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DECISION ON APPEAL 
 

STATEMENT OF CASE 

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

rejection of claims 1-19, 21-23 and 26.2  We have jurisdiction under 

35 U.S.C. § 6 (b) (2002).  

The Appellants’ claims are directed to medicating the interior of the 

eye using a medicament and a cyclodextrin as a carrier. 

Claims 1 and 19 are the only independent claims in the application.  

The Appellants do not argue any claims separately regarding the enablement 

or anticipation rejections.  Therefore, we select independent claim 1, the 

method claim, to decide the appeal regarding these rejections.  See 37 C.F.R. 

§ 41.37(c)(1)(vii) (2006).   

For the obviousness rejection, the Appellants argue claims 16-18 

together.  Claim 16 is representative, and the remaining claims stand or fall 

with claim 16.  

 Claim 1 reads as follows: 

1.   A method comprising topically administering a 
composition to an eye of a mammal in need thereof, said 
method being effective in delivering a therapeutically effective 
amount of a therapeutically active agent to a structure or 
combination of structures of the eye selected from the vitreous 
humor and structures posterior to the vitreous humor; said 
composition comprising; 

a. an effective amount of the therapeutically active agent,   
or a pharmaceutically acceptable salt or prodrug 
thereof, to provide a therapeutically effective amount 

 
2 Claims 20, 24, 25, and 27 have been canceled.  (App. Br. 2). 
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of the therapeutically active agent to said structure or 
combination of structures of the eye, and  

b. an effective amount of a cyclodextrin derivative to  
     provide said therapeutically effective amount of said  
     therapeutically active agent to said structure or  
     combination of structures of the eye[,] 

wherein the cylodextrin derivative is selected from the group 
consisting of hydroxypropyl-β-cyclodextrin, hydroxypropyl-γ-
cyclodextrin, sulfobutylether-β-cyclodextrin and 
sulfobutylether-γ-cyclodextrin, hydroxyethyl-β-cyclodextrin, 
hydroxyethyl-γ-cyclodextrin, dihydroxypropyl-β-cyclodextrin, 
glucosyl-β-cyclodextrin, diglucosyl-β-cyclodextrin, maltosyl-β-
cyclodextrin, maltosyl-γ-cyclodextrin, maltotriosyl-β-
cyclodextrin, maltotriosyl-γ-cyclodextrin, dimaltosyl-β-
cyclodextrin, and combinations thereof.      

 
(App. Br. 10, Claims Appendix).  
 
 Claim 5, from which claim 16 depends, reads as follows: 
 

5.   The method of claim 1 wherein said therapeutically 
active agent is not administered to reduce intraocular pressure. 

 
 Claim 16 reads as follows: 
 

16. The method of claim 5 which further comprises 
hydroxypropylmethylcellulose having a concentration of less 
than 1%.   
 

(App. Br. 11, Claims Appendix).  
 

THE EVIDENCE 
 

The Examiner relies upon the following as evidence in support of the 

rejections: 

Loftsson    US 5,472,954         Dec. 05, 1995 
Guy    US 5,576,311          Nov. 19, 1996 
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Lyons    WO 02/089815 A2                  Nov. 14, 2002 
 

THE REJECTIONS 

The following rejections are before us for review:  

1. Claims 1-19, 21-23 and 26 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112, first 

paragraph, as failing to comply with the enablement requirement. 

2. Claims 1-15, 19, 21-23 and 26 stand rejected as being anticipated 

under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) over Guy.   

3. Claims 1-19, 21-23 and 26 stand rejected as being anticipated under 

35 U.S.C. § 102(b) over Lyons.   

4. Claims 16-18 stand rejected as being obvious under 35 U.S.C. 

§ 103(a) over the combination of Guy and Loftsson.       

 We REVERSE the enablement rejection of claims 1-19, 21-23 and 26;  

AFFIRM the anticipation rejections of claims 1-19, 21-23 and 26; and 

AFFIRM the obviousness rejection of claims 16-18. 

ISSUES 

 Have the Appellants established that the Examiner erred in 

determining that the specification does not provide sufficient guidelines to 

enable of one of ordinary skill in the art to know, without undue 

experimentation, which therapeutically active agents may be administered 

by the claimed method?  

