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the negotiations and communications that occurred regarding the formation of
the Idearc Runoff policy and the nature of the underlying U.S. Bank litigation.
Finally, the Court reasoned that because the parties’ dispute has been ongoing
for five years, there was no need to resolve it expeditiously. According to the
Court, “[w]hile the amount is significant, Verizon will not go out of business
tomorrow if the Court’s decision is delayed for the purposes of discovery.”

Florida Complex Business Litigation Courts

Infinity Home Care, L.L.C. v. Amedisys Holding,
LLC (Referral Sources Are a Protectable,
Legitimate Business Interest Covered by
Non-Compete Agreements).

In Infinity Home Care, L.L.C. v. Amedisys Holding, LLC,"" the appellate court
affirmed a temporary injunction enforcing non-compete and non-solicitation
provisions in an employment contract, and determining that referral sources for
home health services were legitimate business interests entitled to protection
under Section 542.335, Florida Statutes.!'® In reaching this determination,
Florida’s Fourth District Court of Appeal declined to follow the precedent
set forth in Florida Hematology & Oncology v. Tummala,""® which held that
referring physicians were not a legitimate business interest protected by Section
542.335, Florida Statutes, because the statute required that prospectively
referred patients be specific and identifiable. In declining to follow Tummala
and affirming the injunction, the court certified the conflict with Tummala to
the Florida Supreme Court.

Amedisys Holding, LLC (“Amedisys”) provided home health care services
such as in-home nursing and hospice care. Before Sylvie Forjet (“Forjet”), a
registered nurse began working for Amedisys, she worked with one of Amedisys’
competitors, Gentiva, where she developed a substantial relationship with
referral sources at the Cleveland Clinic. In 2013, Forjet was hired at Amedisys,
in part based on her relationships at the Cleveland Clinic. As a condition of her
employment with Amedisys, Forjet was required to sign a Protective Covenants
Agreement (the “Agreement”) containing a non-compete provision and a non-
solicitation clause, in which Forjet agreed that during her employment with
Amedisys, and for a period of one year after, she would not provide, manage,
or supervise services within Broward County for any of Amedisys’ competitors,

117. No. 4D14-3872, 2015 WL 4927257 (Fla. 4th DCA 2015).
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that were the same or similar to the services that she provided to Amedisys. In the
Agreement, Forjet also agreed that during her employment with Amedisys, and
for a year after her employment with Amedisys ceased, she would not contact,
solicit, or communicate with any of Amedisys’ clients, customers, patients, or
referral sources, to divert business from Amedisys to a competing business.

When Forjet was hired, Amedisys required that she honor her non-compete
agreement with Gentiva, and that she not solicit referrals from any of her case-
manager contacts at the Cleveland Clinic, until her non-compete agreement with
Gentiva expired. Upon expiration of the non-compete agreement with Gentiva,
Forjet solicited referrals from the Cleveland Clinic on behalf of Amedisys, and
Amedisys considered these referral sources as a vital source of business and spent
substantial time and money developing and maintaining the referral sources.

In June, 2014, Forjet left Amedisys to work with Infinity Home Care,
LLC (“Infinity”), another of Amedisys’ competitors. Immediately, Forjet
began soliciting referral sources at the Cleveland Clinic, which had previously
referred business to Amedisys. Amedisys filed suit against Infinity and Forjet
for temporary and permanent injunctions, alleging that Forjet had violated
the restrictive covenants in the Agreement, and suing Forjet for breach of the
Agreement, and suing Infinity for tortious interference with an advantageous
business relationship.

Infinity moved to dismiss the case citing Tummala,'™ for the proposition
that referral sources were not a protectable legitimate business interest under
Section 542.335, Florida Statutes. The trial court held an evidentiary hearing
on Infinity’s motion to dismiss, during which Forjet testified that she believed
that the restrictive covenants in the Agreement only prevented her from using
referral sources that she had first developed while working at Amedisys, and not
those sources that she had brought with her to Amedisys. During her testimony,
Forjet conceded that case manager turnover at the Cleveland Clinic resulted
in her developing new relationships at the Cleveland Clinic while she worked
for Amedisys.

