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DECISION 

Introduction 

1. This is an appeal by the Valuation Officer against a decision of the Lancashire Valuation 
Tribunal dated 26 July 2006 determining the assessment in the 2005 local non-domestic rating 
list of 73 Roman Way, Ribbleton, Preston, PR2 5BE (the hereditament) at a rateable value of 
£7,750.  The hereditament was shown in the 2005 compiled rating list as “Office and 
Premises” at a rateable value of £11,750, which is the figure supported by the appellant.  The 
material day and the effective date for the appeal are 1 April 2005.   

2. The case was heard under the simplified procedure.  Mrs Susan Anne Whitehead MRICS 
was authorised to appear on behalf of the VO and did so with the leave of the Tribunal.  
Mr Adrian Telford Lang FRICS, IRRV, Managing Director of ATL Surveys Limited, appeared 
on behalf of the respondent, with the leave of the Tribunal, in the dual capacity of 
representative and expert witness.   

3. I made an accompanied inspection of the hereditament on 29 March 2007.  I also made 
unaccompanied external site inspections on 30 March 2007 of 25 comparable properties that 
had been referred to in evidence.   

Facts 

4. The parties prepared a statement of agreed facts from which, together with the evidence 
and my site inspections, I find the following facts. 

5. The hereditament is situated on the Roman Way Industrial Estate on the B6243 
approximately 3.5 miles north east of Preston and 1.25 miles from junction 31A of the M6 
motorway.  The estate comprises predominantly industrial units and has been developed from 
the early 1970s onwards.  It is located close to two other industrial developments, the Red Scar 
and Rough Hey Industrial Estates. 

6. The hereditament is located at the south eastern end of Roman Way at the rear of the 
estate.  It comprises a freestanding, single-storey, purpose-built office block of brick 
construction under a profiled metal roof.  It was constructed in 1996 without planning 
permission.  No enforcement action has been taken against the development by the local 
planning authority which has acknowledged in writing that it would be unlikely to do so even 
if it were able.  The property has an agreed net internal area of 138 sq m.  There are seven 
marked car parking spaces that are included within the rating assessment.  The building is 
situated within a larger site occupied by the respondent and is secured by electronically 
controlled sliding steel gates that were installed after the material day.  Internally, the 
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hereditament has carpets over concrete floors with suspended ceilings and concealed 
fluorescent lights.  The majority of the dividing walls are constructed from aluminium frames 
which are double glazed with interstitial Venetian blinds.  There is a full gas central heating 
system but no air conditioning.   

7. The respondent is the freehold owner-occupier of the hereditament for which there is 
therefore no direct rental evidence.  The mode or category of use of the hereditament is as an 
office and all rental values, both for the hereditament and comparable properties, are quoted in 
terms of main space.  

The case for the appellant 

8. In the absence of any rental evidence of purpose-built offices on the Roman Way 
Industrial Estate Mrs Whitehead firstly examined the evidence of rents from purpose-built 
offices on other industrial estates.  Four such estates were identified, at Mead Way, Padiham; 
Kenyon Road, Brierfield; Wilkinson Way, Blackburn; and Bamber Bridge, Preston. 

9. The properties at Padiham, Blackburn and Bamber Bridge were said to be in similar 
locations to the hereditament, having no direct motorway access.  The property at Brierfield 
enjoyed a superior location given its proximity to a motorway junction.  The comparables were 
similar in physical characteristics to the hereditament except for that at Wilkinson Way, 
Blackburn which was said to be of inferior construction.  The Padiham property had an 
impressive entrance and reception area.  The property at Brierfield was over 7 times as large as 
the appeal property whilst the remaining three comparables were broadly similar in size.  The 
dates of the rental transactions of the comparables varied from January 2002 to June 2005.  The 
rent ranged from £72.78 per sq m (agreed) to £147.10 per sq m (not agreed).  