Have the Appellants established that the Examiner erred in 

determining that the prior art anticipated a method of topically administering 

a known topical ophthalmic composition to structures of the eye in or 

posterior to the vitreous humor?   
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Have the Appellants established that the Examiner erred in 

determining that it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 

art at the time the invention was made to topically administer a known 

topical ophthalmic composition to structures of the eye in or posterior to the 

vitreous humor?   

FINDINGS OF FACT 

 The record supports the following findings of fact by a preponderance 

of the evidence. 

1. The specification describes that “the use of cyclodextrins in 

pharmaceutical compositions is well known in the art.”  (Specification p. 3, 

ll. 7-8).   

2. The specification also describes that “[t]he use of cyclodextrin and 

cyclodextrin derivatives in ophthalmic formulations is also known.”  (Id. 

p. 3. ll. 20-21). 

3. Additionally, the specification provides numerous examples of 

“therapeutically active agent[s],” as claimed.  (Id. pp. 6-7). 

4. Guy describes topical ophthalmic compositions for the treatment 

of inflammatory conditions of the eye.  (Guy 1:8-11). 

5. Guy describes that its ophthalmic compositions comprise a 

therapeutic concentration of a water insoluble or poorly soluble drug and an 

effective amount of cyclodextrin.  (Id. 3:45-67).     

6. Guy describes that the therapeutically active drug component may 

be a nonsteroidal anti-inflammatory drug, an antimicotic, an antiepileptic, an 

antihistamine, or a locally active steroid, such as prednisolone.  (Id. 3:54-

66). 

 5



 
Appeal 2008-5416 
Application 10/826,843 
 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

7. Guy describes that the cyclodextrin component can be methyl 

cyclodextrin, glucosyl cyclodextrin, maltosyl cyclodextrin, multiple 

derivative forms of these cyclodextrins, hydroxypropyl cyclodextrin, beta-

hydroxypropyl cyclodextrin, beta cyclodextrin or hydroxyethyl cyclodextrin.  

(Id. 4:1-4; 5:6-9; Table 2). 

8. Lyons describes methods and ophthalmic compositions for the 

topical delivery of lipophilic drugs to the eye.  (Lyons pp. 9-11).  

9. Lyons describes that its ophthalmic compositions comprise a 

therapeutically effective amount of an active drug, such as antibiotics, 

steroids, e.g., prednisolone, and nonsteroidal anti-inflammatory drugs.   (Id. 

10-11).   

10. Lyons describes that its ophthalmic compositions also comprise 

cyclodextrins selected from naturally occurring cyclodextrins or their 

synthetic derivatives that are, “without limitation, formed by alkylation (e.g. 

methyl- and ethyl-β-cyclodextrin) or hydroxyalkylation of the hydroxyl 

groups (e.g. hydroxyproply- and hydroxyethyl –derivatives of α-, β-, and γ-

cyclodextrin) or by substituting the primary hydroxy groups with 

saccharides (e.g. glucosyl- and maltosyl-β-cyclodextrin).”  (Id. 12).   

11. Lyons also describes that its ophthalmic composition comprises a 

water soluble polymer such as hydroxypropylmethylcellulose (HPMC) 

(Id. 10).  

12. Loftsson describes a method of enhancing the solubilizing and 

stabilizing effects of cyclodextrin derivatives in cyclodextrin-drug 

complexes by adding certain polymers.  (Loftsson 1:12-15).   
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13. Loftsson describes that suitable polymers for its method, such as 

HPMC, are water soluble and acceptable for use in pharmaceuticals.  

(Id. 7:7-30). 

14. Additionally, Loftsson describes that the polymer comprises 

0.001-5%, preferably from about 0.01 to about 0.5% of the composition.  

(Id. 4:21-30).   

15. Loftsson also describes that suitable pharmaceuticals for its 

method include ophthalmic compositions (eye drops) containing agents 

including anti-glaucoma agent, anti-inflammatory steroid, or anti-

infective/antiseptic agent.  (Id. 19:15-46).  

