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August 4, 2009 

Latest 9th Circuit Decision on Wireless 
Facilities Cautions Cities on Federal 
Preemption of Local Restrictions 
by Robert S. Metzger1 

Practitioner comment on T-Mobile USA, Inc. v. City of Anacortes (No 08-
35493, slip op. (9th Cir. July 20, 2009), available at 2009 WL 2138980). 

The Telecommunications Act of 1996 (“TCA”) was enacted with goals that were at once complementary 
and contradictory—to increase competition and facilitate rapid deployment of new technology, on the one 
hand, while preserving the autonomy of states and municipalities, on the other.2 Since enactment, telecom-
munications service providers, and local and state governments, have resorted to the Act to suit their 
respective objectives. Providers, driven by technologies and market demand for new services, have con-
tinuously sought to install, upgrade and maintain telecommunications facilities upon both private and public 
property. State and local political leaders, motivated by changing values and community aesthetic objec-
tives, have resisted and sought to regulate and control the installations. The TCA has proven to be an 
inconsistent guide, at best, to resolving this tension. More than a decade after enactment of the TCA, 
major questions about local right to control or deny telecommunications installations remain unanswered. 
Recent decisions in the Ninth U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals clarify the law as to wireless facilities but reveal 
remaining tension between local prerogatives and provider needs. 

Background 
The TCA, at section 253(a), provides that no state or local legal requirement “may prohibit or have the 
effect of prohibiting . . . any interstate or intrastate telecommunications service.” At section 332(c)(7), the 
TCA also provides that the “regulation of the placement, construction, and modification of personal wire-
less facilities . . . shall not prohibit or have the effect of prohibiting the provision of personal wireless ser-
vices.” Both sections 253(a) and 332(c)(7) share very similar language in that they proscribe local actions 
which “prohibit or have the effect of prohibiting” services.  

 
1  Robert S. Metzger is a partner in the Los Angeles office of Pillsbury Winthrop Shaw Pittman LLP. His practice includes 

communications law and regulation. He represents companies who operate as wireless and wireline telecommunications 
service providers in California. The views expressed herein are his personal views and should not be attributed to any client. 
Lara-Beye Molina, an associate in the San Francisco office of the firm, assisted in the preparation of this Advisory. 

2  Sprint Spectrum L.P. v. Willoth, 176 F.3d 630, 639 (2d Cir. 1999).  
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For a considerable period of time, the law in the Ninth Circuit (which includes Alaska, Washington, Mon-
tana, Idaho, Oregon, California, Nevada and Arizona) was receptive to “facial” challenges, under section 
253(a), to local ordinances which purported to regulate either wireless or wireline (i.e., landline) facilities. 
This was the result of the approach articulated in City of Auburn v. Qwest Corp., 260 F.3d 1160 (9th Cir. 
2001), where the Ninth Circuit invalidated a local ordinance based upon the possibility that its process and 
substantive provisions “might” have an effect to prohibit telecommunications services. Following Auburn, 
telecommunications carriers and wireless service providers successfully challenged several local govern-
ment ordinances and permitting actions.3  

The Ninth Circuit, however, reversed course in September 2008, when it decided Sprint Telephony PCS  
v. County of San Diego, 543 F.3d 571, 576 (9th Cir. 2008) (en banc), cert. denied, 77 U.S.L.W. 3366 (U.S. 
June, 29, 2009) (No. 08-759) (“Sprint II”). The court reinterpreted section 253(a) and concluded that it had 
erred in reading the text of the statute to permit challenge to actions which “may . . . have the effect of pro-
hibiting” the provision of telecommunications services. The court acknowledged: 

Our previous interpretation of the word “may” as meaning “might possibly” is incorrect. We therefore 
overrule Auburn and …[hold] that “a plaintiff suing a municipality under section 253(a) must show 
actual or effective prohibition, rather than the mere possibility of prohibition. 

Id. at 578. The court also observed that its new interpretation of § 253(a) is “buttressed by our interpreta-
tion of the same relevant text in § 332(c)(7)(B)(i)(II)—‘prohibit or have the effect of prohibiting.’” The Sprint 
II court cited favorably its 2005 decision, MetroPCS, Inc. v. City and County of San Francisco, 400 F.3d 
715, 731-33 (9th Cir. 2005) (“MetroPCS”), a case involving city regulation of wireless antenna installations, 
which it described as focusing on “the actual effects of the city’s ordinance, not on what the effects the 
ordinance might possibly allow.” Id. (emphasis in original).  