The trial court granted Amedisys a one-year temporary injunction, finding
that the restrictive covenants in the Agreement were enforceable to protect
Amedisys’ relationships with referral sources in Broward County, and that Forjet
had violated them.'”! In making this determination, the trial court declined to
follow Tummala, and relied instead on Southernmost Foot & Ankle Specialists,
PA., v. Torregrosa,'” which held that referral sources were a legitimate business
interest subject to protection by Section 542.335, Florida Statutes.

Infinity and Forjet appealed. In affirming the injunction on appeal, the court
examined whether referral sources for home health services were a protectable,
“legitimate business interest” under Section 542.335, Florida Statues.

The Tummala court opined that referral sources should be recognized as
a legitimate business interest subject to protection in Florida non-compete
agreements, but that recognizing referral sources for prospective unidentified
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patients as a legitimate business interest would be inconsistent with the statute,
which required a “substantial relationship” with a “specific” prospective
patient.'”® The Fourth District Court of Appeal disagreed, opining that the statute
should not be construed so narrowly as to exclude referral sources as a legitimate
business interest. It reasoned that the statute did not expressly exclude referral
relationships, the legitimate business interests listed in the statute were not
exclusive, that the referral relationships were the “lifeblood” of Amedisys’ home
care business, and that Amedisys carefully cultivated those relationships over
time, and Amedisys’ business depended on them.'** Moreover, “referral sources”
were specifically mentioned as a valuable business interest in the Agreement,
and Amedisys hired Forjet because of her experience and her contacts with the
Cleveland Clinic, she was compensated accordingly, and Amedisys supported
her in maintaining and expanding those contracts, in exchange for Forjet’s
agreement not to solicit them for a competitor once she left Amedisys.

The court rejected Infinity’s argument that even if referral sources were a
protectable business interest, that Amedisys failed to meet the statutory proof
and pleading requirements to obtain relief. In rejecting this argument, the
appellate court relied on testimony that Forjet was soliciting the same referral
sources for Infinity as she had for Amedisys, and that Amedisys’ referrals from
the Cleveland Clinic declined after Forjet left. Determining that the restrictive
covenant and non-compete agreement was limited in scope and reasonable,
the appellate court affirmed the entry of the temporary injunction, and certified
conflict with Tummala.

CT Miami, LLC v. Samsung Electronics
Latinoamerica Miami, Inc. (Trial Court Was
Required to Rule on Enforceability of Arbitration
Clause Prior to Compelling Arbitration but Was Not
Required to Hold an Evidentiary Hearing).

In CT Miami, LLC v. Samsung Electronics Latinoamerica Miami, Inc.,'* CT
Miami, LLC (“CT”) appealed the trial court’s order denying its motion to stay
arbitration without an evidentiary hearing. The appellate court determined that
CT did not raise a substantial issue regarding the agreement to arbitrate, and
affirmed the trial court’s ruling.

CT is an open-market distributor of smart phones, selling them to wholesale
and retail establishments, rather than cellular service providers. Samsung
Electronics Latinoamerica Miami, Inc. (“SELA”) is a Miami-based subsidiary
of cell phone manufacturer, Samsung Electronics, Ltd. In 2009, CT approached
SELA to discuss wholesale distribution plans for many of SELA’s phones.
Prior to entering into any deals, SELA required CT to enter into a distributor
agreement (the “distributor agreement”), which established the general terms of

123. Id. at *4.
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the parties’ relationship and set expectations for future dealings. The distributor
agreement stated that its effective date was the date on which all parties signed
and dated it, and provided that it would automatically renew yearly, unless
terminated pursuant to its provisions. The distributor agreement also contained
an arbitration clause providing that any controversy or claim arising out of the
agreement would be resolved by the American Arbitration Association (the
“AAA”) in Miami, Florida.

CT executed the distributor agreement and returned it to SELA. Despite
subsequent requests, SELA never executed the distributor agreement. From
2009 to 2014, the parties’ business arrangement was successful, until, in 2014,
the Samsung Galaxy S5 had significantly lower sales than anticipated, and the
market retail value of the phone plummeted. CT was forced to sell the phones at
a loss, and resultantly, CT owed SELA approximately $21 million. CT refused
to pay its past-due invoices, and SELA filed a statement of claim with the AAA,
citing the distributor agreement as the operative contract and the basis for the
AAA’s jurisdiction over the dispute.'?® No alternative documents appeared to
govern the parties’ relationship, several emails between officers in both com-
panies referenced the distributor agreement, and CT Miami’s yearly financial
statements all referenced the distributor agreement.

