UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE

BEFORE THE BOARD OF PATENT APPEALS
AND INTERFERENCES

Ex parte KANG-HYUN LEE

Appeal 2008-3836
Application 10/728,706
Technology Center 2800

Decided: September 12, 2008

Before BRADLEY R. GARRIS, ROMULO H. DELMENDO, and
JEFFREY B. ROBERTSON, Administrative Patent Judges.

ROBERTSON, Administrative Patent Judge.

DECISION ON APPEAL
STATEMENT OF THE CASE

Appellant appeals under 35 U.S.C. § 134(a) (2002) from the

Examiner’s rejection of claims 1-18 and 20-22." (Examiner’s Answer

'Claim 19 has been cancelled. (Appeal Brief filed November 30, 2006,
hereinafter “Br.,” 36).
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entered March 30, 2007, hereinafter “Ans.”). We have jurisdiction pursuant
to 35 U.S.C. § 6(b) (2002).

We AFFIRM-IN-PART.

THE INVENTION

Appellant’s claimed invention is directed to a method for fabricating a
metal line of a semiconductor device. The method comprises forming an
insulation layer on a semiconductor substrate and forming a metal layer on
the insulation layer. (Spec. [0019]). The method also comprises forming a
photoresist pattern on the metal layer from a photoresist having a thickness
of less than 9000 A, where the pattern has an opening with a width of less
than or equal to 0.26 um, or where a ratio of photoresist thickness to width
of the opening is less than about 3.5. (Spec. [0024], [0025]). The method
further comprises forming a buffer layer on the photoresist pattern and in the
opening, selectively removing the metal layer at a lower side of the opening
by dry etching to form a plurality of metal lines, where the dimension
between adjacent metal lines is less than the width of the opening. (Spec.
[0027]-[0031]).

Claims 1-4 and 22, reproduced below, are representative of the subject

matter on appeal.

1. A method for fabricating a metal line of a semiconductor

device, comprising the steps of:

a)  forming an insulation layer on a semiconductor substrate
on which devices or lower lines are formed;

b)  forming a metal layer on the insulation layer;

c) forming a photoresist pattern having an opening of less
than or equal to 0.26 um width on the metal layer,
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wherein said photoresist has a thickness of less than 9000
A;

d)  forming a buffer layer on the photoresist pattern,
including in the opening; and

e) selectively removing the metal layer at a lower side of
the opening by dry etching to form a plurality of metal
lines such that a dimension between adjacent metal lines
is less than said certain width of said opening.

2. The method of claim 1, further comprising a step of forming
an organic anti-reflection coating between the metal layer
and the photoresist pattern.

3. The method of claim 2, wherein the buffer layer comprises
an oxide film of PE family.

4. The method of claim 3, wherein the buffer layer has a
thickness of 180 to 230 A.

22. A method for fabricating a metal line of a semiconductor
device, comprising the steps of:

a) forming an insulation layer on a semiconductor substrate
on which devices or lower lines are formed;

b)  forming a metal layer on the insulation layer;

c) forming a photoresist pattern having an opening of a
certain width on the metal layer, wherein said photoresist
has a thickness of less than 9000 A and a ratio of said
photoresist thickness to said certain width of said
opening is less than about 3.5;

d)  forming a buffer layer on the photoresist pattern,
including in the opening; and
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e) selectively removing the metal layer at a lower side of
the opening by dry etching to form a plurality of metal
lines such that a dimension between adjacent metal lines
is less than said certain width of said opening.

THE REJECTIONS

The prior art relied upon by the Examiner in rejecting the claims on

appeal is:
Narita 6,383,942 May 7, 2002
Chung 6,750,150 Jun. 15, 2004 (Oct. 18, 2001)

Appellant’s admitted prior art in paragraphs [0006]-[0012] of the
present Specification.

There are two grounds of rejection before us on appeal: (1) claims 1,
3,4, 18, and 20-22 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being
unpatentable over Appellant’s Background of invention in view of Chung;
and (2) claims 2 and 5-17 stand rejected as being unpatentable over
Appellant’s Background of invention in view of Chung and further in view
of Narita.

The Examiner found that Appellant’s Background of invention
discloses the claimed metal line fabrication method except for forming a
buffer layer on the photoresist pattern, where the photoresist has a thickness
of less than 9000 A. (Ans. 3). The Examiner found that Chung teaches a
related method for reducing dimensions of a photoresist through application
of a buffer layer. (Ans. 4). The Examiner concluded that it would have
been obvious to use the buffer layer suggested by Chung on the photoresist
pattern in the conventional process disclosed in Appellant’s Background of

invention in order to increase the precision of patterning and defining of the
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photoresist, reduce the dimension of the opening, and lower the photoresist
thickness. 1d.

