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DIGEST

Protest is denied where the agency reasonably rejected the protester’s proposal as
unacceptable because it failed to demonstrate compliance with a material
solicitation requirement.

DECISION

Wyle Laboratories, Inc. (Wyle), of El Segundo, California, protests the issuance of a
task order to Booz Allen Hamilton, of McLean, Virginia, under request for task order
proposals (RFTOP) No. N00024-14-R-3370, issued by the Department of the Navy,
Naval Air Command (NAVAIR), for engineering knowledge based services for the
F-35 Joint Program Office. The protester challenges the agency evaluation of the
protester’s and awardee’s proposals.

We deny the protest in part and dismiss it in part.

BACKGROUND

The F-35 Joint Lightning Il Program is a joint, multi-national program and is the
Department of Defense’s (DoD) focal point for defining affordable next generation

strike aircraft weapon systems among the United States Air Force, Navy,
Marine Corps, and allies composed of eight cooperative international partners and



three foreign military sales (FMS) customers.” RFTOP § C.2. The F-35 program
objective is to develop and deploy a three variant family of strike fighter aircraft
that affordably meets the needs of the various military departments and U.S. allies.
RFTOP §§ C.2, C.2.1. As the solicitation here provides, the F-35 program mission
is “extremely complex” and “subject to unpredictable variations in the level of

effort (LOE) required.” RFTOP § C.2.1. With an estimated acquisition cost of
nearly $400 billion, the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter is DoD’s most costly acquisition
program and is classified as a DoD Acquisition Category 1D program. RFTOP

§ C.2; Protest at 4.

The F-35 Joint Program Office supports the F-35 program and consists of more
than 2,000 personnel, including U.S. military and civilian personnel, partner nation
military and civilian personnel, and DoD support contractors. RFTOP §§ C.2.1,
C.2.1.1; Protest at 5. In particular, support contractors are integrated into the

F-35 Joint Program Office, filling defined staff positions. The protester explains that
many support contractors, including Wyle employees, “are the sole source of
specific acquisition, engineering, or logistics capabilities within the [Joint Program
Office].” Protest at 5.

On January 7, 2015, the agency issued the subject solicitation for a cost-plus-
fixed-fee level-of-effort task order under the Seaport-e Multiple Award Zone 2
(National Capital Zone) indefinite-delivery, indefinite-quantity (IDIQ) contract.?
Contracting Officer’s (CO) Statement, May 6, 2016, at 1-2; RFTOP §§ G, L.1.1,
L.1.3. The solicitation provided for a period of performance of one base year and
four option years. RFTOP § B. The solicitation contemplated an array of
engineering knowledge based services to support the F-35 Joint Program Office in
four core task areas: (1) program management support; (2) systems engineering
and technical support; (3) engineering, technical, and analytical support to the
integrated product and functional teams; and (4) FMS technical and engineering
support. RFTOP § C.4.

The solicitation anticipated award on a best-value basis. RFTOP § M.1.

The solicitation identified three evaluation factors: technical, past performance,

and price. Id. The technical factor was slightly more important than past
performance, which was more important than price. RFTOP § M.1.1. The technical
factor included three subfactors, in descending order of importance: workforce,
understanding the work, and management plan. Id. Of relevance here is the

" The eight cooperative international partners are: the United Kingdom, Italy,
the Netherlands, Turkey, Canada, Australia, Denmark, and Norway. RFTOP § C.2.
The FMS customers are: lIsrael, Japan, and South Korea. Id.

2 The awarded value of the task order at issue exceeds $10 million. Accordingly,
this procurement is within our jurisdiction to hear protests related to the issuance
of orders under IDIQ contracts. 10 U.S.C. § 2304c(e)(1)(B).
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agency’s evaluation of Wyle’s proposal under the workforce technical subfactor,
which provides as follows:

The Government will evaluate personnel and the supporting
information to determine how well the team is suited to perform the
tasks under the [statement of work]. In addition, personnel will be
evaluated on labor qualifications, including education, experience,
and security clearance levels, that the offeror proposes to utilize in
the performance of this effort.

RFTOP § M.2.1.

