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CHAPTER 2

COURTS AND ALTERNATIVE
DISPUTE RESOLUTION

ANSWER TO CRITICAL ANALYSIS
QUESTION IN THE FEATURE

INSIGHT INTO E T H I C S— C RITICAL THINKING—INSIGHT INTO THE SOCIAL
ENVIRONMENT (PAGE 39)
If wealthier individuals increasingly use private judges, how will our justice
system be affected in the long run?  The government’s judicial system may become
more focused on other proceedings—criminal trials, for example, or civil appellate mat-
ters—rather than civil trials.  The private justice system may exist largely to serve the
interests of those who pay for it (because the arbitrators, for example, may attempt to
rule in favor of those who pay for the arbitrators’ efforts).

ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS
AT THE ENDS OF THE CASES

CASE 2.1—(PAGE 33)
WHAT IF THE FACTS WERE DIFFERENT?
If Mastondrea had not seen Libgo and Allegro’s ad, but had bought a Royal
Hideaway vacation package on the recommendation of a Liberty travel agent,
is it likely that the result in this case would have been different? Why or why
not? It is not likely that the court would have concluded there was no personal jurisdic-
tion in this case on the basis of the facts stated in the question. It was the defendant ho-
tel’s minimum contacts with the state, and its expectations flowing from those contacts,
that served as the basis for the court’s assertion of jurisdiction. Those contacts included
marketing activities, which were part of the arrangements with Libgo and Liberty.
Whether Mastondrea acted in response to an ad placed by Libgo or a verbal suggestion
made by a Liberty agent would not seem significant.

THE GLOBAL DIMENSION
What do the circumstances and the holding in this case suggest to a business
firm that actively attempts to attract customers in a variety of jurisdictions?
This situation and the ruling in this case indicate that a business firm actively attempt-
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ing soliciting business in a jurisdiction should be prepared to appear in its courts. This
principle likely covers any jurisdiction and reaches any business conducted in any
manner.

CASE 2.2—(PAGE 45)
THE ETHICAL DIMENSION
Does the holding in this case permit a court to enforce an arbitration agree-
ment in a contract that the arbitrator later finds to be void? Is this fair? Why
or why not? The holding in the Buckeye case allows a court to enforce an arbitration
agreement in a contract that the arbitrator later finds to be void. This may seem unfair
at first but, in the words of the Court, “it is equally true that respondents’ approach
permits a court to deny effect to an arbitration provision in a contract that the court
later finds to be perfectly enforceable.” This is why the Court ruled that arbitration pro-
visions are separately enforceable.

THE LEGAL ENVIRONMENT DIMENSION
As indicated in the parties’ arguments and the Court’s reasoning in this case,
into what categories can contracts be classified, with respect to their enforce-
ability? Initially, the plaintiffs contend that the agreement with the defendant is
“criminal on its face” because a certain provision violates a state statute, in which cir-
cumstance it would be unenforceable. On appeal, the plaintiffs claim that the contract is
void (no contract at all) because of the provision’s asserted illegality. The Court rules on
the question of whom, under a particular federal statute, may determine whether the
contract in this case is valid  (enforceable because it meets all of the requirements of a
contract). The Court points out that a contract may be also be voidable (valid but avoid-
able at the option of one or both of the parties).

CASE 2.3—(PAGE 47)
1A. On what argument did Morrison base her appeal of the court’s order to
arbitrate her employment-discrimination claims? Morrison appealed to the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit, arguing in part that the cost-splitting provision
in Circuit City’s arbitration agreement was unenforceable.

2A. Why did the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit hold in
Morrison’s case that the arbitration agreement’s cost-splitting provision was
unenforceable? The court held that the cost-splitting provision was unenforceable be-
cause, regardless of an individual employee’s ability to pay the costs, the provision
would deter “similarly situated individuals” from exercising their rights.

ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS IN THE REVIEWING FEATURE
AT THE END OF THE CHAPTER

1A. Federal jurisdiction
The federal district court exercises jurisdiction because the case involves diversity of
citizenship. Diversity jurisdiction requires that the plaintiff and defendant be from dif-
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ferent jurisdictions and that the dollar amount of the controversy exceed $75,000. Here,
Garner resides in Illinois, and Foreman and his manager live in Texas. Because the dis-
pute involved the promotion of boxing matches with George Foreman, the amount in
controversy exceeded $75,000.

