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I. STATEMENT OF INTEREST

SHFL entertainment, Inc. (“SHFL”), based in Las 
Vegas, Nevada, is a leading global supplier of innovative 
products and technologies for the gaming industry, 
including table games, electronic game table systems, 
electronic betting interfaces, electronic gaming machines, 
website games, casino utility products, and other casino-
based products (collectively “casino-based products and 
technologies”). For decades, SHFL has invested millions 
of dollars to design, develop, and promote new casino-
based products and technologies that are widely used 
throughout the world. SHFL owns a sizeable portfolio of 
United States patents relating to its casino-based products 
and technologies, and relies on those patents to protect 
its signifi cant investments. As a leading recipient and 
licensor of patents, SHFL is committed to maintaining 
both the integrity of the United States patent system and 
the quality of the patents themselves.

SHFL takes no position on the merits of the case 
based on the particular facts presented. Instead, SHFL 
submits this brief to support a decision by this Court, 
along the lines presented below, that would ensure that 
the patent laws continue to provide the incentives granted 
in the Constitution to promote the progress of science and 
the useful arts.1

1.  Pursuant to Supreme Court Rule 37.6, counsel listed on 
the cover states that this brief was authored by amicus curiae 
and reviewed by counsel, and that no counsel for a party authored 
this brief in whole or in part. Nor did any counsel for a party 
make a monetary contribution intended to fund the preparation 
or submission of this brief. In addition, all parties have consented 
to the fi ling of the amicus brief, and their consent letters are on 
fi le with the Clerk’s offi ce.
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II. SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT

Article I, Section 8 of the Constitution grants Congress 
broad power to “promote the Progress of Science and 
useful Arts, by securing for limited Times to Authors and 
Inventors the exclusive Right to their respective Writings 
and Discoveries.” Hence, the Constitution weaves into 
our national fabric the policy of rewarding inventors for 
their creative endeavors. Given its constitutional charge, 
Congress enacted the Patent Act of 1790. Since then, 
Congress has steadfastly supported the rights of inventors 
and the patent system as a whole.

Title 35 of the United States Code section 101, which 
fi nds its roots in the Patent Act of 1790, defi nes patent-
eligible subject matter as “any new and useful process, 
machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or any 
new and useful improvement thereof.” Congress intended 
§ 101 to be given wide scope. That is undisputed. A 
broad interpretation of § 101 undoubtedly fulfi lls the 
constitutional and statutory goal of promoting “the 
Progress of Science and useful Arts.”

This Court recognizes three exceptions to patent-
eligible subject matter under § 101 for laws of nature, 
natural phenomena, and abstract ideas. These exceptions 
are intended to cover the basic tools of scientifi c and 
technical work. They are well-established and refl ect 
sound policy. Yet § 101 contains no express limitations, 
and this Court has repeatedly cautioned against reading 
into the patent laws limitations and conditions that the 
legislature has not expressed. Thus, an obvious tension 
exists between the statute and its judge-made exceptions.
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To ease the tension, this Court has applied § 101 
broadly, and the exceptions to it narrowly. It has resisted 
bright-line, categorical rules to determine patent-
eligibility. It has endorsed fl exibility over rigidity. In sum, 
this Court has demonstrated restraint in limiting § 101’s 
scope to avoid reaching results that would inadvertently 
undermine the patent system as a whole.

This Court has now been asked to draw a bright-line 
as to whether claims to computer-implemented inventions 
are directed to patent-eligible subject matter within the 
meaning of § 101. It should refrain from doing so. Adopting 
a bright-line test here would represent a significant 
and disturbing departure from this Court’s precedents. 
Moreover, adopting a single standard applicable to 
computer-implemented inventions may create unintended 
obstacles in other areas. Indeed, fashioning an overly 
restrictive standard for computer-implemented subject 
matter may inadvertently impede patentability on a wide 
range of other subject matters legitimately falling within 
the scope of § 101.

Rather, the Court should articulate a fl exible inquiry 
to be applied in such cases under § 101. The inquiry could 
include a non-exhaustive list of factors drawn from this 
Court’s precedents to aid the lower courts and the United 
States Patent and Trademark Offi ce in resolving § 101 
inquiries on a case-by-case basis. The inquiry should 
emphasize the limited scope of the exceptions to § 101 
and the statutory presumption of validity afforded to all 
issued patents.

Finally, this Court should endorse a judicial approach 
to § 101 disputes where courts fi rst address the invalidity 
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defenses under §§ 102, 103, and 112 before addressing 
issues of patent eligibility under § 101, particularly in 
cases where the abstract ideas exception is raised.

III. ARGUMENT

A. The Language, History, And Purpose Of § 101 
Support A Broad Interpretation Of Patent-Eligible 
Subject Matter

The Constitution grants Congress broad power to 
“promote the Progress of Science and useful Arts, by 
securing for limited Times to Authors and Inventors 
the exclusive Right to their respective Writings and 
Discoveries.” U.S. Const. art. 1, § 8, cl. 8. Congress 
implemented this grant by broadly defi ning patent-eligible 
subject matter to include “any new and useful process, 
machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or any 
new and useful improvement thereof.” 35 U.S.C. § 101. 
Section 100(b) further provides that the “term ‘process’ 
means process, art or method, and includes a new use of 
a known process, machine, manufacture, composition of 
matter, or material.”