In connection with the workforce subfactor, subsection L.2.1.3 of the solicitation
instructed offerors to provide resumes for proposed key personnel containing the
following information:

2.1.3 KEY PERSONNEL RESUMES

2.1.3.1 For any proposed Key Personnel provide a resume of the
work assignments, training, etc., that demonstrates the experience
and specialized qualifications of each key person proposed.
Resumes shall contain, at a minimum, the following information:

Employee name

Years of employment experience including narrative description of
duties and responsibilities

Current position, title and employer

Educational history

Institution name, degree or certification earned, and year for all
degrees or certifications earned

Current level of security clearance and status (final, interim, or
pending).

2.1.3.2 The Government may check educational background to verify
degrees or certifications received.

RFTOP § L.2.1.3 (emphasis in original). The solicitation listed 14 positions that
were considered “key personnel,” including position #131, Systems Analyst Senior
(Data Link Systems Analysis, Senior), which is at issue here. RFTOP § L.2.1.2.1.1.
Subsection L.2.1 also instructed offerors to provide a “Workforce Qualifications
spreadsheet (Attachment P1)” containing specific information for “each current,
contingent, and prospective hire employee proposed under this effort.” RFTOP
§§2.1.1,2.1.1.2.
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The format for Attachment P1 is reflected as follows:

Ref | Position Employing | Employee | Type of If applicable, Current SOwW
# Description/Labor | Company | Status Degree List Second Security Functional
Category Earned, Field | Degree Clearance | Area to be
of Study, and | Earned, Field | Level Supported
Concentration | of Study and
Concentration
1 Program
Manager

Description of Qualifications Relevant to Functional Area

RFTOP § L.2.1.1 & Attach. P1. Offerors were required to provide this information
for all 173 labor categories or full-time equivalents (FTEs) specified in the
solicitation, including the 14 key personnel. RFTOP, Attach. P1; Attach. 18,
‘FOUO Labor Category Qualifications.”

The requirements in subsection L.2.1.3, pertaining to the resumes for the 14 key
personnel, and the requirements in subsection L.2.1.1, pertaining to Attachment P1,
do not reference each other. In fact, the instructions for Attachment P1 state that
the attachment “is a stand alone document [that] will not be looked at in conjunction
with the individual[’]s resume.” RFTOP, Attach. P1, Mandatory Instructions
(emphasis in original). Accordingly, the requirement to provide resumes for key
personnel and the requirement to provide information related to the fields specified
on Attachment P1 were separate and distinct.

Section L of the solicitation alerted offerors that “[p]Jroposals that do not comply with
these instructions may be considered deficient and may render the offeror ineligible
for award.” RFTOP § L.1.10.1. Section M of the solicitation further cautioned
offerors that “[flailure to address each of the areas identified in Section L will impact
the resulting evaluation ratings and a deficiency or lack of responses to factors
and/or sub[]factors may be used as a basis for eliminating a proposal from further
consideration.” RFTOP § M.1.1. The solicitation defined a “[d]eficiency” as

“a material failure of a proposal to meet a Government requirement or a
combination of significant weaknesses in a proposal that increases the risk of
unsuccessful contract performance to an unacceptable level.” RFTOP § M.5.4.1
(citing Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) § 15.001).

With respect to evaluation ratings, the solicitation provided that each technical
subfactor would be assigned one of the following adjectival ratings: outstanding,
good, acceptable, marginal, or unacceptable. RFTOP §§ M.5.1, M.5.2. Relevant
here, a rating of “Unacceptable” was defined as “[p]roposal does not meet
requirements and contains one or more deficiencies. Proposal is unawardable.”
RFTOP § M.5.2.
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The agency received four timely offers, including offers from Wyle and the awardee,
Booz Allen Hamilton (BAH). CO Statement at 2, 25. The agency conducted two
rounds of discussions with all offerors. Id. at 3, 4. Final revised proposals (FRPs)
were due on November 19. Id. at 4. Both Wyle and BAH submitted FRPs.

In its final technical proposal, Wyle provided a resume for Ms. [DELETED], a current
Wyle employee, for position #131. Agency Report (AR), Exh. 7, Wyle Technical
Proposal (excerpt), [DELETED] Resume. In Attachment P1 of its technical
proposal, Wyle provided information for an unnamed candidate for position #131,
who was a contingent employee with academic credentials that differed from those
listed in Ms. [DELETED]’s resume. AR, Exh. 5, Wyle Technical Proposal (excerpt),
Attach. P1. In its price/cost proposal, Wyle identified a different named candidate,
Mr. [DELETED], for the position and included a letter of intent signed by

Mr. [DELETED].® Protest, Exh. 3, Wyle Price/Cost Proposal, at 8, E-11.