10. Mrs Whitehead next looked at rental evidence from purpose-built offices on business 
parks and produced six comparables from three such parks, at Pittman Way and Eastway 
Business Village, both at Fulwood, Preston and at Sceptre Way, Bamber Bridge, Preston.  All 
of the comparables were in a superior location to the appeal property.  The three Pittman Way 
offices were constructed in 2002/3 and were said to be of similar size and quality of 
construction to the hereditament.  They had no direct motorway access.  The two comparables 
at Sceptre Way were built in 2001 and were of a similar quality and construction to the 
hereditament, but were closer to the motorway.  The comparable at Eastway Business Park was 
also of similar quality and construction but was older, having been built in 1989.  The dates of 
the rental transactions of the comparables varied from June 2000 to September 2004.  The 
agreed analysis of the rent ranged from £122.84 per sq m to £125.56 per sq m. 

11. Mrs Whitehead then considered the rental evidence of six purpose-built industrial units 
on the Roman Way Industrial Estate.  One of these, 72 Roman Way, had been adapted as 
service centre offices that, whilst retaining the external physical characteristics of an industrial 
unit, had been fitted out internally as offices including a suspended ceiling, concealed lighting 
and air conditioning.  This property had been let in April 2000 at £31.25 per sq m (not agreed).  

 4



Four of the remaining comparables in this category were said to be industrial in use and 
physical characteristics.  They had rents fixed from July 2000 to June 2004 and agreed values 
ranging from £26.83 per sq m to £39.84 per sq m.  The remaining property, at 72A Roman 
Way, was used as a gymnasium although the building retained many of the physical 
characteristics of an industrial unit.  Mrs Whitehead also referred to a property at 434 Ranglet 
Road, Bamber Bridge, Preston which she cited to illustrate the difference between the rental 
value of purpose-built offices and purpose-built industrial units on the same industrial estate.  
The rent in respect of 434 Ranglet Road was fixed in May 2003 at £51.65 per sq m (not 
agreed).  She compared this figure with the rent at Suite 1, Ground Floor 506, Green Place, 
Bamber Bridge which was analysed by her at £147.10 per sq m.   

12. Finally, Mrs Whitehead referred to three comparable settled assessments in the 2005 
rating list of purpose-built offices, all of which were on business parks.  These were at Caxton 
Road and Pittman Way, Fulwood, Preston and at Sceptre Way, Bamber Bridge, Preston.  All 
three were in a superior location to, and those at Fulwood were considerably larger than, the 
hereditament.  The agreed adopted rates ranged from £110 per sq m to £128.13 per sq m.   

13. Mrs Whitehead concluded from the foregoing evidence that, given the location of the 
hereditament on an industrial estate, it was not sustainable to adopt a value in line with 
purpose-built offices on business parks.  However, given the physical characteristics of the 
hereditament, she considered that the adopted value should be closer to that of purpose-built 
offices than purpose-built industrial units.  The range of rents from purpose-built offices 
located on industrial estates ranged from £72.78 per sq m to £147.10 per sq m and 
Mrs Whitehead said that she had adopted a value for the appeal property at £85 per sq m that 
was towards the bottom of this range.  The valuation scheme applicable to the appeal property 
was scheme reference 27025.  This scheme applied to office properties at the Roman Way 
Industrial Estate that were built after 1995 and had a value range of £70 to £95 per sq m, with 
no addition for car parking.  The adopted value fell within this range.   

14. She submitted that Mr Lang’s case relied heavily upon the rental comparable at 72 
Roman Way.  But this was an industrial unit used for offices and not a purpose-built office.  
She considered that it was wrong to adopt a rate for a purpose-built office that was adjusted 
upwards from an industrial base value.  Mrs Whitehead dismissed Mr Lang’s evidence of 
multi-storey, town centre offices in Preston as being irrelevant to the appeal property.  Those 
offices were wholly different in scale and character and were not comparable in any 
meaningful sense.   

15. At the hearing Mr Lang referred to Unit D, Astra Business Centre, Roman Way as a 
comparable which he submitted was a purpose-built office valued under a different valuation 
scheme (reference 27194) to that used to value the hereditament and for which the adopted rate 
was £55 per sq m.    Mrs Whitehead said at the hearing that she thought scheme 27194 applied 
to poorer quality offices.  However, she was allowed a period after the hearing in which to 
respond to this evidence in detail and she did so by letter dated 18 April 2007.  She submitted 
that Unit D formed part of a larger development that was constructed in the early 1970s and 
which was formerly used as a Skill Centre.  It had been converted from the former canteen 
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block.  Mrs Whitehead noted that valuation scheme reference 27194 was silent on the age of 
construction of the properties to which it applied.  However, valuation scheme reference 27025 
applied to properties constructed after 1995.  In her opinion it was logical to conclude that 
scheme 27194 was applicable to properties, such as Unit D, constructed before that time.  In 
practice that is how the two schemes had been applied and therefore Mr Lang’s reference to 
Unit D did not alter her opinion of the adopted value for the hereditament.   

