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A. IDENTITY OF RESONDENT 

Respondent Hat Island Community Association (“HICA”) seeks 

review of the Court of Appeals decision set forth in Paragraph B. 

B. COURT OF APPEALS DECISION 

The Court of Appeals, Division One, published opinion was filed 

on September 21, 2020.    

C. ISSUES PRESENTED FOR REVIEW 

1. In holding that the business judgment rule applies only to limit the 

liability of individual directors and does not require judicial deference to 

board decisions made within the board’s authority, did the Court of 

Appeals commit error and announce new law that conflicts with prior 

holding of this Court that requires judicial deference to corporate actions if 

taken within the corporation’s authority and exercised reasonably?  

2. Did the Court of Appeals correctly determine that Surowiecki 

failed to allege a breach of fiduciary duty claim against HICA and if he 

did, those claims were voluntarily dismissed?  

D. STATEMENT OF CASE 

Hat Island is a private island off the coast of Everett, Washington.  

The community currently consists of 974 lots and common areas including 

roads and a number of amenities, including its own water system, a 

marina, beaches, parks, a golf course, and a passenger ferry.  CP 1984, 

4872, 4873.  HICA is a Washington nonprofit corporation and homeowner 
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association subject to RCW Chapter 24.03 and RCW Chapter 64.38.  CP 

4883.  

HICA has expenses for the operation and maintenance of the 

community’s amenities. The applicable covenants state that HICA: 

shall have the power to charge and assess its members on 
an equitable basis for the operation and maintenance of the 
said facilities originally provided by Hat Island 
Development Company and to charge and assess its 
members on an equitable basis for such additional 
recreational or other facilities as shall be duly authorized by 
its membership for the mutual benefit of all its members. 

CP 1984, 4891. The covenants put HICA members on notice of HICA’s 

authority to “charge and assess its members on an equitable basis.”  

HICA’s bylaws authorize its Board to charge and assess HICA members 

through charges, annual operating assessments, and special assessments. 

CP 600-603. The bylaws include no restrictions or guidance as to how 

HICA should allocate expenses to its members, with the exception that 

special assessments need not be uniform. Id.   

 The difference between charges and assessments is key to 

understanding HICA’s exercise of this authority. Charges are fees paid by 

members based on their use of HICA amenities and services.  CP 571-572. 

These fees include green fees for golf, moorage fees for use of the marina, 

fees for water based on usage, fees charged only to lots with a water hook-

up, sales of ferry tickets, and other various fee-based income sources 

(collectively referred to as “use-based fees”).  CP 571.  In contrast to use-

based bees, assessments are levied equally against all lot owners, 
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irrespective of how much or how often they use of HICA’s amenities or 

services.  CP 571-572.   

The HICA Board annually allocates the community’s expenses to 

its members through a combination of use-based fees and assessments.   

CP 571-572.  The board allocates expenses to use-based fees and 

assessments to in order to “balance the budget and maintain a financial 

structure that includes a combination of assessments against the lots and 

use-based fees that allocate more expenses to HICA members that use the 

amenities more  often.”  Id.  

Division One references the fact that HICA’s board annually 

estimates income from use-based fees but makes no reference to the actual 

decision making process in which the board exercises considerable 

discretion to allocate expenses between use-based fees and assessments. 

Op. at 5. The Board’s allocation of expenses to use-based fees and 

assessments is a decision that determines how much HICA members are 

charged to use certain amenities and how much they pay in assessments. 

CP 571-572, The Board currently allocates approximately half of HICA’s 

expenses to use-based fees and half to assessments. Id.  

 Surowiecki sought “judgment declaring the Association is in 

violation of its Governing Documents for failing to charge assessments on 

an equitable basis.” CP 792. At the trial court, HICA moved for summary 

judgment to dismiss Surowiecki’s assessment claims by submitting 

evidence of the decision making process employed by HICA’s Board to 

determine the annual assessments. CP 608-609.  In opposing HICA’s 
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motion, Surowiecki never addressed and in fact never mentioned, the 

actual decision making process employed by HICA to determine the 

allocation of expenses to assessments.1 CP 511-538, 26-268, 209-264, 

180-189, 109-179, 105-108.  