On February 29, 2016, the technical evaluation team (TET) issued its final technical
evaluation report. AR, Exh. 8, Final Technical Report, at 2. The TET rated Wyle’s
technical proposal as “Unacceptable” because it determined that the proposal “does
not meet requirements and contains one or more deficiencies,” and, therefore,

“‘is un-awardable.” Id. Specifically, under the workforce subfactor, the TET could
not decipher which candidate Wyle proposed for position #131. 1d. at 2-3.

The TET’s evaluation report explained as follows:

One of the deficiencies is that the technical team cannot decipher
who will be performing Key Position [Labor Category] #131 .. ..

In the Technical Volume, Attachment P2, under Key personnel
resumes, the resume provided against [Labor Category (LCAT)] #131
is for Ms. [DELETED]. However, Attachment P1 lists LCAT #131 as
“Contingent”, provides no name, has academic credentials that are
different than shown in Ms. [DELETED]'s resume, but includes
identical security clearance date. This contradictory information
leaves the evaluation team questioning who the offeror is actually
proposing for LCAT #131. As this is a Key Position requiring a valid
resume, valid security clearance information to determine [Special
Access Required] eligibility and a commitment to hire this individual
for a minimum of 6 months as “key” staff, the proposal is seen as
“‘materially deficient.” We do not know who the offeror is proposing,
Ms. [DELETED] or Mr. [DELETED)], therefore the proposal is
unacceptable.

® The letter of intent does not refer to position #131 or any other labor category.
Protest, Exh. 3, Wyle Price/Cost Proposal, at E-11.
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AR, Exh. 8, Final Technical Report, at 2-3. The TET concluded that “[t]he offeror’s
failure to provide the necessary information for evaluation makes this a material
failure of the proposal” and the proposal “is un-awardable.” 1d. at 2, 3, 14.

The Source Selection Evaluation Board (SSEB) and the source selection

authority (SSA) both concurred with the findings of the TET in this respect.*

AR, Exh. 9, SSEB Report, at 8; Exh. 10, SSA Decision, at 2-3.

The final evaluation results for Wyle and BAH are summarized as follows:

EVALUATION CRITERIA BAH WYLE
I. Technical Good Unacceptable
A. Workforce Good Unacceptable
B. Understanding the Work Good Good
C. Management Plan Good Acceptable
Il. Past Performance Satisfactory Satisfactory
Confidence Confidence
lll. Price
Evaluated Cost (Most Probable $141,185,415 $166,717,603
Cost Exclusive of Option to Extend
Services)
Evaluated Cost (Most Probable $155,864,762 $184,054,721
Cost Inclusive of Option to Extend
Services)
Proposed Cost $141,084,130 $166,578,562

AR, Exh. 9, SSEB Report, at 3-4. On April 4, 2016, the agency issued the task
order to BAH. CO Statement at 5.

Wyle requested a debriefing, which occurred on April 8. Id. With respect to the
deficiency pertaining to position #131, the agency provided the following
explanation:

The offeror’s proposed candidate for the Reference #131 (Key
Position) does NOT meet the RFP Requirement. Specifically, the
information that the offeror submitted for the proposed candidate is
inconsistent between the different documents — Attachment P1, P5
and the Resume do not match (2 different names mentioned; the
security clearance dates for both happen[] to be the same date)|[.]

* The SSEB, in its trade-off analysis, also noted that in Wyle’s price/cost proposal,
Wyle identified a different individual, Mr. [DELETED], for position #131. AR, Exh. 9,
SSEB Report, at 8.
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[T]herefore the evaluation team was unable to know who the offeror
was proposing for the KEY position. The offeror’s failure to provide
the necessary information for evaluation makes this a material failure
of the proposal.