As outlined by Chief Judge Rader in his underlying 
opinion, Congress intended § 101 to be given wide scope. 
See CLS Bank Intern. v. Alice Corp. Ltd., 717 F.3d 1269, 
1294-97 (Fed. Cir. 2013) (Rader, C.J., concurring-in-part 
and dissenting-in-part). Specifi cally, to understand §§ 101 
and 100(b) in context, this Court has advised that the 
“new” requirement in § 101 is now governed by § 102. 
Diamond v. Diehr, 450 U.S. 175, 189 (1981); see S. Rep. 
No. 82-1979, at 6 (1952) (“Section 102 . . . includes, in effect, 
an amplifi cation and defi nition of ‘new’ in section 101.”). 
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Similarly, whether a process, machine, manufacture, or 
composition of matter is “inventive” is not an issue under 
§ 101; the condition for “more” than novelty is contained 
only in § 103. See Dann v. Johnston, 425 U.S. 219, 225-26 
(1976) (explaining that although “an exercise of the of the 
inventive faculty” has been used as a judicial test, “it was 
only in 1952 that Congress, in the interest of uniformity 
and definiteness, articulated the requirement in a 
statute, framing it as a requirement of ‘nonobviousness.’”) 
(internal quotations and footnote omitted). Thus, as long 
as the “conditions and requirements” of patentability are 
met, a person who invents or discovers a useful process, 
or an improvement to one, may obtain a patent – and may 
do so even if the process includes only a new use of an old 
machine. See Bilski v. Kappos, 130 S. Ct. 3218, 3225 (2010).

Section 101’s breadth is demonstrated by, inter 
alia, the use of expansive categories modifi ed by the 
comprehensive term “any.” In “choosing such expansive 
terms . . . modifi ed by the comprehensive ‘any,’ Congress 
plainly contemplated that the patent laws would be given 
wide scope.” Diamond v. Chakrabarty, 447 U.S. 303, 
308-309 (1980); Bilski, 130 S. Ct. at 3225 (“Congress took 
this permissive approach to patent eligibility to ensure 
that ‘ingenuity should receive a liberal encouragement.’” 
(quoting Chakrabarty, 447 U.S. at 308)).

Section 101’s breadth is further demonstrated by 
the expansive defi nition of “process” in § 100(b). The 
“primary signifi cance” of adding § 100(b) to the Patent Act 
of 1952 was to clarify that a method was not “vulnerable 
to attack, on the ground of not being within the fi eld of 
patentable subject matter, merely because it may recite 
steps conventional from a procedural standpoint and the 
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novelty resides in the recitation of a particular substance, 
which is old as such, used in the process.” P.J. Federico, 
Commentary on the New Patent Act, reprinted in 75 J. 
Pat. & Trademark Off. Soc’y 161, 177 (1993); see S. Rep. 
No. 82-1979, at 17 (“The . . . defi nition clarifi es the status 
of processes or methods which involve merely the new use 
of a known process, machine, manufacture, composition of 
matter, or material; they are processes or methods under 
the statute and may be patented provided the conditions of 
patentability are satisfi ed.”). Thus, as noted by the Federal 
Circuit, changes were made to the 1952 Act to broaden 
patent-eligible subject matter and eliminate doubt caused 
by narrow interpretations given the prior statute. See 
Ultramercial, Inc. v. Hulu, LLC, 722 F.3d 1335, 1340 
(Fed. Cir. 2013). “Moreover, not only did Congress expand 
the defi nition of ‘process’ in 1952, but Title 35 does not list 
a single ineligible category. At the time when Congress 
considered § 101, it broadened the statute and certainly 
did not place any specifi c limits on it.” Id. at 1340-41.

Additionally, in testimony requested by Congress, 
P.J. Federico, former chief patent examiner at the United 
States Patent & Trademark Offi ce who co-drafted the 
Patent Act of 1952, explained that under the proposed 
amendment patent-eligible subject matter may include 
“anything that is under the sun that is made by man.” 
Hearing Before Sub-comm. No. 3 of the Comm. On the 
Judiciary, at 37 (1951); see S. Rep. No. 82-1979, at 5 (stating 
the same principle: so long as the conditions of patentability 
are met, anything made by man is patentable). The 
Supreme Court summarized the intent and meaning of 
these changes when it quoted and approved this famous 
statement. See Diehr, 450 U.S. at 182.
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In sum, “[t]he subject-matter provisions of the 
patent law have been cast in broad terms to fulfi ll the 
constitutional and statutory goal of promoting ‘the 
Progress of . . . the useful Arts. . . .’” Chakrabarty, 447 
U.S. at 315. This has been true for over 200 years to ensure 
that “ingenuity should receive a liberal encouragement.” 
Id. at 308-09 (quoting 5 Writings of Thomas Jefferson 
75-76 (H. Washington ed. 1871)).

B. The Abstract Ideas Exception To § 101 Should Be 
Applied Extremely Narrowly

This Court recognizes three judge-made exceptions to 
§ 101 for laws of nature, natural phenomena, and abstract 
ideas. Mayo Collaborative Servs. v. Prometheus Labs., 132 
S. Ct. 1289, 1293 (2012). These exceptions refl ect sound 
policy and have generally defi ned § 101’s reach going back 
over 150 years. Bilski, 130 S. Ct. at 3225 (2010) (citing Le 
Roy v. Tatham, 14 How. 156, 174-175 (1853)). They are 
intended to cover the basic tools of scientifi c and technical 
work. Mayo, 132 S. Ct. at 1293.