2A. Original or appellate jurisdiction
Original jurisdiction, because the case was initiated in that court and that is where the
trial will take place. Courts having original jurisdiction are courts of the first instance,
or trial courts—that is courts in which lawsuits begin and trials take place.  In the fed-
eral court system, the district courts are the trial courts, so the federal district court
has original jurisdiction.

3A. Jurisdiction in Illinois
No, because the defendants lacked minimum contacts with the state of Illinois. Because
the defendants were from another state, the court would have to determine if they had
sufficient contacts with the state for the Illinois court to exercise jurisdiction based on a
long arm statute. Here, the defendants never went to Illinois, and the contract was not
formed in Illinois. Thus, it is unlikely that an Illinois state court would find sufficient
minimum contacts to exercise jurisdiction.

4A. Jurisdiction in Nevada
Yes, because the defendants met with Garner and formed a contract in the state of
Nevada. A state can exercise jurisdiction over out-of-state defendants under a long arm
statute if defendants had sufficient contacts with the state. Because the parties met
Garner and negotiated the contract in Nevada, a court would likely hold these activities
were sufficient to justify a Nevada court’s exercising personal jurisdiction.

ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS AND CASE PROBLEMS
AT THE END OF THE CHAPTER

2-1A.  (Chapter 2—Pages 43–45)
An arbitrator’s decision has the binding force of law only because the two parties in an
arbitration proceeding agree (contract) to be legally bound by the arbitrator’s decision.
The success of arbitration, and its status as an alternative to court settlement of dis-
putes, rests on this underlying agreement between the parties to be bound by the re-
sults.  If a person feels that an arbitrator’s opinion is unjust, that person may appeal the
dispute to a court.  Courts, however, are very reluctant to judge the validity of an arbi-
trator’s decision, which is regarded as final in all cases except where serious misconduct
or corruption can be proved.

2-2A. QUESTION WITH SAMPLE ANSWER
Trial courts, as explained in the text, are responsible for settling “questions of fact.”
Often, when parties bring a case to court there is a dispute as to what actually hap-
pened.  Different witnesses have different versions of what they saw or heard, and there
may be only indirect evidence of certain issues in dispute.  During the trial, the judge
and the jury (if it is a jury trial) listen to the witnesses and view the evidence firsthand.
Thus, the trial court is in the best position to assess the credibility (truthfulness) of the
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witnesses and determine the weight that should be given to various items of evidence.
At the end of the trial, the judge and the jury (if it is a jury trial) decide what will be
considered facts for the purposes of the case.  Trial courts are best suited to this job, as
they have the opportunity to observe the witnesses and evidence, and they regularly de-
termine the reliability of certain evidence.  Appellate courts, in contrast, see only the
written record of the trial court proceedings and cannot evaluate the credibility of wit-
nesses and the persuasiveness of evidence. For these reasons, appellate courts nearly
always defer to trial courts’ findings of fact. An appellate court can reverse a lower
court’s findings of fact, however, when so little evidence was presented at trial that no
reasonable person could have reached the conclusion that the judge or jury reached.

2-3A.  (Chapter 2— Pages 38–39 & 40–41)
Using videotapes as official trial reports would give appellate judges an overview of pro-
ceedings previously limited to trial judges.  This could alter the appellate process by
making it easier for an appellate judge to consider the credibility of witnesses and to
rule on other matters that are generally considered the province of a trial judge because
of his or her presence at the proceedings.  This could mean, however, that some unspo-
ken factors—the appearance of a witness, the demeanor of a defendant or a plaintiff, the
conduct of an attorney, the reactions of a jury, and so on—could influence appellate
judges.  But videotapes can be deceptive.  For this reason, even if video is put into wide
use, appellate courts may limit their consideration of the tapes of trial proceedings to the
purposes for which printed trial transcripts are used currently.

2-4A.  (Chapter 2—Pages 31–34)
Marya can bring suit in all three courts.  The trucking firm did business in Florida, and
the accident occurred there.  Thus, the state of Florida would have jurisdiction over the
defendant.  Because the firm was headquartered in Georgia and had its principal place
of business in that state, Marya could also sue in a Georgia court.  Finally, because the
amount in controversy exceeds $50,000, the suit could be brought in federal court on the
basis of diversity of citizenship.