Without addressing the decision making process employed by 

HICA to determine assessments, Surowiecki offered the opinion testimony 

of individuals who disagree with the board’s current allocation of 

assessments.2  CP 183-184.  The trial court found that the opinions fail to 

raise a material issue of fact for the jury to determine and dismissed 

Surowiecki’s assessment claims based on the lack of any evidence that 

HICA had violated any duty. CP 202.  In addition to the absence of 

                                                
1 Consistent with prior submissions, instead of addressing the HICA 

Board’s decision to allocate expenses so that all owners pay some of HICA’s 
expenses through assessments and allocate more expenses to members that make 
more use amenities by imposing use-based fees, Surowiecki suggests the HICA 
has acted improperly by not conducting audits over the years. Importantly, 
however, the HOA Act allows the audit requirement to be waived by a vote of the 
owners, which is exactly what occurred.  CP 93-94.  RCW 64.38.045(3). 
Surowiecki also continues to suggest that HICA acted improperly in its decision 
to expand and improve its marina.  In 2012, Surowiecki entered into a settlement 
agreement pursuant to which he waived “all claims that the vote adopting the 
Marina Improvement Assessment and the Marina Expansion Assessment was 
invalid or unenforceable at law or on grounds of equity” and agreed to pay the 
marina assessments over time. CP 3569-3574.  Surowiecki also suggests HICA is 
acting improperly in light of the island’s current water capacity. However, 
Surowiecki agrees that capacity of the current system could be expanded and 
HICA should not expand its water system at this time.  CP 4484, 4495. 

2 This includes the opinion testimony of William Partin, CPA, an expert 
retained by Surowiecki, who opined that an assessment allocation based on taxed 
assessed values would be “fairer” or “more fair” than the Association’s current 
allocation.  CP 215. 
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evidence, the trial court dismissed Surowiecki’s assessment claim relying 

on Riss for the proposition that a Court: 

will not substitute its judgment for that of corporate 
directors “unless there is evidence of fraud, dishonesty, or 
incompetence (ie. Failure to exercise proper care, skill and 
diligence[.] In re Spokane Concrete Prods., Inc., 126 Wn. 
2d 269, 279, 892 P.2d 98 (1995) (emphasis added). 
Reasonable care is required. Id. (citing Nursing Home 
Bldg. Corp. v. DeHart, 13 Wash App. 489,498, 535 P.2d 
137, review denied, 86 Wn. 2d 1005 (1975). Riss, at 632.  

Id. 

Division One reversed the trial court holding that the business 

judgment rule applies only to limit the liability of individual directors.  

Op. at 19. 

E. ARGUMENT WHY REVIEW SHOULD BE GRANTED 

1. Courts should give deference to corporate decision made 
within the corporation’s authority, so long as that authority is 
exercised reasonably.   

 Washington recognizes that courts should not substitute their 

judgment for that of a corporate board of directors “unless there is 

evidence of fraud, dishonesty, or incompetence (ie. failure to exercise 

proper care, skill, and diligence).  In re Spokane Concrete Products, 126 

Wn. 2d 269, 279 (1995) citing Seafirst Corp. v. Jenkins, 644 F.Supp. 

1152, 1159 (W.D. Wash. 1986); Shinn v. Thrust IV, Inc., 56 Wn. App. 

827, 834-35, 786 P.2d 285, review denied, 114 Wn.2d 1023, 792 P.2d 535 

(1990). The rule does not require deference if a corporation fails to act 

---
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within its authority.3  If a corporate act is within the authority of the 

corporation and the board, the business judgment rule may still not require 

judicial deference if the manner in which the decision was made was 

unreasonable. Riss v. Angel, 131 Wn.2d 612, 632, 934 P.2d 669 (1997). 

The rule applies to limit the liability of individual directors but it is 

also applied to require judicial deference to board decisions. Nursing 

Home Building Corp., v. DeHart, 13 Wn. App. 489, 498-99, 535 P.2d 137 

(1975) (“Courts are reluctant to interfere with the internal management of 

corporations and generally refuse to substitute their judgment for that of 

the directors.”)   

