 
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C.  REJECTIONS 

 The prior art relied upon by the Examiner in rejecting the claims on 
appeal is: 
 
Heckerman   US 6,742,003 B2        May 25, 2004 
Fohn    US 6,460,025 B1   Oct. 1, 2002 

Claims 1-26 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over the 

teachings of Heckerman and Fohn. 

 

 We AFFIRM. 

 

II.  ISSUES 

 Have Appellants shown that the Examiner erred in concluding that 

claims 1-26 are unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over the teachings of 

Heckerman and Fohn?  In particular, the issues turn on whether: 

1) the combined teachings of Heckerman and Fohn disclose or suggest 

“performing a clustering process that creates a hierarchy of clusters that 

reflects a segregation of the documents in the collection based on the words 

included in the documents, wherein any document in the collection may be 

assigned to a first cluster in the hierarchy based on a first segment of the 

respective document, and the respective document may be assigned to a 

second cluster in the hierarchy based on a second segment of the respective 

document” (claim 1);  
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2) one of ordinary skill in the art would have found it obvious to 

combine Heckerman and Fohn.  

 

III.  FINDINGS OF FACT 

The following Findings of Fact (FF) are shown by a preponderance of 

the evidence. 

Heckerman 

1. Heckerman discloses a system for visualizing clusters (categories) and 

segments (summarized clusters) of data, wherein the system 

automatically categorizes incoming case data into clusters, 

summarizes those clusters into segments, determines similarity 

measures for the segments, and then forms and visually depicts 

hierarchical organizations of those selected clusters (Abstract). 

2. The system allows the data analyst to control combining and splitting 

of categories, wherein the data analyst combines categories that are 

most similar and splits categories that have been combined (col. 10, ll. 

5-10). 

3. The system creates a hierarchical map by starting with the base 

categories, and successively and iteratively combining the most 

similar categories in order to generate combined categories until a 

single combined category contains all the records of the collection 

(col. 10, ll. 48-52).  
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Fohn 

4. Fohn discloses calculating entity relevance for the entities in the 

hierarchies of information to be used to guide the user in his 

exploration, wherein the state relevance is dynamically computed, as 

the user selects nodes or categories during exploration and each 

selection serves to further constrain the solution space (Abstract). 

5. Entities are common to hierarchies of separate root nodes, and 

traversing from one root node to another root node would therefore 

not yield an empty solution state (col. 14, ll. 51-56, Fig. 4). 

6. Catalog exploration uses category (i.e. node) hierarchy, and has 

associated products (i.e., entities), wherein each hierarchy offers a 

different perspective on the product set:  one hierarchy classifies the 

product according to an application, or type of use, perspective; one 

hierarchy classifies the product according to an operating conditions 

perspective; and another hierarchy classifies the product according to 

other operating conditions perspective (col. 20, ll. 51-63; Figs.  

6A-6C).   

 

IV. PRINCIPLES OF LAW 

 "Our analysis begins with construing the claim limitations at issue."  

Ex Parte Filatov, No. 2006-1160, 2007 WL 1317144, at *2 (BPAI 2007).  

"[T]he PTO gives claims their 'broadest reasonable interpretation.'"  In re 

Bigio, 381 F.3d 1320, 1324 (Fed. Cir. 2004) (quoting In re Hyatt, 211 F.3d 
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1367, 1372 (Fed. Cir. 2000)).  "Moreover, limitations are not to be read into 

the claims from the specification."  In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1181, 1184 

(Fed. Cir. 1993) (citing In re Zletz, 893 F.2d 319, 321 (Fed. Cir. 1989)).   

One cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references individually 

where the rejections are based on combinations of references.  In re Merck 

& Co., Inc., 800 F.2d 1091, 1097 (Fed. Cir. 1986).   

 Section 103 forbids issuance of a patent when “the differences 
between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at 
the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in 
the art to which said subject matter pertains.” 

   
KSR Int'l Co. v. Teleflex Inc., 127 S. Ct. 1727, 1734 (2007). 
   

The Supreme Court reaffirmed principles based on its precedent that 

“[t]he combination of familiar elements according to known methods is 

likely to be obvious when it does no more than yield predictable results.”  Id.   

The operative question in this “functional approach” is thus “whether the 

improvement is more than the predictable use of prior art elements according 

to their established functions.”  Id. at 1740.   

“Under the correct analysis, any need or problem known in the field 

and addressed by the patent can provide a reason for combining the elements 

in the manner claimed.”  Id. at 1742.  The Court noted that “[c]ommon sense 

teaches . . . that familiar items may have obvious uses beyond their primary 

purposes, and in many cases a person of ordinary skill will be able to fit the  
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teachings of multiple patents together like pieces of a puzzle.”  KSR, 127 S. 

Ct. at 1742.  “A person of ordinary skill is also a person of ordinary 

creativity, not an automaton.”  Id.   