2-5A. E-Jurisdiction
(Chapter 2—Pages 34–35)

The court denied Boyer’s motion to dismiss the complaint for lack of personal jurisdic-
tion. “[T]he likelihood that personal jurisdiction can be constitutionally exercised [in the
context of Internet activities] is directly proportionate to the nature and quality of com-
mercial activity that an entity conducts over the Internet.” Boyer “posted Internet mes-
sages on the Yahoo bulletin board, which included negative information regarding
ABFI.” He “also sent an e-mail to ABFI’s independent auditors, accusing ABFI of
‘fraudulent accounting practices’ and ‘borderline criminal conduct’ ... with the under-
standing that the independent auditors were situated in Pennsylvania.” Also, the court
held that the e-mail fell under the state’s long-arm statute, which, like other states’
long-arm statutes, permits the exercise of jurisdiction “where an act or omission outside
the Commonwealth [Pennsylvania] causes harm or tortious injury inside the Common-
wealth.” Finally, the court reasoned that “its exercise of jurisdiction over Defendant
Boyer would not necessarily violate traditional notions of fair play and substantial jus-
tice. It is true that as a non-resident individual, Boyer will be burdened in being forced
to defend himself in Pennsylvania. However, his conduct appears to be directed towards
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Pennsylvania where Plaintiff is located and where Plaintiff’s auditors are located. Plain-
tiff’s interest in adjudicating its dispute and vindicating its reputation in Pennsylvania
appears to be self-evident. ... In addition, it does seem reasonable and fair to require
Boyer to conduct his defense in Pennsylvania since that is where he sent the negative e-
mail.”

2-6A. Arbitration
(Chapter 2— Pages 43–45)

The court denied Auto Stiegler’s motion. A state intermediate appellate court reversed
this ruling, and Little appealed to the California Supreme Court, which held that the
appeal provision was unenforceable but which also held that the provision could be cut
from the agreement and the agreement could then be enforced. Auto Stiegler argued in
part that the “provision applied evenhandedly to both parties.” The court stated, “[I]f
that is the case, [the defendant fails] to explain adequately the reasons for the $50,000
award threshold. From a plaintiff’s perspective, the decision to resort to arbitral appeal
would be made not according to the amount of the arbitration award but the potential
value of the arbitration claim compared to the costs of the appeal. If the plaintiff and his
or her attorney estimate that the potential value of the claim is substantial, and the ar-
bitrator rules that the plaintiff takes nothing because of its erroneous understanding of
a point of law, then it is rational for the plaintiff to appeal. Thus, the $50,000 threshold
inordinately benefits defendants. Given the fact that Auto Stiegler was the party impos-
ing the arbitration agreement and the $50,000 threshold, it is reasonable to conclude it
imposed the threshold with the knowledge or belief that it would generally be the defen-
dant.” The court acknowledged that “parties may justify an asymmetrical arbitration
agreement when there is a legitimate commercial need,” but added that the “need must
be other than the employer’s desire to maximize its advantage in the arbitration proc-
ess. There is no such justification for the $50,000 threshold. The explanation for the
threshold ... that an award in which there is less than that amount in controversy
would not be worth going through the extra step of appellate arbitral review ... makes
sense only from a defendant’s standpoint and cannot withstand scrutiny.”

2-7A. Jurisdiction
(Chapter 2— Pages 31–34)

The court denied Sharman’s motion to dismiss. The court explained that “fairness con-
sists principally of ensuring that jurisdiction over a person is not exercised absent fair
warning that a particular activity may subject that person to the jurisdiction of a for-
eign sovereign.” Thus, “the touchstone constitutional inquiry is whether the defendant’s
conduct and connection with the forum State are such that he should reasonably an-
ticipate being haled into court there.” In this case, “Sharman provides its KMD software
to millions of users every week .... Sharman has not denied and cannot deny that a
substantial number of its users are California residents, and thus that it is, at a mini-
mum, constructively aware of continuous and substantial commercial interaction with
residents of this forum. Further, Sharman is well aware that California is the heart of
the entertainment industry, and that the brunt of the injuries described ... is likely to
be felt here. It is hard to imagine on these bases alone that Sharman would not reasona-
bly anticipate being haled into court in California. However, jurisdiction is reasonable
for an important added reason: Sharman’s effective predecessor, Kazaa BV, was engaged
in this very litigation when Sharman was formed. ... Because Sharman has succeeded
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Kazaa BV in virtually every aspect of its business, Sharman reasonably should have
anticipated being required to succeed Kazaa BV in this litigation as well. If Sharman
wished to structure its primary conduct with some minimum assurance that it would
not be haled into court in this forum, it simply could have avoided taking over the busi-
ness of a company already enmeshed in litigation here.”