This Court has applied the rule to prevent courts from substituting 

their judgment for that of a board of directors, without referencing the 

business judgment rule. In re Spokane Concrete Products, 126 Wn. 2d 

269, 279 (1995). This Court has also discussed the rule in tandem with 

application of the business judgment rule. Riss v. Angel, 131 Wn.2d 612, 

                                                
3 See eg., Twisp Mining & Smelting Co  v. Chelan Mining Co., 16 Wn.2d 

264, 294, 133 P.2d 300 (1943) (When a corporation acts beyond its corporate 
powers or its actions offend public policy, those actions are void.); Club Envy of 
Spokane v. Ridpath Tower Condominium Assoc., 184 Wn. App. 593, 337 P.3d 
1131 (2014) (If a corporation fails to comply with statutory requirements that 
failure can render a corporate action void.);  Wilkinson v. Chiwawa, 180 Wn. 2d 
24, 327 P.3d 614 (2014) (If a homeowner association exceeds the common law 
limitations on amendments to covenants the amendment is invalid.)   Hartsene 
Pointe Maintenance Assoc. v. Diehl, 95 Wn. App. 339, 345, 979 P.2d 854 (2006) 
(If a homeowner association’s fails to comply with its charter in forming 
committee rendered decisions made by the committee “invalid.) 
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632, 934 P.2d 669 (1997).  Division One previously held that the business 

judgment rule applies to corporate decisions and courts will not question a 

board decision made within its authority absent evidence of fraud, 

dishonesty or incompetence.  Davis v. Cox, 180 Wn. App. 514, 325 P.3d 

255 (2014) review granted, 182 Wn.2d 1008, 345 P.3d 784 (2014), rev'd 

on other grounds, 183 Wn.2d 269, 351 P.3d 862 (2015).  Division Two 

has recognized, in dicta, that the business judgment rule applies to the 

actions of a homeowner association.  Shorewood West Condominium 

Ass’n v. Sadri, 92 Wn. App. 752, 966 P.2d 372 (1998), reversed on other 

grounds, 140 Wn. 2d 47, 992 P.2d 1008 (2000). These cases conflict with 

Division One’s holding “that the business judgment rule limits only 

personal liability of individuals.” 

Division One’s holding “that the business judgment rule limits 

only personal liability of individuals” is a pronouncement of new law that 

conflicts with this Court’s prior decisions and calls into question its 

Washington’s recognition of common law judicial deference to corporate 

actions, not just for homeowner associations but all corporations. The 

business judgment rule is well founded common law wherein the 

management of a corporation: 

generally enjoys a presumption of sound business 
judgment and its decisions will not be disturbed by 
a court substituting its own notions of what is or is 
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not sound business judgment if the board’s 
decisions can be attributed to any rational business 
purpose. 

Official Comment to Model Business Corp. Act § 8.31 (2016 Revision). 

Deference to the decisions made by a board of directors requires more 

than just limiting the personal liability of the directors.  This Court should 

grant review to prevent judicial interference into the lawful acts of 

corporations in Washington State. RAP 13.4(b)(4). 

After holding that the business judgment rule applies only to limit 

the liability of individuals, Division One correctly recognizes that when 

governing documents require the association to charge and assess its 

members on an equitable basis the exercise of that authority requires 

discretion.  Op. at 20 (citing, Ackerman).  As stated by Division One, 

“Riss clearly holds that this type of discretionary decision is subject to 

review only for its reasonableness” and “whether a homeowner 

association’s decision to adopt any particular assessment structure is 

reasonable depends not on the substance of the decision but rather on the 

“process employed and the facts considered.”  Op. at 20 (citing, Green v. 

Normandy Park, 137 Wn. App. 665, 695, 151 P.3d 1038 (2007)). These 

holdings correctly recognize that corporate management decisions, 

particularly those requiring the exercise of discretion, are entitled to 
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deference, provided they are made within the scope of the corporate 

authority and that authority is exercised reasonably.  