Sprint II was a “facial” challenge to a municipal ordinance that was decided, principally, on the basis  
of section 253(a) of the TCA. That section is concerned with general telecommunications services as dis-
tinct from personal wireless services (the subject of section 332(c)(7) of the TCA). Sprint II was not instruc-
tive on what it would take for a service provider to mount a successful “as applied” challenge.  

T-Mobile USA, Inc. v. City of Anacortes, decided by the Ninth Circuit on July 20, 2009, illustrates an “as 
applied” challenge in the aftermath of Sprint II. This recent decision helps clarify the responsibilities of par-
ties to controversies regarding deployment of wireless facilities. Anacortes instructs municipalities that, 
once the provider has made a prima facie case under section 332(c)(7), it is their burden to produce credi-
ble, relevant evidence to justify rejection of a provider’s proposed installation. The case clearly shows that 
it is not sufficient for a city to “just say no” to proposed wireless facilities, where a provider proves it has  
a significant gap in wireless service coverage and has proposed the least intrusive means to close that 
gap. Anacortes also signals that, after Sprint II, the Ninth Circuit will focus on the factual circumstances  
in “as applied” challenges brought under sections 332(c)(7) and 253(a).  

 
3 In Auburn, the Ninth Circuit held that "[t]he scope of federal preemption under section 253 "is virtually absolute and its pur-

pose is clear—certain aspects of telecommunications regulation are uniquely the province of the federal government and 
Congress has narrowly circumscribed the role of state and local governments in this arena." 260 F.3d at 1175. "Section 253 
begins with a broad prohibition against state and local regulation, followed by certain narrow exceptions that leave a 'safe 
harbor' for limited local regulation." Id. at 1170. Courts applying section 253(a), under the Auburn standard, found that certain 
features of regulations, in combination, have the effect of prohibiting the provision of telecommunications services. Such fea-
tures include, but are not limited to, "numerous submission or disclosure requirements, retention of discretion by the city 
 to require further disclosures, public hearing requirements, unlimited discretion of the city to grant or deny permits, and civil 
and/or criminal penalties." Sprint Telephony PCS, L.P. v. County of San Diego, 377 F. Supp. 2d 886, 893 (S.D. Cal. 2005) 
(reviewing cases) (“Sprint I”). 
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The Facts 
T-Mobile sought the approval of the city of Anacortes, Washington (“City”), to erect a 116-foot monopole 
antenna on private property located within the city, and submitted elaborate supporting information, includ-
ing assessment of eighteen alternative sites. The City’s consulting expert allowed that the site selected  
by T-Mobile was the “best position” to achieve radio coverage for the provider’s wireless network. Thus, 
the evidence was that the proposed monopole antenna, at the particular site recommended, was the best 
and only feasible way to secure needed wireless coverage. There was no dispute over the existence  
of a coverage gap. Yet, the City rejected T-Mobile’s application. In a one-paragraph statement, the City 
suggested a number of antenna alternatives that it thought sufficient. 

The Issue 
The key issue was whether T-Mobile had shown an “effective prohibition” of wireless services under 
section 332 of the TCA. Under applicable law in the Ninth Circuit, a local decision denying a permit can  
be overturned, for violation of federal law, where the applicant shows both the existence of a “significant 
gap” in wireless coverage and that it has proposed the “least intrusive means” to close the gap. 

The Decision 
The Ninth Circuit ruled that the service provider must make a prima facie showing of a gap in coverage 
and that it had considered and selected among the least intrusive means to close the gap. The Ninth Cir-
cuit determined that as T-Mobile had made its prima facie showing, the burden shifted to the City to show 
that there were any potentially available and technically feasible alternative sites. The court found that the 
City failed to adequately rebut T-Mobile’s prima facie showing that no other location was available and 
feasible.4 Thus, the Ninth Circuit found that denial of T-Mobile’s permit application constituted an “effective 
prohibition” of coverage in violation of section 332(c)(7) of the TCA. The court upheld the remedy granted 
at the District Court, namely an order obligating the City to issue a permit to T-Mobile to construct the 
monopole antenna at the site the provider had selected. 