Regarding claims 2 and 5-17, the Examiner found that Appellant’s
Background of invention and Chung fail to teach an organic anti-reflection
layer (ARC) as well as the lower, intermediate, and upper metal layer
structure as claimed. The Examiner found that Narita teaches the claimed
organic ARC layer and metal layer structures. The Examiner concluded that
it would have been obvious to substitute the aluminum metal layer of
Appellant’s Background of invention in view of Chung with the metal layer
structure of Narita to prevent the metal from being side etched. (Ans. 5).

Appellant contends there is no admission in the Specification that
Appellant’s Background of invention is prior art. (Br. 16-18). Appellant
also argues that the Examiner has failed to explain where the prior art
suggests the unexpected improvements of the present invention evidenced
by the Declaration of Kang-Hyun Lee, filed on January 12, 2006 (hereinafter
“the Lee Declaration). (Br. 20-23, 26-27). Appellant further argues that
claims 3 and 4, which depend directly or indirectly from claim 2, were not
properly rejected because the Examiner applied Narita to claim 2, but did not

apply Narita to reject claims 3 and 4. (Br. 28 and 29).

ISSUES
Based on Appellant’s and the Examiner’s contentions, we frame the
issues on appeal as follows:
Has Appellant shown that the Examiner erred in relying on

Appellant’s Specification as admitted prior art?
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Has Appellant shown that the Examiner erred in rejecting the
appealed claims as being obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art over the
cited prior art of record?

If a prima facie case of obviousness exists, has Appellant sufficiently
demonstrated unexpected results to overcome the prima facie case?

Has Appellant shown that the Examiner erred in rejecting claims 3
and 4 over Appellant’s Background of invention in view of Chung?

We answer the first three questions in the negative and the fourth

question in the affirmative.

FINDINGS OF FACT
The record supports the following findings of fact (FF) by a
preponderance of the evidence.
1. Appellant’s Specification states that a photoresist with a thickness
of more than about 9,000 A is required for metal lines having a
critical dimension of less than 0.23 um. (Spec. [0011]).
2. Appellant’s Specification states:

However, a problem arises in that a random metal bridge
phenomenon frequently occurs due to decrease of a photo
margin as the photoresist pattern becomes thicker, and, to the
contrary, when the photoresist pattern becomes thinner to
increase the photo margin, a notching phenomenon occurs due
to scarcity of the photo margin. (Spec. [0012]).

3. Chung states:

Prior art light sources with lower wavelengths are normally
used in a high-resolution photolithographic process. In
addition, the depth of focus of a high-resolution
photolithographic process is shallower compared to a relative
low-resolution photolithographic process. As a result, a
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photoresist layer having a lower thickness is required for
conventional photolithographic methods. However, a
photoresist layer having a lower thickness is susceptible to the
subsequent etching steps in a semiconductor manufacturing
process. This relative ineffective resistance to etching reduces
the precision of patterning and defining of a photoresist. These
limitations prevent the dimensions of patterns on a photoresist

from being reduced. (Col. 1, 1I. 22-34).
4. Chung states:
After the deposition of the second layer 150, the space between

the photoresist structures 130 is decreased, for example, from
0.22 microns to 0.02 microns. (Col. 3, 1. 43-45).
5. Chung states:

A first layer 110 is then provided over the wafer substrate 100.
In one embodiment, the first layer 110 is a semiconductor
material, such as polysilicon. The first layer 110 may also be a
dielectric layer or a metal layer. (Col. 2, 1l. 64-67).

PRINCIPLES OF LAW
“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).

ANALYSIS
Appellant has grouped certain claims subject to the first ground of

rejection separately. However, Appellant relies on the same arguments for



Appeal 2008-3836

Application 10/728,706

some, if not all, the groups. In addition, Appellant relies on many of the
same arguments in both the first and second grounds of rejection.
Accordingly, we confine our discussion to appealed claims 1-4, which
contain claim limitations representative of the arguments made by Appellant
pursuant to 37 C.F.R. § 41.37(c)(1)(vi1) (2006).

We are unpersuaded by Appellant’s argument that Appellant’s
Background of invention is not admitted prior art. Appellant argues that
“the specification of the present application does not identify any material
whatsoever as ‘prior art.”” (Br. 18). However, paragraph [0024] of
Appellant’s Specification states:

Particularly, in the prior art, in order to form the metal
line 14 having the critical dimension (CD) of less than 0.23 pum,
considering the selectivity at the time of dry etching, the
opening of the photoresist pattern 18 has to be formed at the
same width W as the critical dimension (CD) of the metal line
14 and the photoresist pattern 18 has to be formed at the
thickness T of more than 9,000A, preferably, 9,500A.