CT thereafter filed an action in the Circuit Court in and for Miami-Dade
County, alleging that the parties had never intended the distributor agreement to
control their relationship, and that instead, the parties had reached short-term oral
and e-mail agreements on a per-deal basis. Concurrently with its complaint, CT
also filed a motion to stay arbitration, alleging that because SELA had failed to
execute the distributor agreement, there was no enforceable arbitration clause to
make the dispute arbitrable. In turn, SELA filed a competing motion to compel
arbitration, alleging that the distributor agreement was the operative agreement
and that the arbitration clause was effective even without a countersignature,
based on the parties’ subsequent communications and course of conduct.

The trial court conducted a non-evidentiary hearing on the competing
motions to stay and to compel arbitration, with CT arguing that it had raised a
substantial issue as to whether the distributor agreement was ever formed and
that, at the very least, it was entitled to an evidentiary hearing on the same. The
trial court ruled that the parties were bound by the distributor agreement and
that the dispute must be submitted to the AAA. It determined that the claims at
issue fell within the scope of the distributor agreement, and that SELA had not
waived its right to arbitrate. In its order, the trial court cited to Florida law for the
proposition that even though the distributor agreement was not countersigned by
SELA, “generally, it is enough that the party against whom the contract is sought
to be enforced signs it.” Based on the record before it, the trial court found that
the parties performed in accordance with the distributor agreement. However,
in paragraphs 5 and 7 of the order, the trial court ruled that the arbitrator had
jurisdiction to determine whether a valid arbitration clause existed, and that CT
had not waived any future rights to contest arbitration at a later time. The trial

126. Id. at *2.
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court denied the motion to stay arbitration, and granted the motion to compel
arbitration, reserving jurisdiction to enforce the arbitral award.

CT appealed, arguing that the trial court has exclusive jurisdiction to
determine whether an agreement was reached between the parties such that an
enforceable arbitration clause exists, and that the trial court erred by allowing
the arbitrator to decide this issue. CT also appealed the trial court’s issuing the
order without conducting an evidentiary hearing.

On appeal, the Third District Court of Appeal agreed that the issue of whether
the parties had entered into an agreement to arbitrate, when one of the parties
disputed the agreement, was exclusively within the province of the trial court. In
considering a motion to compel arbitration of a dispute, Florida courts consider
three elements: (1) whether a valid written agreement to arbitrate exists; (2)
whether an arbitrable issue exists; and (3) whether the right to arbitration was
waived. The only issue presented on appeal went to the first of the elements—
whether a valid written agreement to arbitrate existed.

The appellate court determined that there are three categories of challenge
to an arbitration clause: (1) a challenge to the specific provision itself; (2) a
challenge to the contract as a whole that would invalidate the contract after an
agreement had been reached, such as fraud, duress, or a contractual provision
that is contrary to public policy; and (3) a challenge to the contract as a whole
alleging that there was never an agreement between the parties, and therefore
never an agreement to arbitrate. The appellate court opined that a challenge to
the contract as a whole must be determined by the trial court, because arbitrators
have no inherent authority over a dispute or the parties to the dispute—the only
authority vested in an arbitrator is that which is contractually designated in the
operative agreement. Therefore, challenges to the enforceability of a contract
containing an arbitration provision must be determined by the trial court, before
arbitration may be compelled. The appellate court therefore determined that the
trial court’s ruling that the arbitrator had jurisdiction to determine whether the
arbitration provision was enforceable, and that the issue could be raised again
before the arbitrator was error.

Nevertheless, the appellate court found that despite this error, the trial court
had correctly ruled that the parties had entered into a binding contract contain-
ing an arbitration provision, and that based on the “tipsy coachman doctrine,” it
could affirm the trial court’s decision despite the errors contained in paragraphs
5 and 7 of the order.

Ignoring paragraphs 5 and 7 of the order, the appellate court concluded that
in paragraph 4 of the order, the trial court had correctly ruled that a valid agree-
ment to arbitrate existed.'”’ It then turned to whether the trial court could make
that determination in the case, without conducting an evidentiary hearing.