PRINCIPLES OF LAW 

Lack of Enablement 

“That some experimentation is necessary does not constitute a lack of 

enablement; the amount of experimentation, however, must not be unduly 

extensive.”  Amgen, Inc. v. Chugai Pharmaceutical Co., Ltd., 927 F.2d 1200, 

1212 (Fed Cir. 1991).   

Anticipation 

“The discovery of a new property or use of a previously known 

composition, even when that property and use are unobvious from the prior 

art, can not impart patentability to claims to the known composition.”  In re 

Spada, 911 F.2d 705, 708 (Fed. Cir. 1990)

Obviousness 

“Selecting a narrow range from within a somewhat broader range 

disclosed in a prior art reference is no less obvious than identifying a range 
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that simply overlaps a disclosed range.”  In re Peterson, 315 F.3d 1325, 

1329-1330 (Fed. Cir. 2003).   

Moreover, when “the claimed ranges are completely encompassed by 

the prior art, the conclusion is even more compelling than in cases of mere 

overlap.”  Id at 1330. 

ANALYSIS 

I.  The Enablement Rejection.      7 

8 
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24 

Claims 1-19, 21-23 and 26 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112, first 

paragraph, as failing to comply with the enablement requirement. 

The Examiner found that “the specification, while being enabling for 

some agents, does not reasonably provide enablement for the broad phrase 

of ‘an agent.’”  (Non-Final Rejection, Nov. 30, 2006, p. 2, incorporated by 

reference in Final Rejection, May 9, 2007, p. 2).  In consideration of the 

factors set for in In re Wands, 858 F.2d 731, 737 (Fed. Cir. 1988), the 

Examiner particularly found that one of ordinary skill in the art would be 

burdened with undue experimentation to determine all agents in combination 

with cyclodextrin derivatives being capable of delivery to the eye.  (Id. 2-3).   

The Appellants assert that the Examiner’s enablement rejection was 

erroneous because “[t]he specification cites about 400 different examples of 

therapeutically active agents.”  (App. Br. 4) (citing Specification p. 6, ll. 22 

to p. 15, ll. 15).  The Appellants also assert that the specification 

demonstrates that cyclodextrin and its derivatives deliver the active agent 

prednisolone to the back of the eye.  (Id.).  The Appellants further assert that 

“known literature provides ample guidance to a person of ordinary skill to 
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omitted) stated: 
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To satisfy §112, the specification disclosure must be 
sufficiently complete to enable one of ordinary skill in the art to 
make the invention without undue experimentation, although 
the need for a minimum amount of experimentation is not fatal. 
. . .  Enablement is the criterion, and every detail need not be set 
forth in the written specification if the skill in the art is such 
that the disclosure enables one to make the invention. 
 
The specification describes that “the use of cyclodextrins in 

pharmaceutical compositions is well known in the art.”  (Specification p. 3, 

ll. 7-8).  The specification also describes that “[t]he use of cyclodextrin and 

cyclodextrin derivatives in ophthalmic formulations is also known.”  (Id. 

p. 3. ll. 20-21).  Further, as the Appellants have asserted, the specification 

provides numerous examples of therapeutically active agents.  (Id. pp. 6-7).      

The Examiner has not provided sufficient reasoning as to why one 

skilled in the art of ophthalmic pharmaceuticals would not be able to 

determine without undue experimentation which ophthalmic agents would 

work in the claimed method.  The Examiner has therefore not satisfied the 

initial burden of providing reasoning which would substantiate a rejection 

based on lack of enablement.   

Consequently, we reverse the Examiner's rejection of claims 1-19, 21-

23 and 26 under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply with the 

enablement requirement.   
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Claims 1-15, 19, 21-23 and 26 stand rejected as being anticipated 

under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) over Guy.  The Examiner found that Guy teaches 

the use of the claimed cyclodextrin derivatives, e.g., hydroxypropyl 

cyclodextrin, in combination with a therapeutically active agent, e.g., 

prednisolone acetate, in an ophthalmic/pharmaceutical formulation for the 

treatment of ophthalmic disorders.  (Non-Final Rejection, June 29, 2006, 

p. 2, incorporated by reference in Final Rejection, May 9, 2007, p. 2) (citing 

1:38-65, 2:55, 3:1-10, 3:30-37, 4:1-15).   