The Federal Circuit recently recognized that "[a]n obviousness 

determination is not the result of a rigid formula disassociated from the 

consideration of the facts of a case.  Indeed, the common sense of those 

skilled in the art demonstrates why some combinations would have been 

obvious where others would not."  Leapfrog Enters., Inc. v. Fisher-Price, 

Inc., 485 F.3d 1157, 1161 (Fed. Cir. 2007) (citing KSR, 127 S. Ct. at 1739).  

The Federal Circuit relied in part on the fact that Leapfrog had presented no 

evidence that the inclusion of a reader in the combined device was "uniquely 

challenging or difficult for one of ordinary skill in the art” or “represented an 

unobvious step over the prior art."  Id. at 1162 (citing KSR, 127 S. Ct. at 

1741). 

 

V.  ANALYSIS 

Rejection under U.S.C. § 103(a) 

Whether each argued claim limitation is found in the prior art teachings: 

Appellants do not provide separate arguments with respect to the 

rejection of claims 1-26.  Therefore, we select independent claim 1 as being 

representative of the cited claims.  37 C.F.R. § 41.37(c)(1)(vii).   
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Appellants contend that the “the claimed invention requires that the 

documents used to create the hierarchy of clusters are the same documents 

that can be assigned to both first and second clusters of the hierarchy of 

clusters” (App. Br. 19) and thus “Heckerman fails to disclose, teach, or 

suggest the ability to assign documents to both first and second clusters 

based on segments within the same documents used to create the hierarchy 

of clusters” (Id.).  Appellants further contend that “Fohn fails to teach, 

suggest, or disclose the ability to assign documents to both first and second 

clusters based on segments within the same documents used to create the 

hierarchy of clusters” (App. Br. 20).  Contrary to the Appellants’ assertions, 

the Examiner finds that the combination of Heckerman in view of Fohn 

discloses the claimed limitations (Ans. 2-4).   

We note that Appellants’ argument is not commensurate with the 

claimed invention, since the claims do not recite “the same documents that 

can be assigned to both first and second clusters” or “the ability to assign” as 

the Appellants contend.  Therefore, an issue we address on appeal is whether 

the combined teaching of Heckerman and Fohn discloses “performing a 

clustering process that creates a hierarchy of clusters that reflects a 

segregation of the documents in the collection based on the words included 

in the documents, wherein any document in the collection may be assigned 

to a first cluster in the hierarchy based on a first segment of the respective  
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document, and the respective document may be assigned to a second cluster 

in the hierarchy based on a second segment of the respective document” 

(claim 1).   

We begin our analysis by giving the claims their broadest reasonable 

interpretation.  See In re Bigio at 1324.  Furthermore, our analysis will not 

read limitations into the claims from the Specification.  See In re Van Geuns 

at 1184.  Appellants’ claims simply do not place any limitation on what the 

term “may be assigned” is to be, to represent, or to mean, other than that any 

document in the collection “may be assigned to a first cluster in the 

hierarchy” and “may be assigned to a second cluster in the hierarchy.”  

Appellants appear to be arguing that, because Heckerman classifies 

the data records “into a plurality of ‘mutually exclusive first clusters’” 

(App. Br. 17), Heckerman does not disclose that the same document also 

may be assigned to a second cluster.  That is, Appellants appear to be 

arguing that Heckerman does not disclose that the document must be 

capable of being assigned to a second cluster at the same time that it is 

assigned mutually exclusively to the first cluster.  However, our analysis will 

not read such “must be capable” or “at the same time” or the lack of 

“mutually exclusive” language into the claims.  In fact, we find that the 

“may be” language does not even require that such “assigned to the first 

cluster” or “assigned to the second cluster” must be read into the claims 

since the claims recite that such assignment is merely a possibility, i.e., 

“may be” (as well as “may not be”). 
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We generally agree with the Examiner’s finding that the combined 

teaching of Heckerman and Fohn discloses and/or suggests the claimed 

elements on appeal beginning at page 2 of the Answer, and the Examiner’s 

corresponding responsive arguments beginning at page 6 of the Answer. 

Heckerman teaches categorizing incoming case data into clusters, 

summarizing those clusters into segments, determining similarity measures 

for the segments, and then forming and visually depicting hierarchical 

organizations of those selected clusters, wherein the hierarchical map is 

created by starting with the base categories (FF 1-3).  Fohn discloses  

calculating entity relevance for the entities in the hierarchies of information 

to be used to guide the user in his exploration, wherein the entities are 

common to hierarchies of separate root nodes (FF 4-6).  We find the process 

of Heckerman to be a clustering process that creates a hierarchy of clusters.  

Further, we find the hierarchy of clusters of Fohn to be a hierarchy in which 

an entity may be assigned to different clusters based on the 

attributes/segments of the entity.   

Though Appellants appear to be arguing that Heckerman or Fohn 

alone fails to disclose the claim limitation, the Examiner has rejected the 

claims based on the combination of Heckerman and Fohn, and 

nonobviousness cannot be shown by attacking the references individually.  