But the legislature has never expressly limited § 101’s 
scope beyond its text, and this Court has repeatedly 
cautioned that courts “should not read into the patent 
laws limitations and conditions which the legislature has 
not expressed.” Chakrabarty, 447 U.S. at 308 (quoting 
United States v. Dubilier Condenser Corp., 289 U.S. 
178, 199(1933)). Indeed, to avoid improper narrowing by 
courts of congressional enactments, resort to judge-made 
exceptions to statutory grants must be rare. See Western 
Union Tel. Co. v. Lenroot, 323 U.S. 490, 514 (1945) (“[T]he 
judicial function does not allow us to disregard that which 
Congress has plainly and constitutionally decreed and to 
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formulate exceptions which we think, for practical reasons, 
Congress might have made had it thought more about the 
problem”); United States v. Rutherford, 442 U.S. 544, 559 
(1979) (“Whether, as a policy matter, an exemption should 
be created is a question for the legislative judgment, not 
judicial inference.”).

Accordingly, an obvious tension exists between 
the judge-made exceptions to § 101 and the statute’s 
plain language, history, and purpose. See generally, 
Chakrabarty, 447 U.S. at 308 (“In choosing such 
expansive terms as ‘manufacture’ and ‘composition of 
matter,’ modifi ed by the comprehensive ‘any,’ Congress 
plainly contemplated that the patent laws would be given 
wide scope.”); id. at 315 (“Broad general language is not 
necessarily ambiguous when congressional objectives 
require broad terms.”); Mayo, 132 S. Ct. at 1293 (“too 
broad an interpretation of [the exceptions to § 101] could 
eviscerate patent law”); cf. Bilski, 130 S. Ct. at 3226 (“This 
Court has not indicated that the existence of these well-
established exceptions gives the Judiciary carte blanche 
to impose other limitations that are inconsistent with the 
text and the statute’s purpose and design.”).

This tension is particularly problematic as to the 
abstract ideas exception given its unclear boundaries. See 
Le Roy, 55 U.S. at 174 (1852) (“The word principle is used 
by elementary writers on patent subjects, and sometimes 
in adjudications of courts, with such a want of precision in 
its application, as to mislead.”); Parker v. Flook, 437 U.S. 
584, 589 (1978) (“The line between a patentable ‘process’ 
and an unpatentable ‘principle’ is not always clear.”).



9

In short, the exceptions to § 101 must be applied very 
narrowly to respect the language, history, and purpose of 
§ 101, to avoid improper judicial legislation, and to account 
for the ambiguous scope of the judge-made exceptions, 
particularly the abstract ideas exception. This is especially 
true for issued patents since they are presumed to be valid 
absent clear and convincing evidence to the contrary. 35 
U.S.C. § 282(a); Microsoft Corp. v. i4i Ltd. P’ship, 131 S. 
Ct. 2238, 2242 (2011). 

C. The Court Should Not Adopt Categorical Rules 
Regarding § 101

This Court has consistently and deliberately avoided 
adopting any categorical rules regarding the scope of § 101 
based on a legitimate concern that those rules might have 
wide-ranging and unforeseen impacts. See Bilski, 130 
S. Ct. at 3229 (“Rather than adopting categorical rules 
that might have wide-ranging and unforeseen impacts, 
the Court resolves this case narrowly.”); cf. id. at 3236 
(Stevens, J., concurring) (“The Court . . . [has] never 
provide[d] a satisfying account of what constitutes an 
unpatentable abstract idea.”). For example, in Bilski, this 
Court was asked to categorically place business method 
patents outside the scope of patent law. It declined to do 
so. Id. at 3228-29.

In Diehr, the Court was presented with claims 
directed to a computer-implemented method of curing 
synthetic rubber using a mathematical formula. 450 
U.S. at 179-80. The Court could have concluded that all 
computer-implemented methods, or all method claims 
incorporating a mathematical formula, are categorically 
patent-ineligible. It declined to do so. Instead, the opposite 
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conclusion was reached. Id. at 187 (“a claim drawn to 
subject matter otherwise statutory does not become 
nonstatutory simply because it uses a mathematical 
formula, computer program, or digital computer”).

In Gottschalk v. Benson and Flook, this Court found 
the claims-at-issue to be directed to patent-ineligible 
subject matter under § 101. Yet in both cases the Court 
quashed any doubts as to whether it was adopting any 
bright-line rules regarding § 101’s scope. Benson, 409 
U.S. 63, 71 (1972) (“It is said that the decision precludes 
a patent for any program servicing a computer. We do 
not so hold.”); Flook, 437 U.S. at 590 (“a process is not 
unpatentable simply because it contains a law of nature 
or a mathematical algorithm”).