Protest, Exh. 1, Debriefing Slide 14. Wyle filed a protest with our Office on April 13.
DECISION

Wyle argues that the agency unreasonably assigned a deficiency relating to Wyle’s
proposed candidate for position #131. In this respect, Wyle contends that a
reasonable reading of its proposal would have made clear that it proposed

Mr. [DELETED] for position #131. Wyle contends that, to the extent the agency had
any doubt regarding the identity of the proposed candidate, the agency should have
asked Wyle for clarification. Finally, Wyle argues that its proposal contained “all the
information” the agency needed to evaluate its proposed candidate. Protest at 20.
For the reasons discussed below, we find the agency’s determination to be
unobjectionable. Although we do not specifically address all of Wyle’s arguments
with respect to the agency’s assessment of the deficiency pertaining to

position #131, we have fully considered them and find that they afford no basis
upon which to sustain the protest.®

In reviewing protests challenging an agency’s evaluation of proposals, even in a
task order competition as here, we do not reevaluate proposals, but rather we
examine the record to determine whether the agency’s judgment was reasonable
and in accord with the stated evaluation criteria and applicable procurement laws
and regulations. Paradigm Technologies, Inc., B-409221.2, B-409221.3, Aug. 1,
2014, 2014 CPD q 257 at 6. It is a fundamental principle in a negotiated

®> Wyle also challenged numerous other aspects of the agency’s technical, past
performance, and price evaluations, including the agency’s: (1) assessment of two
additional deficiencies under the workforce technical subfactor; (2) failure to credit
strengths in Wyle’s proposal under the workforce technical subfactor; (3) unequal
treatment of offerors under the workforce technical subfactor; (4) failure to rate
Wyle’s proposal as “Outstanding” under the understanding the work technical
subfactor; (5) failure to evaluate past performance in accordance with the terms of
the solicitation; (6) failure to conduct a reasonable cost evaluation; and (7) unequal
and misleading discussions with respect to price/cost. Wyle argues that these
alleged errors rendered the agency’s best-value decision unreasonable. Because
we find that the agency reasonably determined Wyle to be ineligible for award on
the basis of the deficiency relating to position #131, Wyle is not an interested party
with respect to its remaining protest grounds. Rotech Healthcare, Inc., B-409020,
B-409020.2, Jan. 10, 2014, 2014 CPD q] 28 at 5. Thus, we dismiss these grounds.
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procurement that a proposal that fails to conform to a material solicitation
requirement is technically unacceptable and cannot form the basis for award. Id.

Wyle concedes that it “made a mistake in compiling its proposal.” Protest at 24.
Wyle represents that it “should not have included Ms. [DELETED]'s resume”
because it intended to propose Mr. [DELETED] for position #131.° 1d. at 20, 21, 24.
Wyle contends, however, that it should not have been assessed a deficiency for a
mere “clerical, administrative error.” Id. at 20. Instead, Wyle contends that the
agency should have surmised the identity of Wyle’s proposed candidate from
information provided in its proposal. Id. at 21-24. In particular, Wyle explains that it
identified Mr. [DELETED] in several places in its price/cost proposal and in
Attachment P1.” |d. at 22-25; Wyle Opp’n to Req. for Dismissal, Apr. 28, 2016, at 3.

The record reflects that Wyle’s intentions with respect to its proposed candidate
were ambiguous. Although Wyle contends that the “repeated references to

Mr. [DELETED] throughout Wyle’s proposal should have left no doubt that he was
the intended candidate,” Wyle Opp’n to Req. for Dismissal at 5 n.2, the fact remains
that in its technical proposal, Wyle provided a resume for Ms. [DELETED] for
position #131. To the extent Wyle attempts to shift the burden to the agency to
decipher the conflicting information in its proposal, it is well-established that offerors
are responsible for submitting a well-written proposal with adequately detailed
information that allows for a meaningful review by the procuring agency.

DKW Communications, Inc., B-411853.2 et al., Jan. 8, 2016, 2016 CPD q[ 17 at 5.

6 Wyle appears to have made a similar error in its initial proposal. Protest at 25 n.6
(“In Wyle’s original Proposal, it identified both Mr. [DELETED] and Ms. [DELETED]
in its Cost/Price Volume.”). Wyle also states that it included Mr. [DELETED]'s
resume in its initial proposal. Wyle Comments, May 13, 2016, at 3. In discussions,
the agency asked Wyle to clarify its proposed candidate, which Wyle clarified to be
Mr. [DELETED]. Id. Despite this clarification, Mr. [DELETED]'s resume was not
included in the FRP. To the extent Wyle argues that the agency should have known
which candidate Wyle proposed from these prior discussions, Protest at 25, the
solicitation expressly provided that the agency would not evaluate prior versions of
proposals and changed pages submitted in response to evaluation notices. RFTOP
Amend. 7 at 2 (“[A]lny and all information previously submitted to the Government in
response to [evaluation notices] but not incorporated into the [final proposal
revisions (FPR)] will be considered as an omission to the FPR and will not be
considered in FPR review.”).