By announcing that the business judgment rule applies only to 

limit the liability of individual directors and then applying prior holdings 

that require courts to exercise judicial difference to corporate decisions, 

Division One’s opinion creates potential ambiguity and uncertainty as to 

the when corporate actions are entitled to judicial deference, and when 

they are not.  This ruling potentially impacts every Washington 

corporation and is of substantial public interest.  RAP 13.4(b)(4). 

In his complaint, Surowiecki sought a “judgment declaring the 

Association is in violation of its Governing Documents for failing to 

charge assessments on an equitable basis.” CP 792.   At the trial court, 

HICA pursued a standard defense motion for summary judgment to 

dismiss Plaintiffs’ assessments claims for lack of evidence under Young v. 

Key Pharm., 112 Wn.2d 216, 225, 770 P.2d 182 (1989), overruled on 

other grounds by 130 Wn.2d 160, 922 P.3d 69 (1996). CP 607-616.  After 

pointing out the absence of evidence, the burden shifts to plaintiff to 

produce evidence in support of each essential element of its case.  Young, 

112 Wn.2d at 225.   

In support of its motion for summary judgement, HICA set forth 

evidence of the discretionary decision making process that its board of 
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directors engages in to determine assessment amounts. CP 608-609. It is 

undisputed that the Board determines the amounts assessed to owners as 

part of its evaluation and balancing of use-based fees and assessments to 

generate a balanced budget.  In opposing HICA’s motion for summary 

judgment, Surowiecki did not challenge, address, or even mention, the 

“process employed and the facts considered” by HICA in determining the 

amounts assessed to owners.  CP 511-538, 26-268, 209-264, 180-189, 

109-179, 105-108. Instead, Surowiecki offered the opinions of individuals 

who disagree with HICA’s allocation of assessments including William 

Partin, CPA who opined that an allocation based on taxed assessed values 

would be a “fairer allocation of Association expenses” and “more fairly 

distribute costs to property owners.” CP 215.  Mr. Partin did not challenge 

or even discuss HICA Board’s allocation of expenses between use-based 

fees and assessments.  CP 209-264. 

The trial court recognized the opinion testimony, for what it is: a 

difference of opinion and not evidence that HICA exceeded its authority 

or breached some duty. CP 202.  The trial court appropriately rejected this 

opinion testimony because courts will not substitute its judgment for a 

corporate board unless there is evidence of fraud, dishonesty, or 

incompetence (i.e., failure to exercise proper care, skill, and diligence).  

Riss v. Angel, 131 Wn.2d 612, 632, 934 P.2d 669 (1997).  Id. 
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HICA does not take the position that courts must defer to an 

association’s interpretation of its covenants. HICA’s covenants and 

bylaws grant the association broad discretion in determining the allocation 

of charges and assessments to its members.    HICA’s covenants state that 

HICA “shall have the power to charge and assess its members on an 

equitable basis.” CP 1984, 4891.  Division One interpreted identical 

assessment authority language in Ackerman v. Sudden Valley and held:  

The discretion vested in SVCA in assessing its members is 
limited only by the requirement that such assessments be 
on an equitable basis. Such broadly stated limitations on 
governmental authority are not uncommon in foundational 
documents, as can be seen from constitutional language 
such as “due process”, “equal protection”, and 
“unreasonable searches and seizures”.   

Ackerman v. Sudden Valley Community Ass’n, 89 Wn. App 156, 164, 944 

P.2d 1045 (1997).  

Interpreting HICA’s governing documents, Division One correctly 

determined that “[t]he plain language of HICA’s assessment provision 

requires annual operating assessments to be ‘equitable.’ It says nothing 

about them needing to be uniform.” Op. at 21.   This interpretation only 

confirms HICA’s broad discretion in allocating assessments.  HICA’s 

governing documents do not require uniform assessments or non-uniform 

assessments. CP 1984, 4891.  They also do not require the HICA to 

allocate expenses between use-based fees and assessments so that some 
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owners pay some portion of HICA’s expenses and other owners pay more 

based on their usage – but this is the approach taken by HICA’s board in 

the exercise of its considerable discretion. CP 571-572.   