The case for the respondent 

16. Mr Lang submitted that the adopted rate of £85 per sq m for the hereditament was too 
high.  Roman Way was an old and poor quality industrial estate, similar to the Rough Hey 
Estate.  Many of the VO’s comparables were modern two-storey purpose-built offices on new 
business parks that were very busy, in great demand and very different in character to Roman 
Way.   

17. The key comparable was 72 Roman Way, located some 90 metres from the hereditament.  
It differed from that property in that it was a purpose-built industrial unit that had been 
converted into offices.  72 Roman Way was shown as offices in the compiled list but had been 
valued by reference to valuation scheme 9003, a scheme applicable to industrial properties on 
the Roman Way Industrial Estate that were built after 1970.  The value range of the scheme 
was £30 to £70 per square metre.  Mr Lang analysed the rent payable for 72 Roman Way at 
£34.92 per sq m.  The VO’s analysis produced a lower figure of £31.25 per sq m, which he 
compared with the adopted rate of £85 per sq m on the hereditament. He concluded that 
although adjustment should be made to the analysed rent of 72 Roman Way to reflect the better 
quality construction and finish of the hereditament, an increase of 272% was disproportionate 
and wholly unsupported by the appellant’s evidence.   

18. Mr Lang noted that the VO had altered the list in respect of 72 Roman Way with an 
effective date of 20 February 2007.  The rateable value had been increased to £50,500 and the 
property was now valued by reference to valuation scheme 27025, the same scheme that was 
used in the valuation of the hereditament.  The adopted rate was now £65.05 per square metre. 

19. Mr Lang referred at the hearing to Unit D, Astra Business Centre, Roman Way.  He said 
that this was a purpose-built office that had been valued by reference to scheme 27194, which 
was applicable to offices on the Roman Way Estate.  The value range of that scheme was £45 
to £65 per sq m and the adopted rate for Unit D in the 2005 list was £55 per sq m.  He 
challenged Mrs Whitehead’s statement at the hearing that scheme 27194 applied to inferior, 
poor quality offices and submitted that this was a good comparable.   

20. In addition to the five comparables of purpose-built offices on industrial parks referred to 
by Mrs Whitehead, Mr Lang also relied upon a property in Churchill Way, Nelson.  The parties 
agreed the rental analysis at £76.47 per sq m as from 1 April 2001.    This property was located 
on an industrial estate at Lomeshaye that was some 20 years younger than the estate at Roman 
Way.   
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21. Mr Lang produced two further comparables of purpose-built properties on business parks 
in Farington, Leyland and Gisburn, Clitheroe.  The former was let at an agreed rate of £51.07 
from December 2001.  The latter property was let from August 2005 at £90.33 per sq m.  The 
adopted rate was reduced from £75 to £35 per sq m with effect from November 2005 by 
agreement with the VO following an appeal.  He also included four further comparable 
industrial properties at Roman Way, the agreed rental analysis of which ranged from £31.54 
per sq m to £39.05 per sq m.   

22. Mr Lang referred to two purpose-built, town centre multi-storey office premises in 
Preston: New City House, 57-63 Ringway and 33-34 Winkley Square.  He analysed the rent 
payable in respect of the former at £96.52 from November 2003 whilst a rental analysis of the 
latter was agreed by the parties at £86.29 per sq m from January 2001.  The respective adopted 
rates were £75.60 and £75.75 per sq m.  Mr Lang considered that these two comparables 
showed that the valuation of the appeal property was too high and he queried whether an office 
on a secondary industrial estate located on the fringes of Preston could be worth the same as 
town centre offices.   