2-8A. CASE PROBLEM WITH SAMPLE ANSWER
This problem concerns standing to sue.  As you read in the chapter, to have standing to
sue, a party must have a legally protected, tangible interest at stake.  The party must
show that he or she has been injured, or is likely to be injured, by the actions of the
party that he or she seeks to sue.  In this case, the issue is whether the Covingtons had
been injured, or were likely to be injured, by the county’s landfill operations.  Clearly,
one could argue that the injuries that the Covingtons complained of directly resulted
from the county’s violations of environmental laws while operating the landfill.  The
Covingtons lived directly across from the landfill, and they were experiencing the spe-
cific types of harms  (fires, scavenger problems, groundwater contamination) that those
laws were enacted to address.  Indeed, this was the conclusion reached by the appellate
court in this case.  While the trial court found that the Covingtons lacked standing to
sue, when the plaintiffs appealed to U.S. Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit, that
court found that the Covingtons did have standing to assert their claims.  The appellate
court remanded (sent back) the case to the lower court for a trial.

2-9A. Jurisdiction
(Chapter 2— Pages 31–34)

The court found that the defendants’ contacts with Illinois were sufficient to establish
personal jurisdiction. The court set out the “sliding scale” standard for exercising juris-
diction over parties whose sole contact with a jurisdiction is over the Web. In this case,
among other things, the “[d]efendants maintain websites that fall into the middle
ground of the ... ‘sliding scale’ [standard]. These Sites allow visitors to post messages
(to which Defendants sometimes respond), purchase books, and make donations.” The
court concluded that “[t]hese Sites are a far cry from passive websites.” Their “level of
interactivity is enough ... for the court to exercise jurisdiction over Defendants.” The
court also pointed out that “[d]efendants’ Internet activities more than satisfy the
minimum contacts standard .... By purposefully reaching out to the state of Illinois,
and conducting business with Illinois citizens, Defendants are on notice that they may
be subject to suit in this state.” In other words, “the exercise of personal jurisdiction
over Defendants would be reasonable in this case.”

2-10A. Jurisdiction
(Chapter 2— Pages 31–34)

A court can exercise personal jurisdiction over a non-resident defendant under the
authority of a long arm statute. First, however, it must be shown that the defendant had
sufficient minimum contacts with the jurisdiction in which the court is attempting to
assert its authority. Generally, this means that the defendant’s connection to the juris-
diction must be enough for the assertion of authority to be fair. In this case, Texas’s long
arm statute applied. The court concluded that Poverty Point had sufficient minimum
contacts with Texas based on the workers’ “recruitment in Texas for work in Louisiana”
and “their transportation from Texas to Louisiana.” The workers signed their contracts
and other employment documents in Texas. The terms of the work were revealed in
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Texas. Although the Leals had handled the “recruitment” and transportation of the
workers in Texas, the Leals had acted on Poverty Point’s behalf. They had been told “how
many workers to hire, when to hire them for, where to send them, ... what information
to include in their employment agreements,” what documents to have them sign, and
what to have them do in the field at the job site. As for the fairness of requiring Poverty
Point to appear in a Texas court,  “litigation of this case in Texas would not pose a sub-
stantial burden on Defendants. Plaintiffs, however, would be severely hampered in their
ability to pursue their claims if they are required to litigate them in Louisiana." Also,
“Texas has an interest in protecting its citizens from exploitation by nonresident em-
ployers, particularly when its citizens are the targets of recruitment for out-of-state
employment.”

2–11A. A QUESTION OF ETHICS
a. A court can generally exercise personal jurisdiction over a defendant that

has had minimum contacts with the forum “necessary to have reasonably anticipated
being haled into court there.” After minimum contacts have been established, a court
can consider whether the exercise of personal jurisdiction comports with “traditional
conceptions of fair play.”

In this case, the court held that “Rosedale's representations—which were made as
part of a national campaign to induce persons, including Bragg, to visit Second Life and
purchase virtual property—constitute sufficient contacts” to support the exercise of
personal jurisdiction. The court compared these efforts to an advertising campaign that,
for example, urges viewers to call a toll-free phone number to place orders. “This in-
ducement destroys any semblance of ... passive advertising,” which might consist of
generalized product promotion that would not support an assertion of jurisdiction.