We thus agree with the Examiner’s finding that the combined teachings of 

Heckerman and Fohn would disclose or at the least strongly suggest 

“performing a clustering process that creates a hierarchy of clusters that 
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reflects a segregation of the documents in the collection based on the words 

included in the documents, wherein any document in the collection may be 

assigned to a first cluster in the hierarchy based on a first segment of the 

respective document, and the respective document may be assigned to a 

second cluster in the hierarchy based on a second segment of the respective 

document,” as recited in claim 1.  An artisan would have been able to fit the 

teachings of Heckerman and Fohn together like pieces of a puzzle because 

person of ordinary skill is also a person of ordinary creativity, not an 

automaton.  See KSR, 127 S. Ct. at 1742.  

Though Appellants argue in the Reply Brief that “Fohn fails to 

disclose ‘assigning documents to both first and second clusters based on 

segments within the same documents used to create the hierarchy of 

clusters’” (Reply Br. 4), as discussed above, such argument is not 

commensurate with the claim invention.  Further, the Examiner has rejected 

the claim based on the combined teachings of Heckerman and Fohn, not just 

over Fohn alone.  We agree with the Examiner that Heckerman discloses 

using the documents to create a hierarchy of clusters, while Fohn discloses 

that the documents may be assigned to first and second clusters.  An artisan 

would have found it obvious that, in order to create a hierarchy of clusters 

wherein the documents are assigned to a plurality of clusters as taught by the 

combined teaching of Heckerman and Fohn, the documents assigned to the 

plurality of clusters are used in the creation of the hierarchy. 
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As to claim 8, Appellants further argue that “Fohn does not assign 

entities to nodes because these nodes and entities already have a pre-existing 

relationship,” and that “Heckerman only assigns a record to one of several 

clusters” (App. Br. 21).  However, as discussed above, the Examiner has not 

rejected the claims just over Heckerman or Fohn alone.  We find that 

Heckerman discloses using the documents to create a hierarchy of clusters 

that is not an already pre-existing relationship, while Fohn discloses that the 

records may be assigned to several clusters.  An artisan would have 

understood that, in creating a hierarchy of clusters with entities assigned to a 

plurality of clusters as taught by the combined teaching of Heckerman and 

Fohn, the relationship does not yet pre-exist. 

 Accordingly, we conclude that Appellants have not shown that the 

Examiner erred in finding all elements of the claimed invention are disclosed 

or suggested by the combined teaching of Heckerman and Fohn.   

 

Whether one of ordinary skill in the art would have found it obvious to 

combine the prior art teachings: 

Appellants argue that “one of ordinary skill in the art would not have 

a reason to combine Fohn into Heckerman to form the claimed invention” 

(App. Br. 22).  Therefore, another issue we address is whether the 

Appellants have shown error in the Examiner’s findings that one of ordinary 

skill in the art would have found it obvious to combine the teachings of 

Heckerman and Fohn. 
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 The Examiner’s finding that it would have been obvious to combine 

Heckerman and Fohn beginning at page 4 of the Answer, and the 

corresponding argument beginning at page 7 of the Answer, comply with the 

requirements of the above-noted case law.  Heckerman discloses clustering 

documents (FF 1-3).  Fohn discloses entities belonging to multiple clusters 

based on their attributes (FF 4-6).  We thus agree with the Examiner’s 

finding that one of ordinary skill in the art would have incorporated the 

multiple clusters having common entities of Heckerman to the clustering 

process of Fohn, because “the combination would ‘provide a powerful 

flexible technique for locating entities in a large information space using 

hierarchical navigation and browsing of these one or more hierarchies’” 

(Ans. 7-9). 

Appellants have provided no evidence that incorporating Heckerman 

to Fohn was “uniquely challenging or difficult for one of ordinary skill in the 

art,” Leapfrog, 485 F.3d 1157, 1162 (Fed. Cir. 2007) nor have Appellants 

presented evidence that this incorporation yielded more than expected 

results.  Rather, we find that Appellants claimed invention is simply an 

arrangement of the known teaching of clustering to the known teaching of 

clusters having common entities.  “[W]hen a patent ‘simply arranges old 

elements with each performing the same function it had been known to 

perform’ and yields no more than one would expect from such an 

arrangement, the combination is obvious.”  KSR, 127 S. Ct. at 1740 (citing 

Sakraida v. AG Pro, Inc., 425 U. S. 273, 282 (1976)).  
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 Accordingly, we conclude that the Appellants have not shown that the 

Examiner erred in rejecting claim 1, and claims 2-26 falling with claim 1, 

under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a).   

 

CONCLUSION OF LAW 

(1) Appellants have not shown that the Examiner erred in finding that 

claims 1-26 are unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over the teachings of 

Heckerman and Fohn.  

(2)  Claims 1-26 are not patentable. 

 

DECISION 

The Examiner’s rejection of claims 1-26 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) is 

affirmed. 

 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 
 
 

pgc 
 
 
PATENT DOCUMENTATION CENTER 
XEROX CORPORATION 
100 CLINTON AVENUE SOUTH, XEROX SQ. 20TH FLOOR 
ROCHESTER NY 14644 


	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


