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Before WILLIAM F. PATE, III, JENNIFER D. BAHR and DANIEL S.

UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE

BEFORE THE BOARD OF PATENT APPEALS
AND INTERFERENCES

Ex parte VITO CELLINI, RICHARD W. MARTIN and
L. DAVID PARKER

Appeal 2008-4104
Application 10/686,541
Technology Center 3700

Decided: October 29, 2008

SONG, Administrative Patent Judges.

SONG, Administrative Patent Judge.

The Appellants appeal under 35 U.S.C. § 134 (2002) from a Final

DECISION ON APPEAL

STATEMENT OF THE CASE

Rejection of claims 1-20. We have jurisdiction under 35 U.S.C. § 6(b)

(2002).
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The Appellants claim a flashlight having a nozzle and a trigger to a
spray, e.g., tear gas. The Appellants also claim a method of self-defense
using such a flashlight.

Independent claims 1 and 16 reads as follows:

1. A tool, comprising:

a body defining a canister compartment and a flashlight
compartment;

a flashlight head securable to the body at a first end;

a switch assembly housed by the body, wherein the
switch assembly controls power delivery to the flashlight head
from a battery disposed in the flashlight compartment;

a nozzle securable to the body at a second end; and

a trigger assembly mounted on the body proximate to the
switch assembly, wherein actuation of the trigger assembly
ejects spray through the nozzle from a spray canister disposed
in the canister compartment, and further wherein either the
trigger assembly or the switch assembly may be actuated
without changing grip on the body.

16. A method of self-defense, comprising:
providing a tool comprising:

a switch assembly that operates a flashlight head
secured to a first end of the tool,

a trigger located proximate to the switch assembly,
whereby the trigger engages a spray canister disposed in
the tool, and

a nozzle secured to a second end of the tool,
whereby the spray canister communicates with the
nozzle;
gripping the tool with the thumb positioned over the

trigger; and
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moving the trigger with the thumb from an unfired
position to a fired position that ejects spray from the spray
canister and through the nozzle.

The prior art relied upon by the Examiner in rejecting the claims is:

Mangels US 3,716,170 Feb. 13, 1973

Tuscher US 5,941,629 Aug. 24, 1999

The Examiner rejected claims 1-20 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as
unpatentable over Mangels and Tuscher.

We AFFIRM-IN-PART.

ISSUE
The primary issue raised in the present appeal is whether the
Appellants have shown that the Examiner erred in combining Mangels and
Tuscher because such modification would make Mangels unsuitable for its
intended purpose and/or change its operation, and because the combination

does not disclose a nozzle “securable to the body at a second end.”

FINDINGS OF FACT
The record supports the following findings of fact (FF) by a
preponderance of the evidence.
1. Mangels describes a tool (flashlight 10) including a body
(casing 11) defining a canister compartment (not enumerated) and a

flashlight compartment (not enumerated), a flashlight head (closure cap 15)
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securable to the body at a first end, a switch assembly (member 31, lead 32
and switch 33) housed by the body, wherein the switch assembly controls
power delivery to the flashlight head from a battery (25) disposed in the
flashlight compartment, a nozzle (ejection tube 61) securable to the body,
and a trigger assembly (68) mounted on the body proximate to the switch
assembly, wherein actuation of the trigger assembly ejects spray through the
nozzle from a spray canister (container 26) disposed in the canister
compartment, and further wherein either the trigger assembly or the switch
assembly may be actuated without changing grip on the body (col. 2, 1. 6-
17, 37-54; col. 4, 11. 1-5, 29-31, 52-67; fig. 1).

2. The nozzle of the tool described in Mangels is not provided at a
second end of the body (fig. 1).

3. Tuscher describes a tool (self-defense device 1) including a
body (housing part 2, tubular part 12) defining a canister compartment
(second housing part 13) and a flashlight compartment (battery compartment
5), a flashlight head (lamp head 3) securable to the body at a first end, a
switch assembly (6) housed by the body, wherein the switch assembly
controls power delivery to the flashlight head from a battery (not numbered)
disposed in the flashlight compartment, a nozzle (21) secured to the body at
a second end, and a trigger assembly (actuating element 22), wherein
actuation of the trigger assembly ejects spray through the nozzle from a
spray canister (14) disposed in the canister compartment (col. 4, 11. 13-24,

33-37, 48-55; figs. 1 and 2).
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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). The question of obviousness is resolved on the basis of
underlying factual determinations including (1) the scope and content of the
prior art, (2) any differences between the claimed subject matter and the
prior art, (3) the level of skill in the art, and (4) where in evidence, so-called
secondary considerations. Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 17-18
(1966).