” Although Wyle may have included information regarding Mr. [DELETED]’s
qualifications, degrees, employment status, etc., in Attachment P1, Mr. [DELETED]
is not identified by name in Attachment P1. AR, Exh. 5, Wyle Technical Proposal
(excerpt), Attach. P1.
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Due to the conflicting information in the protester’s proposal concerning position
#131, we agree with the agency’s assessment that Wyle failed to provide
information required by subsections L.2.1.3, and L.2.1.1 of the solicitation,

namely it failed to unambiguously identify a single, proposed candidate for a key
position. The solicitation cautioned offerors that “[flailure to address each of the
areas identified in Section L will impact the resulting evaluation ratings and a
deficiency or lack of responses to factors and/or sub factors may be used as a basis
for eliminating a proposal from further consideration.” RFTOP § M.1.1. See also
RFTOP § M.5.4.1 (defining “[d]eficiency” as “a material failure of a proposal to meet
a Government requirement or a combination of significant weaknesses in a
proposal that increases the risk of unsuccessful contract performance to an
unacceptable level.”). Accordingly, we find the agency reasonably assessed Wyle’s
proposal a deficiency under the workforce subfactor, and thus, properly determined
Wyle’s proposal to be ineligible for award.

Furthermore, even assuming for the sake of argument that the agency had been
able to discern from Wyle’s proposal that Mr. [DELETED] was the intended
candidate for position #131, Wyle failed to comply with a material requirement of the
solicitation by not including Mr. [DELETED]'s resume. See Pioneering Evolution,
LLC, B-412016, B-412016.2, Dec. 8, 2015, 2015 CPD ] 385 at 8 (“When a
solicitation requires resumes for key personnel, these form a material requirement
of the solicitation.”). Itis undisputed that Mr. [DELETED]’s resume was not included
in Wyle’s FRP. Thus, the agency properly determined Wyle to be ineligible for
award. RFTOP § M.1.1 (failure to address each area in section L could result in a
deficiency); § L.1.10.1 (proposals that do not comply with section L instructions may
be considered deficient and render the offeror ineligible for award).®

Because the requirement for key personnel resumes was a material solicitation
term, Wyle’s second argument, that the agency could have asked Wyle for
clarification regarding its proposed candidate for position #131, is not persuasive.
Protest at 21; Wyle Opp’n to Req. for Dismissal at 4. When a solicitation requires
resumes for key personnel, “[sJubmission of key personnel resumes after receipt of

8 Wyle contends that its failure to provide a resume for Mr. [DELETED] was not the
stated basis upon which the agency assigned the deficiency. Wyle Opp’n to Req.
for Dismissal at 6; Wyle Comments, May 13, 2016, at 2, 3; Wyle Supp. Comments,
May 16, 2016, at 2. We disagree. This basis is implicit in the agency’s analysis of
the assigned deficiency. The TET found that Wyle proposed two candidates and
provided only one resume. AR, Exh. 8, Final Technical Report, at 2-3. Moreover,
the TET explained that “[a]s this is a Key Position requiring a valid resume . . . the
proposal is seen as ‘materially deficient.” 1d. at 2-3, 14 (“The offeror’s failure to
provide the necessary information for evaluation makes this a material failure of the
proposal.”). The agency was not required to speculate as to which candidate Wyle
proposed and then to further spell out the consequences for that selection.
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final proposals constitutes discussions, not clarifications, because without these
resumes, the proposal would omit material information required by the RFP.”®
Pioneering Evolution, LLC, supra, at 8-9.