The specific issue on appeal here is “[w]hether 
claims to computer-implemented inventions – including 
claims to systems and machines, processes, and items 
of manufacture – are directed to patent-eligible subject 
matter within the meaning of 35 U.S.C. § 101 as interpreted 
by this Court?” The Court should not resolve the question 
through the use of any bright-line rules or tests. This 
would represent a radical and disturbing departure 
from this Court’s precedents. Moreover, as a matter of 
policy, any bright-line rule or test would almost certainly 
have wide-ranging, unforeseen, and potentially adverse 
impacts on other fi elds and industries. This would be true 
for currently patented innovations as well as innovations 
that have yet to be developed. A bright-line test would, at 
best, only provide ostensible certainty.
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D. A Flexible Inquiry For Patent-Eligibility Based On 
Guiding Concepts and Principles Is Appropriate

Rather than adopting a categorical test or rule, 
this Court should articulate a fl exible legal inquiry for 
determining patent-eligibility based on a list of non-
exclusive factors drawn from this Court’s precedents. 
See, e.g., Phillips v. AWH Corp., 415 F.3d 1303, 1324 (Fed. 
Cir. 2005) (en banc) (instructing that “guidelines” are 
appropriate in situations where “there is no magic formula 
or catechism”). This legal inquiry should be performed on 
a case-by-case basis with no one factor carrying any undue 
weight so as to afford fl exibility to both courts and the 
United States Patent and Trademark Offi ce in applying 
the guidelines.

SHFL expresses no opinion as to the specifi c factors to 
be articulated by this Court as long as the factors are non-
exclusive guidelines and equally weighed. Nonetheless, 
in SHFL’s view, the legal inquiry ultimately adopted 
by this Court should expressly endorse, incorporate, or 
otherwise embody at least the following guiding concepts 
and principles.

First, it should be exceedingly rare that a duly issued 
patent is found to be directed to ineligible subject matter 
under the abstract ideas exception to § 101. Indeed, every 
issued patent is presumed to be valid absent clear and 
convincing evidence to the contrary. And as inquires 
regarding abstract claim qualities rarely lend themselves 
to clear and convincing conclusions, courts should err on 
the side of caution and fi nd that patents are not directed 
to patent-eligible subject matter only in exceptional 
circumstances. This approach is supported by § 101 as a 
whole.
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Second, the inquiry should focus on a claim’s actual 
language as a whole. See Diehr, 450 U.S. at 188 (“It is 
inappropriate to dissect the claims into old and new 
elements and then to ignore the presence of the old 
elements in the analysis.”). An approach that permits 
ignoring claim terms would, “if carried to its extreme, 
make all inventions unpatentable because all inventions 
can be reduced to underlying principles of nature which, 
once known, make their implementation obvious.” Id. 
at 189 n.12. The inquiry should certainly not focus on 
a summary, generalization, paraphrase, or parsing of a 
claim.

Third, courts should require a formal cla im 
construction before making case-dispositive decisions 
under § 101. Many times, an invention’s defi nition through 
claim construction can clarify the invention’s basic 
character. Thus, a claim construction may clarify the 
actual subject matter at stake in the litigation. Further, 
it may enlighten or even answer questions about subject 
matter abstractness. Interpreting a claim that has not 
been properly construed amounts to little more than 
interpreting a generalization of the claim.

Fourth, the inquiry should exclude any factors that 
involve the search for an “inventive concept” in the claim. 
This is consistent with the Court’s repeated warnings 
against conflating the principles of patent eligibility 
with those of validity. See Diehr, 450 U.S. at 190 (“The 
question therefore of whether a particular invention is 
novel is wholly apart from whether the invention falls into a 
category of statutory subject matter.”) (internal quotation 
marks omitted). The use of the word “inventive” also invites 
unnecessary confusion as to the potential defi nition of the 
term “inventive” in relation to the term “invention.” See 
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CLS Bank, 717 F.3d at 1295-96 (Rader, C.J, concurring-
in-part and dissenting-in-part) (describing efforts by 
Congress to remove any reference to a requirement of an 
“invention” with respect to patentability) (citing Giles S. 
Rich, Principles of Patentability, 28 GEO. WASH. L. REV. 
393, 407 (1960) (“The drafters of the present statute did 
their best to take out of the law the undefi nable concept 
of ‘invention.’ Whether lawyers will now take advantage 
of the terminology . . . and stop talking nonsense is up to 
them.”)).

Finally, the inquiry should distinguish broad claims 
from claims directed to an abstract idea under § 101. Those 
two claim types should not be confl ated. Simply because a 
claim’s scope is broad does not mean that it is directed to 
an abstract idea. Indeed, a claim having extremely broad 
scope can still be directed to patent-eligible subject matter 
within the meaning of § 101, even though the claim may 
potentially be vulnerable to invalidity attacks.

E. As To Issued Patents, Questions Of Eligibility 
Should Typically Be Deferred Until Questions Of 
Invalidity Have Been Resolved

Aside from adopting a fl exible inquiry for determining 
patent-eligibility, this Court should promote sensible 
procedural guidelines to be followed by the lower courts 
as to § 101 disputes. Guidance as to the proper timing of 
resolving § 101 disputes would be particularly helpful. 
In MySpace v. GraphOn Corp., 672 F.3d 1250 (Fed. Cir. 
2012), the Federal Circuit proposed a practical solution 
to the growing problem of § 101 motions being brought to 
the forefront of patent litigation matters. Specifi cally, the 
Federal Circuit proposed that following this Court’s lead, 
“courts should avoid reaching for interpretations of broad 
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provisions, such as § 101, when more specifi c statutes, such 
as §§ 102, 103, and 112, can decide the case.” Id. at 1261. 
According to the Federal Circuit, following this approach 
will lead to greater effi ciency, conserve valuable judicial 
resources, and help bring certainty to the courts and 
marketplace as to patent related disputes. Id. at 1260. 
It will also prevent § 101 claims from becoming “the 
next toss-in for every defendant’s response to a patent 
infringement suit.” Id. at 1261.