23. Mr Lang concluded from the evidence that the appellant had not been consistent in her 
valuation of offices on the Roman Way Estate, having failed to use scheme 27194 in valuing 
the hereditament when that scheme had been used to value Unit D, Astra Way.  He also relied 
upon the neighbouring property at 72 Roman Way as good evidence of an office building 
which had been valued at a considerably lower rate than the appeal property.  He had 
distinguished the other comparables used by the VO and had shown that the VT had been 
correct to determine a rateable value of £7,750 based upon an adopted rate of £55 per sq m.   

Conclusions 

24. The parties went to commendable lengths to collect, analyse and present their evidence, 
but unfortunately they failed to do so compendiously. This resulted in an accumulation of 
detail that detracted from the clarity of their argument.  At times the key issues became lost in 
the disputed minutiae.  The essence of the case is how best to interpret the available evidence 
given that there is a lack of directly comparable rental evidence involving purpose-built offices 
on the Roman Way Industrial Estate.  Apart from the hereditament, evidence was given of only 
two other properties on that estate that are used solely as offices, namely 72 Roman Way and 
Unit D, Astra Business Centre.  It was agreed that 72 Roman Way was not a purpose-built 
office but the parties disagreed about the provenance of the offices in Unit D.  I shall return to 
these comparables shortly.  In the absence of evidence from the Roman Way Industrial Estate 
the parties looked elsewhere for comparables.  I did not find Mr Lang’s reference to large, 
multi-storey offices in Preston town centre to be helpful.  I agree with Mrs Whitehead that 
these hereditaments are wholly different in scale and character to the appeal property and are of 
no relevance.  

25. Much of the evidence was concerned with purpose-built offices on business parks.  
Mr Lang argued, convincingly in my opinion, that the appellant’s comparables under this 
category bore little resemblance to the appeal property, either physically or locationally.  They 
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were more modern, enjoyed superior locations and were considerably busier. Despite his 
criticisms, however, Mr Lang produced two comparables under this category. I found neither 
of them to be of assistance. One was in a remote and isolated location, while the other was 
significantly larger (by 40 times) than the hereditament. Mrs Whitehead’s comparables 
revealed a range of rents that were some 50% higher than her adopted rate for the 
hereditament.  The differences between that property and Mrs Whitehead’s comparables are 
marked and I agree with her conclusion in which she fairly concedes that it is not sustainable to 
adopt a value for the hereditament that is in line with purpose-built offices on business parks.  
For the same reason I attach little weight to the evidence of the four comparable settled 
assessments, all of which relate to this type of property.   

26. The parties also examined rental evidence from five purpose-built offices on industrial 
estates.  Suite 4D-K 1 Mead Way, Padiham, Burnley is not a self-contained office but is a suite 
of offices within a building that is considerably larger and more modern than the appeal 
property and which has a prestigious reception area.  It is so unlike the appeal property as to be 
of little comparable value.  Only one of these properties had a rent that was fixed within a year 
of the AVD.  That property is at 31-33 Kenyon Road, Brierfield, Nelson.  It is a two-storey 
building that was constructed (1994) at about the same time as the hereditament and is 
similarly located at the back of an industrial estate.  It is closer to the motorway and is seven 
times as large as the appeal property.  The agreed rental analysis is £72.78 per sq m.  Mr Lang 
produced another comparable from the same estate, at 32 Churchill Way, which the parties 
agreed had a rental value, fixed two years before the AVD, of £76.47 per sq m.  The remaining 
two comparables, at Wilkinson Way, Blackburn and at Bamber Bridge, Preston, both had 
higher rents, at £115.79 per sq m and £139.74 per sq m respectively.  Their locations were 
similar to that of the hereditament.  The building at Wilkinson Way was more modern (2003) 
but of inferior construction whilst that at Bamber Bridge was a suite within a larger building 
constructed in 1992.  I place weight upon these comparables, particularly the two offices at 
Nelson.   