The Significance 
Anacortes informs cities that they cannot summarily deny an application accompanied by credible evi-
dence of a wireless coverage gap and a showing that the installation proposed is the least intrusive of rea-
sonable alternatives actually considered. Anacortes also is very helpful to establish the evidentiary 
burdens imposed upon applicant and city. The Ninth Circuit (in MetroPCS ) previously had adopted the 
“significant gap” and “least intrusive means” standard of deciding “effective prohibition” under section 
332(c)(7). 5 Anacortes is the first application of that test since Sprint II. Apart from providing an approach 

 
4 While the City identified six possible alternative sites, T-Mobile presented evidence that none of these sites were available. 

One was objectionable because its location, adjacent to a hospital, could interfere with the flight of emergency helicopters. 
Another possible site was on the grounds of a community high school; it was unavailable where the school district had 
received but declined T-Mobile’s offer. Sites to which T-Mobile had no right of access were ruled out. Anacortes, 2009 WL 
2138980 at 7-9. Also of interest is that the court concluded that an in-home (WiFi) technology offered by T-Mobile 
(“HotSpot@Home”) was “not relevant to a determination of the least intrusive means.” Id. at 6. For a variety of reasons, 
including the fact that the service must be separately purchased by individual customers, and works only within the homes of 
individual subscribers, the Court concluded the availability of this service “has no effect on the significant gap in T-Mobile’s 
cell phone coverage.” Id. Such private service was not considered a means available to a carrier to secure area coverage. 

5 MetroPCS was a challenge to a decision by the San Francisco Board of Supervisors denying permission to construct a wire-
less antenna on top of a city parking structure. 400 F.3d at 718. The case was an “as applied” challenge since the plaintiff 
contested the decision made by the Board acting under the San Francisco Planning Code, but not the Code itself. Id. at 720. 
On the claim under § 332(c)(7), the Ninth Circuit adopted a test, previously employed in the Second and Third Circuits, that 
“a locality can run afoul of the TCA’s ‘effective prohibition’ clause if it prevents a wire-less provider [sic] from closing a ‘signifi-
cant gap’ in service coverage.” Id. at 731. The Ninth Circuit explained that “a local regulation creates a ‘significant gap’ in ser-
vice (and thus effectively prohibits wireless services) if the provider in question is prevented from filling a significant gap in its 
own service network.” Id. at 732 (emphasis in original; citation omitted). The Ninth Circuit also adopted the requirement, of 
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for trial court consideration of conflicting evidence, Anacortes serves as guidance relevant to local admin-
istrative proceedings. The instructions of the Ninth Circuit, as to what constituted a sufficient prima facie 
case in Anacortes, should assist carriers to understand what is expected, in the administrative record, and 
how it will be assessed in the event of subsequent litigation. Cities cannot expect to sustain adverse action 
on carrier applications without evidence sufficient to rebut the carrier’s prima facie showing. That lesson, 
alone, should caution cities not to deny permit applications unless they possess strong evidentiary support.  

Certain important subjects, however, were not addressed by Anacortes.  

 Anacortes was decided under section 332(c)(7) of the TCA and it concerns a wireless facility, namely  
a monopole antenna, to be located on private property. This raises the question of how permit actions 
affecting installations within the public rights-of-way will be resolved. In the Ninth Circuit, it is well-estab-
lished that local governments may consider aesthetics when deciding whether to permit installation  
of wireless facilities on private property subject to local zoning laws.6 Since Sprint II, the Ninth Circuit 
also accepts that local decisions made under zoning laws are inherently “discretionary” in character.7  
As explained blow, however, installations of wireless or wireline telecommunications facilities within the 
public rights-of-way—particularly in California—cannot reflect the same deference to zoning laws and 
local discretion.  