SHFL’s view is that this Court should expressly 
endorse the approach proposed by the Federal Circuit 
in MySpace, particularly as to disputes involving the 
abstract ideas exception. The MySpace Court’s warning 
that § 101 claims will become “the next toss-in for every 
defendant’s response to a patent infringement suit” is 
becoming a reality. In fact, not only have challenges 
based on § 101 become almost automatic in the context 
of business method patents and patents involving any 
type of computer-implemented claims, but they are now 
frequently arising in other contexts involving subject 
matters that have long been afforded patent protection. 
These § 101 attacks regularly confl ate arguments relating 
to invalidity (e.g., novelty) with arguments relating to 
eligibility. The § 101 attacks also regularly challenge 
claims having broad scope as being directed to an 
“abstract idea” under § 101, confl ating these two disparate 
concepts. The district courts have only added fuel to the 
fi re through their inconsistent holdings.

What is needed now from this Court are practical 
solutions to the growing problems associated with the 
uncertain state of the law concerning § 101, particularly 
as applied to business method patents and computer-
implemented claims. SHFL encourages this Court to 
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adopt the practical solution to the growing problems set 
forth in MySpace.

CONCLUSION

SHFL respectfully requests that this Court reject 
any proposed bright-line tests relating to § 101 inquiries. 
Judicial wisdom compels this result. The Court should 
adopt a fl exible inquiry that articulates non-exhaustive 
factors that courts and the United States Patent and 
Trademark Offi ce can use to resolve § 101 inquiries. All 
factors articulated by this Court should be consistent with 
§ 101’s language, intent, and purpose to broadly promote 
the progress of science and the useful arts. Finally, this 
Court should expressly endorse the Federal Circuit’s 
proposed approach to § 101 disputes set forth in MySpace.

DATED: January 28, 2014

   Respectfully submitted,

ADRIAN M. PRUETZ

Counsel of Record
ERICA J. VAN LOON

REX HWANG

CHARLES C. KOOLE

GLASER WEIL FINK JACOBS HOWARD 
AVCHEN & SHAPIRO LLP

10250 Constellation Boulevard, 
19th Floor
Los Angeles, California 90067
(310) 553-3000
apruetz@glaserweil.com

Counsel for Amicus Curiae
SHFL entertainment, Inc.