In KSR, the Supreme Court explained that “[w]hen a work is available
in one field of endeavor, design incentives and other market forces can
prompt variations of it, either in the same field or a different one. Ifa
person of ordinary skill can implement a predictable variation, § 103 likely
bars its patentability.” KSR, 127 S.Ct. at 1740. The Court further explained,
“[o]ften, it will be necessary for a court to look to interrelated teachings of
multiple patents; the effects of demands known to the design community or
present in the marketplace; and the background knowledge possessed by a
person having ordinary skill in the art, all in order to determine whether
there was an apparent reason to combine the known elements in the fashion

claimed by the patent at issue.” Id. at 1740-41.
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The Court noted that “[t]o facilitate review, this analysis should be
made explicit.” Id. at 1741, citing In re Kahn, 441 F.3d 977, 988 (Fed. Cir.
2006) (“[R]ejections on obviousness grounds cannot be sustained by mere
conclusory statements; instead, there must be some articulated reasoning
with some rational underpinning to support the legal conclusion of
obviousness”). However, “the analysis need not seek out precise teachings
directed to the specific subject matter of the challenged claim, for a court
can take account of the inferences and creative steps that a person of

ordinary skill in the art would employ.” Id. at 1741.

ANALYSIS

The Examiner rejects all of the claims as unpatentable over Mangels
and Tuscher finding that Mangels describes all of the claimed features
except for the nozzle secured to the body at a second end (recited in
independent claims 1 and 16) and a fluid tight seal (recited in dependent
claim 13) (FF 1 and 2; Ans. 3-5). The Examiner relies on Tuscher which
describes a tool having a nozzle at a second end opposite the flashlight head
to cure the deficiencies of Mangels (FF 3), and concludes that all of the
claims would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art (Ans. 5).

In the Appeal Brief, the Appellants argue various rejected claims

separately. We address the Appellants’ arguments infra.


http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=506&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=2008733205&ReferencePosition=988
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Claim 1

The Appellants contend that the Examiner erred because if the tool of
Mangels is modified in view of Tuscher in the manner suggested by the
Examiner, the tool of Mangels would not be able to perform its intended
purpose of ejecting a spray of a chemical “directly through and parallel with
the center of the array of light, when desired” (col. 3, 11. 61-67; App. Br. 4
and 5). In addition, the Appellants contend that modifying Mangles in view
of Tuscher 1s improper because the principle of operation of the tool of
Mangels would be changed (App. Br. 5 and 6). The Appellants further
contend that the spray opening 19 on the tubular body 12 of Tuscher is not a
nozzle and that the nozzle 21 is not associated with, or securable to, the
tubular body 12 (App. Br. 6). Hence, the Appellants argue that Tuscher does
not describe a nozzle that is secured to the second end as recited in
independent claim 1 (App. Br. 6).

Firstly, we disagree with the Appellants’ contention that the tool of
Mangels would not be usable according to its intended purpose when
modified to provide a nozzle at the second end based on Tuscher (App. Br.
5). The Appellants’ argument is based on /n re Gordon which held that
turning a prior art filter device upside down would render the filter
“inoperable for its intended purpose.” See In re Gordon, 733 F.2d 900, 902
(Fed. Cir. 1984). However, ejecting a spray of a chemical “directly through
and parallel with the center of the array of light” is not the sole intended
purpose of the tool described in Mangels. While ejecting a spray of a

chemical through, and parallel with, the center of the light is described as
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being a special feature of the tool of Mangels, this feature is subservient to
the broader purpose also described in Mangels which is to provide a
flashlight that dispenses chemicals which can be used as a non-lethal
weapon (col. 1, 11. 33-36). In this regard, even the portion of Mangels cited
by the Appellants states that the described special feature is for
accomplishing “other purposes of this flashlight” (col. 3, ll. 61-68). Mere
repositioning of the nozzle to the second end of the tool of Mangels does not
make the tool “inoperable” or impede full performance of the noted broader
intended purpose of the tool.