The Examiner additionally rejected claims 1-19, 21-23 and 26 as 

being anticipated under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) over Lyons.  For this rejection, 

the Examiner similarly found that Lyons teaches the use of the claimed 

cyclodextrin derivatives in combination with prednisolone acetate and 

additionally with HPMC (as recited in Appellants’ claims 16-18) in an 

ophthalmic formulation for the delivery to the eye.  (Non-Final Rejection, 

Nov. 30, 2006, p. 4, incorporated by reference in Final Rejection, May 9, 

2007, p. 2) (citing Lyons p. 10, ll. 8-13, p. 12, ll. 11-26 and p. 14 Table).   

The Appellants do not dispute the Examiner’s finding that Guy and 

Lyons each disclose the components of the composition recited in the 

Appellants’ respective claims.  Nor do the Appellants dispute the finding 

that each reference describes that their compositions are administered 

topically to the eye.  Rather, as to both rejections, the Appellants assert that 

the claims are not anticipated because “[n]either of the references teaches 

administration of the composition for the purpose of delivering the drugs to 
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the particular structures of the eye cited in the claims.”  (App. Br. 7) 

(emphasis added).   

This argument is not persuasive.  It is not in dispute that the claimed 

composition of claim 1 has been applied to the eye for therapeutic purposes 

in the cited prior art.  The claimed method of delivering a composition to 

structures of the eye in or posterior to the vitreous humor is, at best, a 

different intended use of a previously known topical ophthalmic composition 

which inherently functioned in the same way as now claimed.  As the 

Federal Circuit has stated, “The discovery of a new property or use of a 

previously known composition, even when that property and use are 

unobvious from the prior art, can not impart patentability to claims to the 

known composition.”  In re Spada, 911 F.2d 705, 708 (Fed. Cir. 1990).   

Consequently, we find that the Appellants have not established that 

the Examiner erred in (a) rejecting claims 1-15, 19, 21-23 and 26 as being 

anticipated by Guy, and (b) rejecting claims 1-19, 21-23 and 26 as being 

anticipated by Lyons.    

III.  The Obviousness Rejection. 17 

18 

19 

20 

21 
22 
23 
24 
25 

26 
27 

Claims 16-18 stand rejected as being obvious under 35 U.S.C. 

§ 103(a) over the combination of Guy and Loftsson.   

Representative claim 16 reads as follows: 

16. The method of claim 5 which further comprises 
hydroxypropylmethylcellulose having a concentration less than 
1%.   
 
Claim 5 reads as follows: 

5. The method of claim 1 wherein said therapeutically 
active agent is not administered to reduce intraocular pressure.  
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The Examiner found that Guy differs from the claimed invention 

because Guy does not describe using HPMC in the ophthalmic composition.  

(Non-Final Rejection, June 29, 2006, p. 2, incorporated by reference in Final 

Rejection, May 9, 2007, p. 3).  However, the Examiner found that Loftsson 

teaches the use of the claimed HPMC in combination with the claimed 

cyclodextrin and a therapeutically active agent, e.g., steroid, in an 

ophthalmic formulation.  (Id.).  

According to the Examiner, it would have been obvious to a person of 

ordinary skill in the art to incorporate HPMC into the teaching of the 

primary reference because Loftsson describes that addition of HPMC to the 

claimed cyclodextrin well known in the art.  (Id.).  The Examiner also found 

that one skilled in the art would have been motivated to combine the 

teachings of the references because references represent analogous art of 

cyclodextrin-containing ophthalmic formulations.  (Id. at 4).  The Examiner 

further found that the Appellants did not present evidence to establish the 

unexpected or unobvious nature of the claimed invention.  (Id.).   

Here again, the Appellants assert that the Examiner’s rejection is 

erroneous because “[u]sing cylodextrin derivatives to deliver drugs to the 

back of the eye is not taught or suggested in the prior art.”  (App. Br. 7).  