27. The evidence from the Roman Way Industrial Estate itself comprised details of industrial 
units which have varying levels of office accommodation (from 11.5% to 39.7%).  The mode 
or category of occupation of all except one of these units is industrial, the exception being a 
gymnasium.  I do not find these comparables to be helpful other than as providing an industrial 
base value from which the parties have analysed the comparable at 72 Roman Way.  The mode 
or category of occupation of the hereditament is as an office and it should be valued 
accordingly.  There are two comparable offices on the Roman Way Industrial Estate.  Firstly, 
there is the nearby property at 72 Roman Way.  Constructed as an industrial unit in 1982 it was 
converted into offices in 2000.  The adopted rate in the 2005 compiled list entry was some £47 
per sq m.  However, in February 2007 the VO altered the list entry to an adopted rate of £65 
per sq m.  Secondly, reference was made to Unit D, Astra Business Park which was valued in 
the 2005 list as an office and premises at an adopted rate of £55 per sq m.  Mr Lang contended 
that Unit D was purpose-built as offices while Mrs Whitehead argued that it had been 
converted from an industrial unit that was built in the early 1970s.   

28. In both cases the parties disputed the valuation scheme that was used.  The hereditament 
was valued by reference to scheme 27025 which applies to offices at Roman Way that were 
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built after 1995.  In the compiled 2005 list 72 Roman Way was valued by reference to scheme 
9003 which applies to industrial property built after 1970.  The recent alteration to the list was 
made by reference to scheme 27025.  Unit D on the other hand was valued in the 2005 list by 
reference to scheme 27194.  This is applicable to offices at the Roman Way Industrial Estate.  
There is no reference in the scheme to the age of the buildings to which it applies.  Mrs 
Whitehead says that it should apply to buildings constructed before 1995.  I can find nothing in 
the scheme, however, to support Mrs Whitehead’s tentative statement at the hearing that it 
applies to inferior quality (as opposed to older) offices.  There is a significant difference 
between the value ranges of the two office valuation schemes; scheme 27194 has a range of £45 
to £65 per sq m while scheme 27025 has a range of £70 to £90 per sq m. 

29. I agree with Mrs Whitehead that valuation schemes should only be used as a guide and 
that direct rental evidence is the appropriate basis to establish the level of value.  In this 
instance the wording of schemes 27025 and 27194 could have been worded more clearly to 
explain the temporal differences in their application.  But I accept Mrs Whitehead’s 
explanation of the difference between the two schemes as being reasonable and I prefer her 
explanation of the background to the use of Unit D as offices.  (I would add that according to 
her definition it would appear that 72 Roman Way, given its age and its conversion to offices, 
should be valued by reference to scheme 27194 rather than 20725.)   

30. The rental evidence of 72 Roman Way is historic, having been fixed in April 2000.  
Accordingly I do not attach weight to this transaction.  There was no evidence of the rental 
value of Unit D given at the hearing although Mr Lang subsequently submitted details of a 
prospective letting of the property in April 2007.  I find that to be of no assistance.   

31. I accept Mr Lang’s argument that the appellant has given insufficient weight to the 
location of the hereditament at the back of an industrial estate that dates from the 1970s and 
away from the main spine distributor road.  It is isolated and in a relatively unattractive 
position. From the evidence before me, and with particular regard to the comparables of 
purpose-built offices on industrial estates to which I have referred above, I conclude that the 
adopted rate on the appeal property of £85 per sq m is too high. I do not accept, however, that 
the figure of  £55 per sq m that was determined by the VT is justified. I think that Mrs 
Whitehead was correct to place the assessment within the range of values contained in 
valuation scheme 27025 and I believe that the evidence that the parties produced supports this. 
But I consider that the adopted rate should be reduced to £75 per sq m, giving a rateable value 
of £10,350. The appeal is therefore allowed to this extent and I direct that the 2005 rating list 
be amended accordingly with effect from 1 April 2005. 

32. This case was heard under the simplified procedure under which an award of costs is 
made only in exceptional circumstances.  In my opinion there are no such circumstances in this 
case and neither party suggested at the hearing that there were.   
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Dated 25 May 2007 

 

 

 

A J Trott FRICS 

 10


	BETWEEN SUSAN ANNE WHITEHEAD Appellant (VALUATION OFFICER) 
	 and 
	 BAKO (UK) LTD Respondent 
	 Re: 73 Roman Way 
	 Ribbleton 
	 Preston 
	 PR2 5BE 
	 
	Williams (VO) v Scottish and Newcastle Retail Ltd and Allied Domecq Retailing [2001] EWCA Civ 185; [2001] RA 41, Court of Appeal. 

	DECISION 



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