Secondly, the Appellants incorrectly apply the law in contending that
the principle of operation of the tool of Mangels would be changed if
modified in view of Tuscher. The Appellants contend that “[i]t is clear that
location of a nozzle at the end of the rear barrel portion 12 of the Mangels
flashlight 10 requires a change in the operation of the flashlight 10” (App.
Br. 6).

However, “principle of operation” referred to by the Appellants
actually relates to the “basic principles” under which the prior art device was
designed to operate. In re Ratti, 270 F.2d 810, 813 (CCPA 1959) (“This
suggested combination of references would require a substantial
reconstruction and redesign of the elements shown in [the primary reference]
as well as a change in the basic principles under which the [primary
reference] construction was designed to operate.” (Emphasis added)). In
Ratti, the modification suggested by the Examiner changed the basic

principle of sealing from attaining sealing through a rigid, press-fit, interface
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between the components, to attaining sealing by providing a resilient
interface between the components. /d. at §11-13. Such a modification
fundamentally changes the technical basis of how a seal performs its sealing
function and how a sealed interface is attained.

Thus, “a change in the basic principles” refers to change that is
fundamental in scope so as to relate to scientific or technical principles
under which the invention is designed to operate. It cannot be said that
“change in the basic principles” occurs by mere rearrangement of the
components in the prior art device. Otherwise, any modification to a prior
art device can be considered “a change in the basic principles”, thereby
eliminating the need for obviousness analysis under 35 U.S.C. § 103.

The basic principle under which the tool of Mangels is designed to
operate is not changed at all by relocating the nozzle to the second end of the
tool as taught in Tuscher. As stated by the Examiner, “Tuscher is used to
illustrate that the nozzle could be place[d] at a different location” (Ans. 6).
Therefore, because mere repositioning of the nozzle does not change the
basic principle under which the tool of Mangels operates, we find the
Appellants’ argument to the contrary unpersuasive.

Finally, with respect to claim 1, we disagree with the Appellants’
contention that Tuscher does not describe a nozzle that is secured to the
second end as recited in independent claim 1 (App. Br. 6). While the
Appellants’ Specification describes structure (such as the threads 32 that
engage the threads 27 of the body 11) for directly securing the nozzle to the
body (Spec. 6, 1. 14-22; Fig. 1), claim 1 does not recite any structure that
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would require such direct securement between the recited nozzle and the
body. All that is recited is that the nozzle be “securable” to the body at a
second end.

During prosecution, claims are to be given their broadest reasonable
construction in light of the specification as it would be interpreted by one of
ordinary skill in the art, and giving broad construction to claim terms is not
unreasonable during examination because the applicant can amend the
claims. See In re Am. Acad. of Sci. Tech. Ctr.,367 F.3d 1359, 1364 (Fed.
Cir. 2004). Moreover, “[a]bsent claim language carrying a narrow meaning,
the PTO should only limit the claim based on the specification or
prosecution history when those sources expressly disclaim the broader
definition.” In re Bigio, 381 F.3d 1320, 1325 (Fed Cir. 2004).

In the present case, there does not appear to be a specific definition or
disclaimer of the term “securable” provided by the Appellants. Thus, when
the claim limitation “securable” is broadly construed, we do not find it
unreasonable to consider the nozzle 21 of the spray canister 14 of Tuscher as
being “securable to the body at a second end” by virtue of the fact that the
spray canister 14 is securable to the second end of the tool (FF 3).

Therefore, in view of the above, the Appellants have not shown that
the Examiner erred in rejecting independent claim 1 as unpatentable over

Mangels and Tuscher.

10
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Claims 2, 6 and 8-15

While the Appellants utilize separate headings for each of these
claims within the Appeal Brief, the Appellants merely rely upon their
ultimate dependency from independent claim 1 for patentability and do not
provide specific arguments directed to the limitations recited therein (App.
Br. 7-9). Thus, because we have found that the Appellants have not shown
that the Examiner erred in rejecting independent claim 1, we likewise find
that Appellants have not shown that the Examiner erred in rejecting claims

2, 6 and 8-15. See 37 C.F.R. 41.37(c)(1)(vii) (2007).

Claim 3

The Appellants contend that Mangels does not describe a safety
aperture or a safety that extends into the body via the safety aperture as
recited in claim 3 (App. Br. 7). Instead, the safety locking device 76 of
Mangels resides on top of the trigger 68 and engages a flat raised surface of
a barrel portion 12 (App. Br. 7). Tuscher does not disclose any type of a
safety mechanism. Thus, the Appellants further contend that the
combination of Mangels and Tuscher fails to describe the invention of claim
3. We agree.