Division One seemingly ignored the HICA board’s decision to 

allocate HICA expenses through a combination of use-based fees and 

assessments and instead considered whether or not HICA acted 

“unreasonably” by not adopting non-uniform assessments. Op. at 21-23. A 

prior version of HICA’s bylaws required that all annual operating 

assessment be uniform and not exceed $21.25 per lot. CP at 4922.  The 

bylaws were amended to remove those restrictions leaving HICA’s Board 

with broader discretion and no standards or guidance as to how it should 

allocate annual operating assessments to its members. Id.  

Division One remanded to case to the trial court finding: 

{A] trier of fact could conceivably find that the decision to 
retain [uniform assessments] was not well-founded legally 
and thus unreasonable.  If, however, HICA retained this 
uniform structure because, after a thorough vesting at 
community meetings, the membership concluded the 
current structure is as equitable as any other, then a trier of 
fact could conclude that “the process employed and facts 
considered” were reasonable.  

Op. at 23. The possibility that HICA members (numbering in the 

hundreds) may or may not have considered a potential alternative 

approach to exercising its broad authority is not a recognized basis for a 

--
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court to substitute its judgment for that of a board of directors acting 

within its authority.  This Court should accept review to clarify the extent 

to which Washington courts will defer to corporate decisions and when it 

is appropriate for the court or a trier of fact to substitute their judgment for 

that of a board of directors.  

2. Surowiecki did not allege a fiduciary duty claim against 
HICA and if he did, he voluntarily dismissed it. 

Surwiecki’s Third Amended Complaint includes a “Breach of 

Fiduciary Duty” claim that alleges, “by virtue of defendant Motson’s 

position as manager, and other Individual Defendants’ positions on the 

Board of Trustees (including Karen Conner, Alan Dashen, and Susan 

Dahl)…” CP 789. This clearly establishes that Surowiecki was alleging 

claims against individuals…. by virtue of their positions.  This cannot 

apply to HICA.  Division One appropriately held that Surowiecki did not 

bring this claim against HICA, the corporate entity. Op. at 25. 

Additionally, Surowiecki’s Third Amended Complaint sets forth his 

requested relief which includes:  

• A judgment declaring that the Association is in 
violation of its Governing Documents for failing to 
provide and maintain certain common areas and 
facilities in a fiscally responsible manner; 

• A judgment declaring that the Association is in 
violation of its Governing Documents after failing 
to preserve and protect the real and intangible 
values of owners’ personal and community 
properties; and  
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• That the Association be required to make a full and 
complete account of its financial records. 

CP 792-793.  

HICA never moved to dismiss any claim that it failed to provide 

and maintain certain common areas, failed to preserve and protect the real 

and intangible values of owners personal and community properties or 

Surowiecki demand for an accounting.   Surowiecki voluntarily dismissed 

these claims. CP 23-24.  

Surowiecki asks this court to review fiduciary duty claims based 

on his allegations that HICA failed to act in a fiscally responsible manner, 

failed to preserve and protect the real and tangible values of the Island 

owners’ personal and community properties, and failed to complete audits 

or provide for an accounting.  See, Surowiecki Petition for Review at 17-

19. If Surowiecki had claims against HICA for the relief referenced in his 

Petition for Review, he voluntarily dismissed them.  There was no trial 

court order for Division One to review and there is no order for this Court 

to consider for review.  

F. CONCLUSION:  

There is a substantial public interest and compelling need for this 

Court to review Division One’s holding that the business judgment rule 

applies only to limit the liability of individual directors.  Corporations, 

including homeowner associations, should be allowed to act within the 
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bounds of their corporate authority without fear of litigation.  When given 

discretion, a corporation’s exercise of that discretion should be given 

deference, absent evidence that discretion was exercised unreasonably.  In 

this case, the HICA Board actively sought to allocate the community 

expenses so that all owners pay some, and some owners (those that use the 

amenities more often) pay more. The decision is within the scope of their 

authority and there is no evidence that they acted unreasonably in carrying 

out that authority. This Court should reverse the Court of Appeals and 

affirm the trial court’s summary judgment order dismissing Surowiecki’s 

claim that HICA is violation of its Governing Documents for failing to 

charge assessments on an equitable basis breached 

 
Respectfully submitted this 20th day of November, 2020 
 

BARKER MARTIN, P.S. 