It was the interactive nature of the marketing scheme, not the Web site, on which
the court based its holding. “Rosedale's personal role was to bait the hook for potential
customers to make more interactive contact with Linden by visiting Second Life's web-
site. Rosedale's activity was designed to generate additional traffic inside Second Life.
He was the hawker sitting outside Second Life's circus tent, singing the marvels of what
was contained inside to entice customers to enter. Once inside Second Life, participants
could view virtual property, read additional materials about purchasing virtual prop-
erty, interact with other avatars who owned virtual property, and, ultimately, purchase
virtual property themselves. Significantly, participants could even interact with
Rosedale's avatar on Second Life during town hall meetings that he held on the topic of
virtual property.”

As for fairness, the court focused chiefly on the burden that would be imposed on
Rosedale to make an appearance. Rosedale did not claim that he could not afford to ap-
pear “or that he would otherwise be irreparably prejudiced by litigating” in
Pennsylvania. Rosedale had lawyers “on both coasts.” Weighed against Rosedale’s bur-
den was Pennsylvania’s interest in protecting its residents from “allegedly misleading
representations that induce them to purchase virtual property” and in vindicating their
rights.

b. Under the Federal Arbitration Act (FAA), a court must compel the arbitra-
tion of a dispute if there is a valid agreement to arbitrate that covers the dispute. In this
case, the court focused primarily on the validity of the agreement.

A critical factor was the manner in which Linden presented the “Terms of
Service” (TOS). A participant was effectively told to “take it or leave it”—one who de-
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clined could not gain access to Second Life. There was no opportunity for negotiation so
that even a participant like Bragg, who was an experienced attorney, could not use his
or her skills to negotiate different terms. And there was no reasonable market alterna-
tive—Second Life was the only virtual world to recognize its participants’ rights in vir-
tual property.

As for the specific TOS, including the arbitration provision, the court emphasized
that Linden allowed itself a range of remedies to resolve disputes while limiting Bragg
and other participants to the sole remedy of arbitration. In the circumstances of this
case, Linden froze Bragg's account, kept the funds that Linden determined were subject
to dispute, and told Bragg that he could resolve the dispute only by arbitration, subject
to whatever “asymmetrical” amendment Linden might choose to impose.  Also, limiting
venue to “Linden's backyard appears to be yet one more means by which the arbitration
clause serves to shield Linden from liability instead of providing a neutral forum in
which to [resolve] disputes.” Altogether, these terms were one-sided and thus unfair.

ANSWER TO VIDEO QUESTION NO. 2–12

Jurisdiction in Cyberspace

(a)  What standard would a court apply to determine whether it has
jurisdiction over the out-of-state computer firm in the video?  A court
would apply a “sliding-scale” standard to determine if the defendants (Wizard
Internet) had sufficient minimum contacts with the state for the court to assert
jurisdiction. Generally, the courts have found that jurisdiction is proper when
there is substantial business conducted over the Internet (with contracts, sales,
and so on).  When there is some interactivity through a Web site, courts have also
sometimes held that jurisdiction is proper. Jurisdiction is not proper, however,
when there is merely passive advertising.

(b)  What factors is a court likely to consider in assessing whether suf-
ficient contacts existed when the only connection to the jurisdiction is
through a Web site?  The facts in the video indicate that there might be some in-
teractivity through Wizard Internet’s Web site. The court will likely focus on
Wizard’s Web site and determine what kinds of business it conducts over the Web
site. The court will consider whether a person could order Wizard’s products or
services via the Web site, whether the defendant entered into contracts over the
Web, and if the defendant did business with other Montana residents.

 (c)  How do you think the court would resolve the issue in this case?
Wizard Internet could argue that the site is not “interactive” because software
cannot be downloaded from the site (according to Caleb). That would be the defen-
dant’s strongest argument against jurisdiction. The court, however, would also
consider any other interactivity. The facts state that Wizard has done projects in
other states and might have clients in Montana (although Anna and Caleb cannot
remember). If Wizard does have clients in Montana who purchased software via
the Web site, the court will likely find jurisdiction is proper because the defendant
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purposefully availed itself of the privilege of acting in the forum state. Also, if
Wizard Internet regularly enters contracts to sell its software or consulting serv-
ices over the Web—which seems likely, given the type of business in which Wizard
engages—the court may hold jurisdiction is proper. If, however, Wizard simply ad-
vertises its services over the Internet and persons cannot place orders via the
Web, the court will likely hold that this PASSIVE advertising does not justify as-
serting jurisdiction.



<<
  /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
  ]
  /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 [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