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /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 /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /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 true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
    /ACaslonPro-Bold
    /ACaslonPro-BoldItalic
    /ACaslonPro-Italic
    /ACaslonPro-Regular
    /ACaslonPro-Semibold
    /ACaslonPro-SemiboldItalic
    /AdobeArabic-Bold
    /AdobeArabic-BoldItalic
    /AdobeArabic-Italic
    /AdobeArabic-Regular
    /AdobeFangsongStd-Regular
    /AdobeFanHeitiStd-Bold
    /AdobeGothicStd-Bold
    /AdobeHebrew-Bold
    /AdobeHebrew-BoldItalic
    /AdobeHebrew-Italic
    /AdobeHebrew-Regular
    /AdobeHeitiStd-Regular
    /AdobeKaitiStd-Regular
    /AdobeMingStd-Light
    /AdobeMyungjoStd-Medium
    /AdobeSongStd-Light
    /AGaramondPro-Bold
    /AGaramondPro-BoldItalic
    /AGaramondPro-Italic
    /AGaramondPro-Regular
    /Aharoni-Bold
    /AlbertusExtraBold
    /AlbertusMedium
    /Algerian
    /AllegroBT-Regular
    /Andalus
    /AngsanaNew
    /AngsanaNew-Bold
    /AngsanaNew-BoldItalic
    /AngsanaNew-Italic
    /AngsanaUPC
    /AngsanaUPC-Bold
    /AngsanaUPC-BoldItalic
    /AngsanaUPC-Italic
    /Anna
    /Aparajita
    /Aparajita-Bold
    /Aparajita-BoldItalic
    /Aparajita-Italic
    /ArabicTypesetting
    /Arial-Black
    /Arial-BlackItalic
    /Arial-BoldItalicMT
    /Arial-BoldMT
    /Arial-ItalicMT
    /ArialMT
    /ArialNarrow
    /ArialNarrow-Bold
    /ArialNarrow-BoldItalic
    /ArialNarrow-Italic
    /ArialUnicodeMS
    /Arimo
    /Arimo-Bold
    /Arimo-BoldItalic
    /Arimo-Italic
    /ArnoPro-Bold
    /ArnoPro-BoldCaption
    /ArnoPro-BoldDisplay
    /ArnoPro-BoldItalic
    /ArnoPro-BoldItalicCaption
    /ArnoPro-BoldItalicDisplay
    /ArnoPro-BoldItalicSmText
    /ArnoPro-BoldItalicSubhead
    /ArnoPro-BoldSmText
    /ArnoPro-BoldSubhead
    /ArnoPro-Caption
    /ArnoPro-Display
    /ArnoPro-Italic
    /ArnoPro-ItalicCaption
    /ArnoPro-ItalicDisplay
    /ArnoPro-ItalicSmText
    /ArnoPro-ItalicSubhead
    /ArnoPro-LightDisplay
    /ArnoPro-LightItalicDisplay
    /ArnoPro-Regular
    /ArnoPro-Smbd
    /ArnoPro-SmbdCaption
    /ArnoPro-SmbdDisplay
    /ArnoPro-SmbdItalic
    /ArnoPro-SmbdItalicCaption
    /ArnoPro-SmbdItalicDisplay
    /ArnoPro-SmbdItalicSmText
    /ArnoPro-SmbdItalicSubhead
    /ArnoPro-SmbdSmText
    /ArnoPro-SmbdSubhead
    /ArnoPro-SmText
    /ArnoPro-Subhead
    /AvantGardeITCbyBT-Demi
    /AvantGardeITCbyBT-DemiOblique
    /AvantGardeITCbyBT-Medium
    /AvantGardeITCbyBT-MediumOblique
    /BankGothicBT-Medium
    /Batang
    /BatangChe
    /BealeCharming
    /BellGothicStd-Black
    /BellGothicStd-Bold
    /BenguiatITCbyBT-Bold
    /BernhardFashionBT-Regular
    /BernhardModernBT-Bold
    /BernhardModernBT-BoldItalic
    /BickhamScriptPro-Bold
    /BickhamScriptPro-Regular
    /BickhamScriptPro-Semibold
    /BirchStd
    /BlackoakStd
    /Bodoni
    /Bodoni-Bold
    /Bodoni-BoldItalic
    /Bodoni-Italic
    /BookAntiqua
    /BookAntiqua-Bold
    /BookAntiqua-BoldItalic
    /BookAntiqua-Italic
    /BookmanOldStyle
    /BookmanOldStyle-Bold
    /BookmanOldStyle-BoldItalic
    /BookmanOldStyle-Italic
    /BookshelfSymbolSeven
    /BremenBT-Bold
    /BrowalliaNew
    /BrowalliaNew-Bold
    /BrowalliaNew-BoldItalic
    /BrowalliaNew-Italic
    /BrowalliaUPC
    /BrowalliaUPC-Bold
    /BrowalliaUPC-BoldItalic
    /BrowalliaUPC-Italic
    /BrushScriptStd
    /Calibri
    /Calibri-Bold
    /Calibri-BoldItalic
    /Calibri-Italic
    /Calibri-Light
    /Calibri-LightItalic
    /Cambria
    /Cambria-Bold
    /Cambria-BoldItalic
    /Cambria-Italic
    /CambriaMath
    /Candara
    /Candara-Bold
    /Candara-BoldItalic
    /Candara-Italic
    /Century
    /CenturyExpandedBT-Bold
    /CenturyExpandedBT-BoldItalic
    /CenturyExpandedBT-Italic
    /CenturyExpandedBT-Roman
    /CenturyGothic
    /CenturyGothic-Bold
    /CenturyGothic-BoldItalic
    /CenturyGothic-Italic
    /CenturySchoolbook
    /CenturySchoolbook-Bold
    /CenturySchoolbook-BoldItalic
    /CenturySchoolbook-Italic
    /ChaparralPro-Bold
    /ChaparralPro-BoldIt
    /ChaparralPro-Italic
    /ChaparralPro-Regular
    /CharlemagneStd-Bold
    /CharlesworthBold
    /ComicSansMS
    /ComicSansMS-Bold
    /Connecticut
    /Consolas
    /Consolas-Bold
    /Consolas-BoldItalic
    /Consolas-Italic
    /Constantia
    /Constantia-Bold
    /Constantia-BoldItalic
    /Constantia-Italic
    /CooperBlackStd
    /CooperBlackStd-Italic