 
/s/_____________________   
Jeremy Stilwell, WSBA No. 31666 
Marlyn K. Hawkins, WSBA No. 26639 
Attorneys for Respondent Hat Island 
Community Association 

 

 



DECLARATION OF SERVICE 

I certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of Washington that on this day the 

undersigned caused a copy of this document to be sent to the attorney(s) of record listed below as 

follows: 

Mark P. Scheer 
Jennifer L. Crow 
Scheer Law PLLC 
600 University St., Ste. 2100 
Seattle, WA 98101 

Carol Britten 
13705 Interlake Ave. N 
Seattle, WA 98133 

George A. Mix 
Mix Sanders Thompson, PLLC 
1420 Fifth Ave, Ste. 2200 
Seattle, WA 98101-1346 

Alex Borromeo 
Elena Borromeo 6106 NE 182nd St. 
Kenmore,  WA 98028 

Philip A. Talmadge 
Aaron Orheim 
Talmadge/Fitzpatrick 
2775 Harbor Avenue SW 
Third Floor, Suite C 
Seattle, WA 98126 

George A. Mix 
Mix Sanders Thompson, PLLC 
1420 Fifth Avenue, Suite 2200 
Seattle, WA 98101-1346 

Original  E-Filed with: 
Court of Appeals, Division I Clerk's Office 

I declare under penalty of perjury, under the laws of the State of Washington and the United 
States, that the foregoing is true and correct. 

DATED this 20th day of November, 2020. 

Leah Stoffel, Paralegal 
lstoffel@barkermartin.com 



BARKER MARTIN, P.S.

November 20, 2020 - 2:06 PM

Transmittal Information

Filed with Court: Court of Appeals Division I
Appellate Court Case Number:   79264-4
Appellate Court Case Title: Matt Surowiecki, Sr., App v. Hat Island Community Assoc., et al., Resps
Superior Court Case Number: 14-2-04595-4

The following documents have been uploaded:

792644_Answer_Reply_to_Motion_20201120134656D1446147_1444.pdf 
    This File Contains: 
     Answer/Reply to Motion - Other 
     The Original File Name was Answer to Petition for Review - No. 79264-4-I.pdf

A copy of the uploaded files will be sent to:

Aaron@tal-fitzlaw.com
george@mixsanders.com
hozaifa@baileyduquette.com
jen@scheer.law
lstoffel@barkermartin.com
mark@scheer.law
matt@tal-fitzlaw.com
mhawkins@barkermartin.com
phil@tal-fitzlaw.com

Comments:

Answer to Petition for Review

Sender Name: Jeremy Stilwell - Email: jstilwell@barkermartin.com 
    Filing on Behalf of: Jeremy L Stilwell - Email: jeremystilwell@barkermartin.com (Alternate Email:
kgawlowski@barkermartin.com)

Address: 
701 Pike Street
Suite 1150 
Seattle, WA, 98122 
Phone: (206) 381-9806 EXT 113

Note: The Filing Id is 20201120134656D1446147

• 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 


	A. IDENTITY OF RESONDENT
	B. COURT OF APPEALS DECISION
	C. ISSUES PRESENTED FOR REVIEW
	D. STATEMENT OF CASE
	E. ARGUMENT WHY REVIEW SHOULD BE GRANTED
	1. Courts should give deference to corporate decision made within the corporation’s authority, so long as that authority is exercised reasonably.
	2. Surowiecki did not allege a fiduciary duty claim against HICA and if he did, he voluntarily dismissed it.

	F. CONCLUSION:


<<
  /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
  /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 false
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages false
  /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 /Average
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages false
  /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 <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV <>
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /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 <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /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