 Anacortes used a test to determine “effective prohibition” under section 332(c)(7) which looks to techni-
cal attributes of wireless service from the standpoint of the user (coverage “gap”) and the provider 
(“least intrusive means”). These considerations may not apply, at least directly, to evaluating local 
actions affecting telecommunications services challenged under section 253(a). The definition of ser-
vices, which section 253(a) seeks to protect, is considerably broader than its counterpart under section 
332(c)(7).8  

Issues Specific To California  
The Ninth Circuit has observed that the TCA “does not affect or encroach upon the substantive standards 
to be applied under established principles of state and local law.” MetroPCS, supra at 724 (emphasis  
in original). Zoning laws serve as the basis for local regulation of telecommunications facilities when 

 
the Second and Third Circuits, that “the provider . . . show that ‘the manner in which it proposes to fill the significant gap in 
service is the least intrusive on the values that the denial sought to serve.” Id. at 734 (emphasis in original; citations omitted). 
The approach employed in MetroPCS has been applied subsequently in the Ninth Circuit to cases challenging denial of 
permits for wireless antenna installations. E.g., Cingular Wireless, LLC v. Thurston County, 425 F.Supp. 2d 1193 (W.D. Wa. 
2006); MetroPCS Inc., City and County of San Francisco, 2006 WL 1699580 (N.D. Cal. June, 16, 2006); Bay Area Cellular 
Telephone Co. v. City and County of San Francisco, 2005 WL 3157490 at *8 (N.D. Cal. Nov. 23, 2005).  

6 In Anacortes, the Ninth Circuit readily acknowledges the validity of aesthetic considerations for local land use (zoning) deci-
sions affecting wireless installations. Anacortes, 2009 WL 2138980 at * 5 (citing Sprint II, 543 F.3d at 580). Accommodation 
of such concerns is the essence of the “least intrusive means” test used by the Second, Third and Ninth Circuits in personal 
wireless services installation cases under section 332(c)(7).  

7 In Sprint II, the Ninth Circuit recognized that section 332(c)(7)(A) preserves the authority of local governments over zoning 
decisions regarding the placement and construction of wireless service facilities. Sprint II, 543 F.3d at 576. The court also 
allowed that “[a] certain level of discretion is involved in evaluating any application for a zoning permit.” Id. at 580. Compar-
able discretion, however, is not available to municipalities in California, where its exercise, as applied to installations pro-
posed within the public rights-of-way, would conflict with state law in the form of sections 7901 and 7901.1 of the Public 
Utilities Code. 

8 The Second Circuit, in Sprint Spectrum, L.P. v. Willoth, supra, first considered what was meant by Congress by “personal 
wireless services” (as are to be protected by 332(c)(7)). The court’s conclusion, rendered in 1999, was that “the plain focus  
of the statute is on whether it is possible for a user in a given remote location to reach a facility that can establish connections 
to the national telephone network.” 176 F.3d at 643. Such a narrow definition is facially anachronistic today, when wireless 
devices are routinely connected to broadband networks and used for a array of business, personal and governmental pur-
poses. Section 253(a), by contrast, is sweeping: it precludes state or local action that may prohibit “the ability of any entity  
to provide any interstate or intrastate telecommunications service.” (Emphasis added.)  



Advisory Communications 

Pillsbury Winthrop Shaw Pittman LLP  www.pillsburylaw.com 5 

deployed upon private property. However, in California, installations which are within the public rights- 
of-way are controlled by state law, which limits local government authority.  

 In California, telephone utilities are provided a “franchise,” under section 7901 of the Public Utilities 
Code, to access the public rights-of-way with minimal local interference. Under § 7901.1, local govern-
ments only may regulate “time, place, and manner” of installations to assure that encroachment by utili-
ties does not “incommode” the ability of the public to access the public streets and thoroughfares.  

o California courts have long upheld the “vested right” of telephone corporations to enter and use the 
public rights-of-way.9 It makes no difference whether, in the exercise of this franchise within the 
public rights-of-way, a telecommunications service provider intends to install “wireless” or “wireline” 
facilities. California cities, under section 7901.1(a), have only the ability to exercise “reasonable con-
trol as to the time, place, and manner in which roads . . . are accessed.” Local actions in excess  
of the limited authority conferred by state law are void.10 

o The role of local authorities in granting permits to build within the public rights-of-way is largely 
“ministerial,” meaning local authorities may only exercise limited judgment or discretion when 
reviewing the permits. Historically, local governments in California may not impose aesthetic consid-
erations when deciding upon encroachment permit applications for telecommunications facilities.11  