The portion of Mangels cited by the Examiner in support of the
rejection (col. 5, 11. 37-61; Ans. 6) does describe a safety feature to prevent
accidental activation of the trigger for ejecting the chemical. However,
Mangels does not appear to describe the recited safety aperture or the safety

76 extending into the body through the recited aperture. Tuscher does not

11
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appear to cure this deficiency of Mangels. The Examiner has not established
that trigger safety devices which extend into a body via a safety aperture are
known in the art, and has not articulated any rational reason for modifying
the safety and body of Mangels to provide the recited features of claim 3.
See KSR, 127 S.Ct. at 1741. Therefore, the Appellants have shown that the
Examiner erred in rejecting claim 3 as unpatentable over Mangels and

Tuscher.

Claim 4

The Appellants contend that the safety locking device 76 of Mangels
travels transversely with respect to trigger arrangement 68, and thus, does
not describe that the depression of the safety disengages the safety from a
cavity in the trigger (App. Br. 7).

We note that claim 4 is dependent on claim 3 discussed supra. In
addition, the Examiner has not provided a specific citation to Mangels in
support of this rejection, or articulated any rational reason for modifying
Mangels to provide the recited features (Ans. 6). Therefore, the Appellants
have shown that the Examiner erred in rejecting claim 4 as unpatentable

over Mangels and Tuscher.

Claim 5
While the Appellants merely rely upon ultimate dependency from
independent claim 1 for patentability of claim 5, and do not provide specific

arguments directed to the limitations recited therein (App. Br. 8), claim 5

12
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depends from claim 3 discussed supra. Therefore, we find that the
Examiner erred in rejecting claim 5 as unpatentable over Mangels and

Tuscher.

Claim 7

The Appellants contend that the tool of Mangels does not describe a
locking member disposed through the safety aperture or a biasing
mechanism to bias the locking member against the trigger as recited in claim
7 (App. Br. 8). We agree.

We first note that claim 7 depends from claim 3 discussed supra. In
addition, the portion of Mangels cited by the Examiner in support of the
rejection (col. 4, 1. 19-22; Ans. 7) merely describes a spring for the valve in
the aerosol container and does not relate to the locking member. The
Examiner also does not articulate any rational reason for modifying Mangels
to provide the recited features. Therefore, the Appellants have shown that
the Examiner erred in rejecting claim 7 as unpatentable over Mangels and

Tuscher.

Claim 16

The Appellants present substantially the same arguments submitted
relative to independent claim 1 for arguing the patentability of independent
claim 16 (App. Br. 9-12). Thus, for the same reasons discussed supra

relative to claim 1, we find that the Appellants have not shown that the

13
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Examiner erred in rejecting independent claim 16 as unpatentable over

Mangels and Tuscher.

Claims 17-20

While the Appellants utilize separate headings for each of these
claims within the Appeal Brief, the Appellants merely rely upon their
dependency from independent claim 16 for patentability, and do not provide
specific arguments directed to the limitations recited therein (App. Br. 13).
Thus, because we have found that Appellants have not shown that the
Examiner erred in rejecting independent claim 16, we likewise find that
Appellants have not shown that the Examiner erred in rejecting claims 17-

20. See 37 C.F.R. 41.37(c)(1)(vii) (2007).

CONCLUSIONS
1. The Appellants have not shown that the Examiner erred in
rejecting claims 1, 2, 6 and 8-20 as unpatentable over Mangels and Tuscher.
2. The Appellants have shown that the Examiner erred in rejecting

claims 3-5 and 7 as unpatentable over Mangels and Tuscher.

ORDER
1. The Examiner’s rejection of claims 1, 2, 6 and 8-20 is
AFFIRMED.
2. The Examiner’s rejection of claims 3-5 and 7 is REVERSED.

14
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No time period for taking any subsequent action in connection with
this appeal may be extended under 37 C.F.R. § 1.136(a). See 37 C.F.R.
§ 1.136(a)(1)(iv) (2007).

AFFIRMED-IN-PART

LV:

LAW OFFICES OF CHRISTOPHER L. MAKAY
1634 MILAM BUILDING

115 EAST TRAVIS STREET

SAN ANTONIO, TX 78205-1763

15




<<
  /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