(Emphasis added).

Thus, Appellant’s Specification expressly states that the prior art
includes the knowledge that photoresist patterns have to be formed at a
thickness of more than 9,000 A for metal lines having a critical dimension of
less than 0.23 um, as disclosed in Appellant’s Background of invention.
Therefore, we agree with the Examiner that Appellant’s Background of
invention in the Specification is admitted prior art.

Appellant additionally argues that the technology discussed in

Appellant’s Background of invention has not been identified as work of

another, and the Examiner has no factual or legal basis for so concluding.
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(Br. 18). We are not persuaded. The Examiner’s conclusion is completely
consistent with the MPEP § 2129 [R-6], which states:

Consequently, the examiner must determine whether the subject

matter identified as “prior art” is applicant’s own work, or the

work of another. In the absence of another credible

explanation, examiners should treat such subject matter as the

work of another. (Emphasis added).

Appellant has not argued that the technology referred to is his own
work, but has merely offered “possible” explanations that the technology
described in Appellant’s Background of invention represent approaches that
“could have been” taken by Appellant’s coworkers and kept secret before
the present invention. (Br. 18). Such unsupported arguments fall far short
of a credible explanation sufficient to rebut the Examiner’s determination
that the technology in Appellant’s Background of invention is the work of
another.

Appellant’s contention that the Examiner should have taken official
notice or found a reference disclosing the method described in Appellant’s
Background of invention is without merit. (Br. 17). The Examiner does not
rely on his own personal knowledge or a general well known theory, but the
specific conventional process in Appellant’s Background of invention
admitted as prior art. Relying on admissions as prior art for anticipation and
obviousness purposes is proper. See Riverwood Int’l Corp. v. R.A. Jones &
Co., 324 F.3d 1346, 1354 (Fed. Cir. 2003). Therefore, we do not find
Appellant’s arguments persuasive.

Appellant also contends that the Appellant’s Background of invention
fails to disclose photoresist patterns having a thickness of less than 9,000 A
and that Chung is silent with respect to the thickness of the photoresist
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pattern. (Br. 19). Appellant’s argument fails to consider what the prior art
as a whole conveys to one of ordinary skill in the art. In re McLaughlin, 443
F.2d 1392, 1395 (CCPA 1971); In re Simon, 461 F.2d 1387, 1390 (CCPA
1972). Both Appellant’s Background of invention and Chung recognize the
problems of the conventional process when the photoresist thickness is
greater than 9,000A. Appellant’s Background of invention discusses the
problem of random metal bridges at photoresist thicknesses greater than
9,000A, and Chung discusses the need for thinner photoresist thicknesses to
meet the required depth of focus of high-resolution photolithographic
processes. (FF 1-3). Chung also acknowledges the problems in etching a
thinner photoresist in the form of reduced precision of patterning and
defining the photoresist. (Ans. 7 and 8; FF 3).

Although Chung does not expressly disclose a photoresist thickness,
the admitted prior art in Appellant’s Background of invention states that a
photoresist with a thickness of more than about 9,000 A is required for metal
lines having a critical dimension of less than 0.23 um. (FF 1). Since Chung
discloses openings having a critical dimension within this range (0.02 pm)
(FF 4), the Examiner has provided objective evidence that the lower
photoresist thicknesses possible as a result of the buffer layer disclosed in
Chung, are thicknesses less than the conventional thickness of about 9,000
A. (See Ans. 8). The Examiner’s conclusion is based on overcoming the
deficiencies discussed in the prior art, namely the notching phenomenon
disclosed by Appellant’s Background of invention and the ineffective
resistance to etching disclosed by Chung. (See Ans. 4; FF 2 and 3). In light
of the above discussion, we are also unpersuaded by Appellant’s arguments

that the technology disclosed in Appellant’s Background of invention fails to

10
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exist or is not enabled, or that the Examiner’s findings regarding the
photoresist thickness are inconsistent. (See Reply Brief filed May 17, 2007,
hereinafter “Rep.,” 3, 8).