The Appellants additionally assert that the Examiner failed to explain how 

the prior art composition is used “in such a way that a therapeutically 

effective amount of the required drug would be delivered to the back of the 

eye structure.”  (Id.).  
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These arguments are unpersuasive.  The Examiner found that Guy 

teaches the use of the claimed cyclodextrin derivatives with a therapeutically 

active agent, e.g., prednisolone acetate, in a topical ophthalmic 

pharmaceutical formulation.  Additionally, the Examiner found that Loftsson 

describes adding HPMC to an ophthalmic composition comprising a 

cyclodextrin and therapeutically active agent.  The Examiner further found 

that the combination of Loftsson’s HPMC with Guy’s topical ophthalmic 

composition would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of 

the invention because the combination of HPMC with cyclodextrin 

compositions was well known in the art and the references represent 

analogous art.  Additionally, Loftsson describes that adding HPMC to a 

cyclodextrin-containing ophthalmic compositions enhances the solubilizing 

and stabilizing effects of cyclodextrin.  (Loftsson 1:12-15).  The Appellant 

has not challenged these findings. 

Loftsson also describes the polymer (HPMC) comprises 0.001-5%, 

preferably from about 0.01 to about 0.5% of the composition (Id. 4:21-30).  

This disclosed range encompasses the concentration described by claim 16, 

i.e., “less than 1%.”  As the Federal Circuit has affirmed, “Selecting a 

narrow range from within a somewhat broader range disclosed in a prior art 

reference is no less obvious than identifying a range that simply overlaps a 

disclosed range.”  In re Peterson, 315 F.3d 1325, 1330 (Fed. Cir. 2003).  

Moreover, when “the claimed ranges are completely encompassed by the 

prior art, the conclusion is even more compelling than in cases of mere 

overlap.”  Id. 
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Therefore, the method of claim 16 recites a topically administered 

composition that would have been obvious to a skilled artisan at the time of 

the invention.  As the Examiner stated, “the appellant is using the same 

composition as [the] prior art, therefore it is expected that such composition 

would inherently act the same as the composition of the instant application.”  

(Ans. 6).  The Appellants have put forth no persuasive evidence that this 

finding is incorrect.  See In re Spada, 911 F.2d 705, 708 (Fed. Cir. 1990).    

Consequently, we do not find that the Appellants have established that 

the Examiner erred in rejecting claims 16-18 as obvious over the 

combination of Guy and Loftsson.  

Accordingly, we affirm the Examiner’s rejections.   

CONCLUSION OF LAW 

 On the record before us, the Appellants have not shown error 

on the part of the Examiner regarding the anticipation rejections of claims 1-

19, 21-23 and 26, and the obviousness rejections of claims 16-18.  The prior 

art anticipated a method of topically administering a known topical 

ophthalmic composition to structures of the eye in or posterior to the 

vitreous humor.  Additionally, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 

skill in the art at the time the invention was made to topically administer a 

known topical ophthalmic composition to structures of the eye in or 

posterior to the vitreous humor.   

However, regarding the enablement rejection of claims 1-19, 21-23 

and 26, the Appellants have established that the Examiner erred in 

determining that the specification does not provide sufficient guidelines to 

enable of one of ordinary skill in the art to know, without undue 
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experimentation, which therapeutically active agents may be administered 

by the claimed method. 

DECISION 

 The Rejection of claims 1-19, 21-23 and 26 under 35 U.S.C. § 112, 

first paragraph, as being unpatentable for failing to comply with the 

enablement requirement is REVERSED. 

 The Rejection of claims 1-15, 19, 21-23 and 26 under 35 U.S.C. § 

102(b) as being unpatentable over Guy is AFFIRMED. 

 The Rejection of claims 1-19, 21-23 and 26 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) 

as being as being unpatentable over Lyons is AFFIRMED. 

The Rejection of claims 16-18 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over the combination of Guy and Loftsson 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)(1)(iv) (2006). 

 

16 AFFIRMED 
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TORCZON, Administrative Patent Judge, concurring. 1 
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17 

 I join the majority in affirming the anticipation and obviousness 

rejections.  I would not reach the enablement rejection.  Cf. Leggett & Platt, 

Inc. v. VUTEk, 537 F.3d 1349, 1356 (Fed. Cir. 2008) (not reaching § 112 

issue after affirming anticipation and obviousness grounds of invalidity). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

rvb 

 

ALLERGAN, INC. 

2525 DUPONT DRIVE, T2-7H 

IRVINE, CA 92612-1599 

 16


	 
	 
	 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