    /CopperplateGothicBT-Bold
    /Corbel
    /Corbel-Bold
    /Corbel-BoldItalic
    /Corbel-Italic
    /CordiaNew
    /CordiaNew-Bold
    /CordiaNew-BoldItalic
    /CordiaNew-Italic
    /CordiaUPC
    /CordiaUPC-Bold
    /CordiaUPC-BoldItalic
    /CordiaUPC-Italic
    /Counselpress
    /CourierNewPS-BoldItalicMT
    /CourierNewPS-BoldMT
    /CourierNewPS-ItalicMT
    /CourierNewPSMT
    /DaunPenh
    /DauphinPlain
    /David
    /David-Bold
    /DejaVuSans
    /DejaVuSans-Bold
    /DejaVuSans-BoldOblique
    /DejaVuSansCondensed
    /DejaVuSansCondensed-Bold
    /DejaVuSansCondensed-BoldOblique
    /DejaVuSansCondensed-Oblique
    /DejaVuSans-ExtraLight
    /DejaVuSansMono
    /DejaVuSansMono-Bold
    /DejaVuSansMono-BoldOblique
    /DejaVuSansMono-Oblique
    /DejaVuSans-Oblique
    /DejaVuSerif
    /DejaVuSerif-Bold
    /DejaVuSerif-BoldItalic
    /DejaVuSerifCondensed
    /DejaVuSerifCondensed-Bold
    /DejaVuSerifCondensed-BoldItalic
    /DejaVuSerifCondensed-Italic
    /DejaVuSerif-Italic
    /DFKaiShu-SB-Estd-BF
    /DilleniaUPC
    /DilleniaUPCBold
    /DilleniaUPCBoldItalic
    /DilleniaUPCItalic
    /DokChampa
    /Dotum
    /DotumChe
    /Ebrima
    /Ebrima-Bold
    /EccentricStd
    /English111VivaceBT-Regular
    /EstrangeloEdessa
    /EucrosiaUPC
    /EucrosiaUPCBold
    /EucrosiaUPCBoldItalic
    /EucrosiaUPCItalic
    /EuphemiaCAS
    /FangSong
    /FlemishScriptBT-Regular
    /Florentine
    /Florentine-Bold
    /FranklinGothic-Medium
    /FranklinGothic-MediumItalic
    /FrankRuehl
    /FreesiaUPC
    /FreesiaUPCBold
    /FreesiaUPCBoldItalic
    /FreesiaUPCItalic
    /FuturaBlackBT-Regular
    /FuturaBT-Bold
    /FuturaBT-BoldItalic
    /FuturaBT-ExtraBlack
    /FuturaBT-Light
    /FuturaBT-LightItalic
    /Gabriola
    /Garamond-Bold
    /Garamond-Italic
    /GaramondPremrPro
    /GaramondPremrPro-It
    /GaramondPremrPro-Smbd
    /GaramondPremrPro-SmbdIt
    /Gautami
    /Gautami-Bold
    /GentiumBasic
    /GentiumBasic-Bold
    /GentiumBasic-BoldItalic
    /GentiumBasic-Italic
    /GentiumBookBasic
    /GentiumBookBasic-Bold
    /GentiumBookBasic-BoldItalic
    /GentiumBookBasic-Italic
    /Georgia
    /Georgia-Bold
    /Georgia-BoldItalic
    /Georgia-Italic
    /GiddyupStd
    /Gisha
    /Gisha-Bold
    /GoudyHandtooledBT-Regular
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-Bold
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-BoldItalic
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-Italic
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-Roman
    /Gulim
    /GulimChe
    /Gungsuh
    /GungsuhChe
    /Helvetica
    /Helvetica-Bold
    /Helvetica-BoldOblique
    /Helvetica-Oblique
    /HoboStd
    /Humanist521BT-Bold
    /Humanist521BT-BoldItalic
    /Humanist521BT-Italic
    /Humanist521BT-Roman
    /Impact
    /IrisUPC
    /IrisUPCBold
    /IrisUPCBoldItalic
    /IrisUPCItalic
    /IskoolaPota
    /IskoolaPota-Bold
    /JasmineUPC
    /JasmineUPCBold
    /JasmineUPCBoldItalic
    /JasmineUPCItalic
    /KabelITCbyBT-Book
    /KabelITCbyBT-Ultra
    /KaiTi
    /Kalinga
    /Kalinga-Bold
    /Kartika
    /Kartika-Bold
    /KhmerUI
    /KhmerUI-Bold
    /KodchiangUPC
    /KodchiangUPCBold
    /KodchiangUPCBoldItalic
    /KodchiangUPCItalic
    /Kokila
    /Kokila-Bold
    /Kokila-BoldItalic
    /Kokila-Italic
    /KozGoPr6N-Bold
    /KozGoPr6N-ExtraLight
    /KozGoPr6N-Heavy
    /KozGoPr6N-Light
    /KozGoPr6N-Medium
    /KozGoPr6N-Regular
    /KozGoPro-Bold
    /KozGoPro-ExtraLight
    /KozGoPro-Heavy
    /KozGoPro-Light
    /KozGoPro-Medium
    /KozGoPro-Regular
    /KozMinPr6N-Bold
    /KozMinPr6N-ExtraLight
    /KozMinPr6N-Heavy
    /KozMinPr6N-Light
    /KozMinPr6N-Medium
    /KozMinPr6N-Regular
    /KozMinPro-Bold
    /KozMinPro-ExtraLight
    /KozMinPro-Heavy
    /KozMinPro-Light
    /KozMinPro-Medium
    /KozMinPro-Regular
    /KunstlerScript
    /LaoUI
    /LaoUI-Bold
    /Latha
    /Latha-Bold
    /Leelawadee
    /Leelawadee-Bold
    /LetterGothicStd
    /LetterGothicStd-Bold
    /LetterGothicStd-BoldSlanted
    /LetterGothicStd-Slanted
    /LevenimMT
    /LevenimMT-Bold
    /LilyUPC
    /LilyUPCBold
    /LilyUPCBoldItalic
    /LilyUPCItalic
    /Lithograph-Bold
    /LithographLight
    /LithosPro-Black
    /LithosPro-Regular
    /LucidaConsole
    /LucidaSans-Demi
    /LucidaSans-DemiItalic
    /LucidaSans-Italic
    /LucidaSansUnicode
    /MalgunGothic
    /MalgunGothicBold
    /MalgunGothicRegular
    /Mangal
    /Mangal-Bold
    /Marlett
    /Meiryo