In this respect, Wyle’s reliance on Sevatec, Inc., B-410665, B-410665.3, Jan. 21,
2015, 2015 CPD 4 332, is misplaced. Protest at 21-22. In that case, the awardee
was not permitted to materially revise its proposal, but asked to confirm a
conclusion reached by the agency. Sevatec, Inc., supra, at 7. Here, despite its
contentions otherwise, Wyle could not simply have confirmed its proposed
candidate in order to comply with the solicitation--it would have needed to submit
Mr. [DELETED]’s resume. Thus, the facts here are more akin to our decision in
DataSource, Inc., B-412468, Feb. 16, 2016, 2016 CPD q[ 59, in which we held that
clarifications could not be used to permit an offeror to supplement its proposal with
a letter of intent, which was a material requirement of the solicitation in that case.

Finally, Wyle argues that its proposal contained “all the information” the agency
needed to evaluate its proposed candidate, Mr. [DELETED]. Protest at 20, 21, 22,
25; Wyle Comments, May 13, 2016, at 2. In this respect, Wyle refers to
Attachment P1. Protest at 22-23, 25; Wyle Comments at 4; AR, Exh. 5, Wyle
Technical Proposal (excerpt), Attach. P1. Wyle’s argument fails for three reasons.
First, Wyle’s position writes a material requirement out of the solicitation, i.e., the
requirement to provide resumes for key personnel. Second, even if Attachment P1
could stand on its own, Wyle failed to identify the proposed candidate by name in
Attachment P1. Third, the record does not support Wyle’s claim that the information
provided in Attachment P1 was “virtually identical to the information contained in the
Key Resumes.”"® Wyle Comments at 4.

® We note that this procurement was conducted as a competition between IDIQ
contract holders and, as such, was subject to the provisions of FAR § 16.505, which
do not establish specific requirements for conducting clarifications or discussions.
See DLT Solutions, Inc., B-412237 et al., Jan. 11, 2016, 2016 CPD {19 at 9 n.12.
However, where, as here, an agency conducts a task order competition as a
negotiated procurement, our analysis regarding such exchanges will, in large part,
reflect the standards applicable to negotiated procurements. Id.

1% This is true both in terms of what the solicitation required and in terms of what
Wyle actually submitted. By way of example, offerors were required to include in
the resumes “[y]ears of employment experience including narrative description of
duties and responsibilities[;]” “[c]urrent position, title and employer][;]” and
“[iInstitution name, degree or certification earned, and year for all degrees or
certifications earned[.]” RFTOP § L.2.1.3.1. Offerors were not required to provide
this same information in Attachment P1. RFTOP, Attach. P1. Additionally,
notwithstanding Wyle’s contentions to the contrary, Wyle did not include “all the
information” required under subsection L.2.1.3.1, pertaining to resumes, in its
Attachment P1. For instance, it did not list the unnamed candidate’s institution
(continued...)
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Because we find that the agency reasonably determined Wyle to be ineligible for
award on the basis of the deficiency relating to position #131, we do not address
Wyle’s other grounds of protest.

The protest is denied in part and dismissed in part.

Susan A. Poling
General Counsel

(...continued)

name and year for all degrees or certifications earned. AR, Exh. 5, Wyle Technical
Proposal (excerpt), Attach. P1. This is significant because the solicitation stated
that the agency “may check educational background to verify degrees or
certifications received.” RFTOP § L.2.1.3.2. Moreover, the degree of detail is
markedly different between the two documents submitted by Wyle.

Ms. [DELETED]'s resume is more than two single-spaced pages containing
extensive discussion of her qualifications, whereas Attachment P1 contains a four-
sentence summary of the candidate’s qualifications as they related to one functional
area in the statement of work. 1d.; AR, Exh. 7, Wyle Technical Proposal (excerpt),
[DELETED] Resume.

Page 11 B-412964, B-412964.3



	Decision


<<

  /ASCII85EncodePages false

  /AllowTransparency false

  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true

  /AutoRotatePages /PageByPage

  /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 1.7

  /CompressObjects /All

  /CompressPages true

  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true

  /PassThroughJPEGImages true

  /CreateJobTicket false

  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default

  /DetectBlends true

  /DetectCurves 0.1000

  /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 true

  /PreserveCopyPage true

  /PreserveDICMYKValues true

  /PreserveEPSInfo true

  /PreserveFlatness true

  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false

  /PreserveOPIComments false

  /PreserveOverprintSettings true

  /StartPage 1

  /SubsetFonts true

  /TransferFunctionInfo /Preserve

  /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 (None)

  /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