The appellate court determined that the statutory provision applicable to
the dispute'?® provided that if the trial court was satisfied that no substantial
issue existed as to the making of the agreement or applicable arbitration provi-
sion, then the court could “summarily hear and determine the case.” Given the

127. Id. at *8.
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substantially in 2013.
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undisputed facts in the case, a nearly insurmountable presumption existed that
the distributor agreement and its agreement to arbitrate were valid and binding
agreements. Because CT had executed the distributor agreement containing the
arbitration provision, it could be enforced against CT, even in the absence of
a countersignature by SELA. The parties had performed under the distributor
agreement, lending additional support to the trial court’s determination that it
was a valid and binding agreement. Although CT denied that the parties had
intended to be bound by the distributor agreement, it did not support this legal
conclusion with evidence. Because the trial court specifically found that CT had
failed to meet its burden of raising a substantial issue concerning entry into the
distribution agreement, the appellate court agreed with the trial court that an
evidentiary hearing on the issue was unnecessary, and affirmed the trial court’s
order compelling arbitration.

Fl-Evergreen Woods, LLC v. Estate of Robinson
(An Agent May Bind a Principal to an
Arbitration Agreement, Provided the Agent Has
Apparent Authority).

FI-Evergreen Woods, LLC'v. Estate of Robinson,'” analyzed an agent’s ability to
bind its principal to an arbitration agreement. The appellate court had previously
remanded an appeal of the case back to the trial court for an evidentiary hearing
to determine whether a patient’s husband (“Mr. Robinson”) had the authority
to bind the patient (“Ms. Robinson™) to an arbitration agreement, with his
signature.'® The trial court determined that Mr. Robinson could not bind Ms.
Robinson to the agreement. The appellate court reversed, with directions to
compel arbitration.

During Ms. Robinson’s admission to a nursing home, she was alert and
lying on her bed. The nursing home’s admissions director arrived and told
Ms. Robinson that she had admission documents for Ms. Robinson to sign.
Ms. Robinson stated that she wanted Mr. Robinson to review and sign the
documents, which he did. The documents that Mr. Robinson executed included
an arbitration agreement, which the admissions director expressly stated, in Ms.
Robinson’s presence, was not a condition to admission to the nursing home.
Relying on Stalley v. Transitional Hospitals Corporation of Tampa,"' the trial
court found that based on these facts, Mr. Robinson was not authorized to sign
the arbitration agreement and bind Ms. Robinson.

Pursuant to Stalley, a non-signatory to an arbitration agreement is bound to
the agreement when the signatory is authorized to act as the agent of the person
sought to be bound. In Stalley, a hospital admission case, the appellate panel
stated that the patient, the principal to the arbitration agreement, had never
stated that the person who signed the arbitration agreement was authorized
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to do so—the hospital had simply accepted the representation of the patient’s
signing spouse that she was authorized to handle the admissions documents on
behalf of the patient. Accordingly, in Stalley, the appellate court opined that
the acts of an agent, standing alone, are insufficient to establish that the agent
is authorized to act for the principal.

The Robinson court distinguished Stalley, because Ms. Robinson expressly
told the admissions director that she wanted Mr. Robinson to handle the
admissions papers on her behalf. The appellate court viewed this as clear
authorization, at least by implication, that Ms. Robinson authorized Mr. Robinson
to execute the arbitration agreement, and bind her thereto. In the appellate court’s
opinion, it did not matter that arbitration agreements necessarily require their
participants to forego jury trials, because arbitration agreements are treated like
all other contracts, arbitration is a favored means of dispute resolution, and where
possible, courts should resolve all doubts in favor of arbitration.

Therefore, the appellate court held that an agent may bind a principal to an
arbitration agreement just like any other contract, and declined to hold that there
must be an independent waiver of the principal’s right to a jury trial, for an agent
to bind his principal. Because the nursing home’s reliance on Mr. Robinson’s
apparent authority to execute the arbitration agreement on Ms. Robinson’s behalf
was reasonable, the appellate court reversed the order on appeal with directions
for the trial court to grant the motion to compel arbitration.