Appellant additionally argues that the present method provides
unexpected results in the form of reduced short circuit-causing defects,
specifically “metal stringers,” in the gaps between adjacent metal lines. (Br.
20-21). Appellant argues that the Lee Declaration presents evidence of
unexpected results, where Appellant’s method is said to reduce the
“likelihood” of short circuit-causing defects from commercially
unacceptably high levels to commercially acceptable levels. (Br. 21-23,
Dec. 9 14, 15). After careful consideration, we agree with the Examiner that
the Lee Declaration is not sufficient to overcome the Examiner’s prima facie
case of obviousness. (Ans. 11 and 12). It is well settled that mere
recognition of latent properties in the prior art does not render nonobvious
an otherwise known invention. In re Baxter Travenol Labs., 952 F.2d 388,
392 (Fed. Cir. 1991) (internal citations omitted). Appellant has failed to
show that the buffer layer disclosed in Chung would not provide the same
likelihood of reduction in short-circuit causing defects as the presently
claimed method.

Appellant additionally contends that because Chung discloses other
materials for etching besides metal, Chung is not concerned with the
problem of “metal stringers.” (Rep. 3 and 4). However, Chung clearly
discloses metal layers for etching. (FF 5). In addition, the problem with
which Appellant is concerned need not be the same problem addressed by
the prior art. See KSR Int’l Co. v. Teleflex, Inc., 127 S. Ct. at 1742 (Internal

citations omitted). Moreover, Appellant offers no comparative data to

11
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determine the difference between the likelihood of a commercially
unacceptable amount of defects and the likelihood of a commercially
acceptable amount of defects. See In re Beattie, 974 F.2d 1309, 1313 (Fed.
Cir. 1992); In re Grunwell, 609 F.2d 486, 491 (CCPA 1979). Further,
although the Lee Declaration acknowledges that Chung is directed to
enhanced etching resistance, the Lee Declaration states that because Chung
is silent as to any defect reduction effects, Chung cannot suggest the
improvements of the present method. (Dec. 4 21). The Lee Declaration
states a legal conclusion, without providing any comparative data. As a
result, we find that the Lee Declaration does not carry sufficient weight to
overcome the Examiner’s prima facie case. See Pfizer, Inc. v. Apotex, Inc.,
480 F.3d 1348, 1372 (Fed. Cir. 2007), In re Lindell, 385 F.2d 453 (CCPA
1967).

Regarding claim 2, Appellant additionally argues that Narita’s
disclosure is consistent with the conventional solutions to the metal stringer
problem, i.e., increased thickness of the photoresist, and therefore Narita
cannot suggest the improvements in defect reduction provided by the present
method. (Br. 32). Again, Appellant’s argument fails to consider the
rejection as a whole. In responding to a prima facie case of obviousness,
one cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references individually where
the rejections are based on combinations of references. In re Keller, 642
F.2d 413,426 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co., Inc., 800 F.2d 1091, 1097
(Fed. Cir. 1986). The Examiner relies on Narita for the stacked metal layer
structure and the organic anti-reflection coating, not the teaching of a barrier

layer. (Ans. 5 and 11). Thus, Appellant’s argument is not persuasive.

12
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Regarding the rejection of claims 3 and 4, we agree with Appellant
that the combination of Appellant’s Background of invention in view of
Chung does not disclose the methods as claimed. (Br. 28). Specifically, the
Examiner relies on Narita for the disclosure of an organic anti-reflection
coating as claimed in claim 2. (Ans. 5). Claims 3 and 4 both depend from
claim 2, thus a rejection of those claims in accordance with the rationale set
forth by the Examiner requires a reference to Narita. Because claims 3 and 4
are rejected over Appellant’s Background of invention in view of Chung
without the inclusion of Narita, the Examiner’s decision rejecting claims 3

and 4 1s reversed.

CONCLUSION

In light of the above discussion, Appellant has failed to demonstrate
that the Examiner erred in rejecting claims 1, 18, and 20-22 under 35 U.S.C.
§ 103(a) as being unpatentable over Appellant’s Background of invention in
view of Chung; and claims 2 and 5-17 as being unpatentable over
Appellant’s Background of invention in view of Chung and further in view
of Narita. Appellant has demonstrated that the Examiner erred in rejecting
claims 3 and 4 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over

Appellant’s Background of invention in view of Chung.

ORDER
The Examiner’s decision rejecting claims 1, 2, 5-18, and 20-22 is

affirmed. The Examiner’s decision rejecting claims 3 and 4 is reversed.

13
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No time period for taking any subsequent action in connection with
this appeal may be extended under 37 CFR §1.136(a)(1)(iv).
AFFIRMED-IN-PART

PL initials:
sld

THE LAW OFFICE OF ANDREW D. FORTNEY, PH.D., P.C.
401 W FALLBROOK AVE STE 204
FRESNO, CA 93711-5835

14



	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