    /Meiryo-Bold
    /Meiryo-BoldItalic
    /Meiryo-Italic
    /MeiryoUI
    /MeiryoUI-Bold
    /MeiryoUI-BoldItalic
    /MeiryoUI-Italic
    /MesquiteStd
    /Metropolis
    /MicrosoftHimalaya
    /MicrosoftJhengHeiBold
    /MicrosoftJhengHeiRegular
    /MicrosoftNewTaiLue
    /MicrosoftNewTaiLue-Bold
    /MicrosoftPhagsPa
    /MicrosoftPhagsPa-Bold
    /MicrosoftSansSerif
    /MicrosoftTaiLe
    /MicrosoftTaiLe-Bold
    /MicrosoftUighur
    /MicrosoftYaHei
    /MicrosoftYaHei-Bold
    /Microsoft-Yi-Baiti
    /MingLiU
    /MingLiU-ExtB
    /Ming-Lt-HKSCS-ExtB
    /Ming-Lt-HKSCS-UNI-H
    /MinionPro-Bold
    /MinionPro-BoldCn
    /MinionPro-BoldCnIt
    /MinionPro-BoldIt
    /MinionPro-It
    /MinionPro-Medium
    /MinionPro-MediumIt
    /MinionPro-Regular
    /MinionPro-Semibold
    /MinionPro-SemiboldIt
    /Miriam
    /MiriamFixed
    /Mistral
    /MongolianBaiti
    /MonotypeCorsiva
    /MoolBoran
    /MS-Gothic
    /MS-Mincho
    /MSOutlook
    /MS-PGothic
    /MS-PMincho
    /MSReferenceSansSerif
    /MSReferenceSpecialty
    /MS-UIGothic
    /MT-Extra
    /MVBoli
    /MyriadPro-Bold
    /MyriadPro-BoldCond
    /MyriadPro-BoldCondIt
    /MyriadPro-BoldIt
    /MyriadPro-Cond
    /MyriadPro-CondIt
    /MyriadPro-It
    /MyriadPro-Regular
    /MyriadPro-Semibold
    /MyriadPro-SemiboldIt
    /Narkisim
    /NewCenturySchlbk-Roman
    /NSimSun
    /NuevaStd-BoldCond
    /NuevaStd-BoldCondItalic
    /NuevaStd-Cond
    /NuevaStd-CondItalic
    /Nyala-Regular
    /OCRAStd
    /Olde-English
    /OldEnglish
    /OldEnglishTextMT
    /OpenSymbol
    /OratorStd
    /OratorStd-Slanted
    /OzHandicraftBT-Roman
    /PalatinoLinotype-Bold
    /PalatinoLinotype-BoldItalic
    /PalatinoLinotype-Italic
    /PalatinoLinotype-Roman
    /PlantagenetCherokee
    /PMingLiU
    /PMingLiU-ExtB
    /PoplarStd
    /PosterBodoniBT-Roman
    /PrestigeEliteStd-Bd
    /Raavi
    /Rod
    /RollingStone
    /RollingStone-Italic
    /RosewoodStd-Regular
    /SakkalMajalla
    /SakkalMajallaBold
    /SegoePrint
    /SegoePrint-Bold
    /SegoeScript
    /SegoeScript-Bold
    /SegoeUI
    /SegoeUI-Bold
    /SegoeUI-BoldItalic
    /SegoeUI-Italic
    /SegoeUI-Light
    /SegoeUI-SemiBold
    /SegoeUISymbol
    /SerifaBT-Bold
    /SerifaBT-Italic
    /SerifaBT-Roman
    /SerifaBT-Thin
    /ShonarBangla
    /ShonarBangla-Bold
    /Shruti
    /Shruti-Bold
    /SimHei
    /SimplifiedArabic
    /SimplifiedArabic-Bold
    /SimplifiedArabicFixed
    /SimSun
    /SimSun-ExtB
    /SouvenirITCbyBT-DemiItalic
    /SouvenirITCbyBT-Light
    /SouvenirITCbyBT-LightItalic
    /Sprint
    /Staccato222BT-Regular
    /StencilStd
    /STGothicHv-Heavy
    /STMediaSymbols
    /SureThingSymbols
    /Swiss911BT-ExtraCompressed
    /Sylfaen
    /SymbolMT
    /Tabasco
    /Tahoma
    /Tahoma-Bold
    /TektonPro-Bold
    /TektonPro-BoldCond
    /TektonPro-BoldExt
    /TektonPro-BoldObl
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-ItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPSMT
    /TraditionalArabic
    /TraditionalArabic-Bold
    /TrajanPro-Bold
    /TrajanPro-Regular
    /Trebuchet-BoldItalic
    /TrebuchetMS
    /TrebuchetMS-Bold
    /TrebuchetMS-Italic
    /Tunga
    /Tunga-Bold
    /TypoUprightBT-Regular
    /Utsaah
    /Utsaah-Bold
    /Utsaah-BoldItalic
    /Utsaah-Italic
    /Vani
    /Vani-Bold
    /Verdana
    /Verdana-Bold
    /Verdana-BoldItalic
    /Verdana-Italic
    /Vijaya
    /Vijaya-Bold
    /Vrinda
    /Vrinda-Bold
    /Webdings
    /Wingdings2
    /Wingdings3
    /Wingdings-Regular
    /WP-ArabicScriptSihafa
    /WP-ArabicSihafa
    /WP-BoxDrawing
    /WP-CyrillicA
    /WP-CyrillicB
    /WP-GreekCentury
    /WP-GreekCourier
    /WP-GreekHelve
    /WP-HebrewDavid
    /WP-IconicSymbolsA
    /WP-IconicSymbolsB
    /WP-Japanese
    /WP-MathA
    /WP-MathB
    /WP-MathExtendedA
    /WP-MathExtendedB
    /WP-MultinationalAHelve
    /WP-MultinationalARoman
    /WP-MultinationalBCourier
    /WP-MultinationalBHelve
    /WP-MultinationalBRoman
    /WP-MultinationalCourier
    /WP-Phonetic
    /WPTypographicSymbols
    /ZapfElliptical711BT-Bold
    /ZapfElliptical711BT-BoldItalic
    /ZapfElliptical711BT-Italic
    /ZapfElliptical711BT-Roman
    /ZurichBT-RomanExtended
    /ZWAdobeF
  ]
  /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

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  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 /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [792.000 1224.000]
>> setpagedevice