Woodbridge Holdings, LLC v. Prescott Group
Aggressive Small Cap Master Fund, G.P. (Examining
Fair Value Offer Provisions of LLC Appraisal

Notice Statute).

Woodbridge Holdings, LLC v. Prescott Group Aggressive Small Cap Master
Fund, G.P.,"*? involves a statutory valuation proceeding, to determine the values
of the shares of a limited liability company. After a bench trial on the issue,
the trial court issued a judgment containing findings of fact and conclusions of
law, determining the fair value of dissenting shareholders’ shares.!** The trial
court’s judgment also assessed fees and costs against Woodbridge Holdings, LLC
(“Woodbridge”) finding that it had failed to comply with Florida’s Appraisal
Notice and Form statute,'** and that it had acted arbitrarily and not in good
faith in determining the fair value of the shares.!*> Woodbridge appealed the
trial court’s orders, and the shareholders; Prescott Group Aggressive Small
Cap Master Fund, G.P.; Ravenswood Investments III, L.P.; The Ravenswood
Investment Company, L.P.; and William Maeck (collectively “Appellees”)
cross-appealed from the trial court’s corrected final judgment.

132. No. 4-D13-1262, 2015 WL 4747174 (Fla. 4th DCA 2015).
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On appeal, the appellate court affirmed the trial court’s valuation of the
disputed shares. The appellate court found that because the trial court was con-
fronted with a variety of evidence and methodologies concerning the valuation of
the disputed shares, it was tasked with weighing the credibility of the witnesses
and their valuation techniques. It found that the trial court’s orders, replete with
findings of fact, were supported by sufficient evidence as to the fair value of
the shares. Similarly, the appellate court found that the court’s determination
that Woodbridge did not substantially comply with Section 602.1322, Florida
Statutes’ fair value offer provisions, was supported by sufficient evidence that
Woodbridge’s initial offer to the dissenting shareholders was not the product of
an analysis using customary valuation techniques. Accordingly, the trial court
affirmed this portion of the order as well, although it reversed the trial court’s
award of fees for appellee Ravenswood’s real estate expert, John Burns, who
did not testify at trial, finding that under Florida’s Statewide Uniform Guidelines
for taxation of costs, it was not appropriate to tax the fees for non-testifying
experts as costs.

Maryland’s Business and Technology Case
Management Program

Morgan Stanley & Co., Inc. v. Andrews (Appeal of
Ruling of Circuit Court for Montgomery County
Holding That Funds Held in a Joint Bank Account

Are Not Jointly Owned).

In Morgan Stanley & Co., Inc. v. Andrews,"® the Maryland Court of Special
Appeals considered the extent to which a creditor of one joint account holder
may garnish funds in a joint account when another joint account holder is a
non-debtor.

The appellant, Morgan Stanley & Co., Inc. (“Morgan Stanley”) obtained a
judgment against John Andrews, appellee (“Son”) and subsequently requested
a writ of garnishment for Son’s bank accounts with PNC Bank, National Asso-
ciation (“PNC”). The court issued the writ of garnishment and PNC filed an
answer to the writ for an account jointly titled in both the Son’s name and in the
name of Don D. Andrews (“Father”). Father filed a motion pursuant to Maryland
Rules 2-645(i) and 2-643(e), asserting his claim to the garnished property and
requesting a hearing.

At an evidentiary hearing, Father presented three witnesses: PNC branch
manager Lori McConnaughey (“McConnaughey’), Son, and Father. Impor-
tantly, both Morgan Stanley and Father stipulated that Father was the original
source of all of the funds in the joint account. McConnaughey testified that she
assisted Father with establishing the joint account and that Father’s intent was

136.

2015 WL 5735268 (Md. Ct. Spec. App. Oct. 1, 2015).




<<
  /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 /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages 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 true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo false
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo true
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Preserve
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth 8
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /FlateEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /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 false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth 8
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /FlateEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /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 false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages false
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects true
  /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 (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier (CGATS TR 001)
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /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.)
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /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 <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
  >>
  /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
      /BleedOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName (U.S. Web Coated \(SWOP\) v2)
      /DestinationProfileSelector /UseName
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MarksOffset 6
      /MarksWeight 0.250000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /UseName
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [792.000 1224.000]
>> setpagedevice