Conclusion 
Between Auburn and Sprint II, most cases in the Ninth Circuit arising under Section 253(a) involved “facial” 
challenges to municipal ordinances. Sprint II means that courts in the Circuit will face cases challenging 
local actions denying permits for both wireless and wireline facilities, in private property as well as in the 
public rights-of-way. Anacortes assists to understand how the courts will adjudicate an “as applied” chal-
lenge under section 332(c)(7) to decisions on permits for wireless facilities. Yet to be established is a stan-
dard to apply to municipal acts challenged as an “effective prohibition” of “telecommunications services” 
under section 253(a). For a number of reasons, the 332(c)(7) test, articulated in MetroPCS and employed 
in Anacortes, cannot be directly applied to 253(a) cases. As noted previously, the technical basis of the 
332(c)(7) test assumes utilization of wireless facilities and technology. While certain language (“prohibit  
or have the effect of prohibiting”) is held in common, there are important differences in these statutory pro-
visions. The “telecommunications services” to be protected by section 253(a) are defined more broadly 
than those addressed by section 332(c)(7). The nature and degree of deference granted to state or local 
authority also differs. Section 253(b) disclaims any intent to affect the ability of a State to "protect the public 

 
9 Decades of case law under section 7901 show California courts have limited municipal authority in order to foster develop-

ment and modernization of communications services in California. E.g., County of Los Angeles v. Southern California Tele-
phone. Co., 32 Cal. 2d 378, 382 (1948); Pacific Telephone & Telegraph v. City and County of San Francisco, 51 Cal. 2d 766, 
774-75 (1959); Williams Communications, Inc. v. Riverside, 114 Cal. App. 4th 642, 652 (2003). 

10“’If otherwise valid legislation conflicts with state law, it is preempted by such law and is void. A conflict exists if the local 
legislation ‘duplicates, contradicts, or enters an area fully occupied by general law, either expressly or by legislative 
implication.’” O’Connell v. City of Stockton, 41 Cal. 4th 1061, 1072 (2007) (citations omitted). 

11Ninth Circuit decisions recognize the limited authority of local governments, in California, to consider aesthetics when decid-
ing upon permits for installations in the public rights-of-way. Sprint PCS Assets, L.L.C. v. City of Law Canada Flintridge, 435 
F.3d 993, 996 (9th Cir. 2006), found that a federal court should examine whether a permit denial is “based on ‘substantial 
evidence in the context of a applicable state and local law.’” (Emphasis in original.) The Ninth Circuit found that “under [Pub-
lic] Utilities code §§ 7901 and 7901.1, local regulators retain no authority to deny permits based on aesthetics.” Id. at 998 
(emphasis added.) Evidence of aesthetic effects could not be considered to satisfy the federal requirement that permit denial 
be “supported by substantial evidence.” The La Canada Flintridge decision was amended at 448 F.3d 1067 (2006) to clarify 
that a local ordinance (promoting aesthetic objectives) in violation of a state law cannot constitute “substantial evidence” sup-
porting a permit denial under federal law. 
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safety and welfare."12 Section 253(c) advises that nothing in the section is to affect the authority of a State 
or local government "to manage the public rights-of-way."13 Section 332(c)(7)(A), in contrast, explicitly 
seeks preservation of local zoning authority as to “placement, construction, and modification of personal 
wireless facilities.” Finally, section 332, at (c)(7)(B)(ii) and (iii), imposes procedural requirements upon the 
decision of local authorities, i.e., that local governments must act on wireless applications “within a rea-
sonable period of time” and that adverse decisions be “in writing” and “supported by substantial evidence 
contained in a written record,” which have no counterpart in section 253. 

A contemporary test, to determine “effective prohibition” under section 253(a), should recognize that much 
has changed in the 13 years since enactment of the TCA. There have been profound changes in the ser-
vices delivered by telecommunications service providers, in the technologies they employ—and in the 
expectations of consumers. Anacortes may suggest the following prospective approach:  

An “effective prohibition” is presented, and thus preempted under section 253(a), where state or local 
government action has the affect of impairing or preventing a carrier from providing, to a particular 
community, any telecommunications services that it then can offer and is prepared to deliver.  

The purposes of the TCA are to promote competition and the rapid deployment of new telecommunications 
technologies. These require an approach which recognizes that the “telecommunications services,” which 
the Act seeks to protect against state or local action, have greatly evolved and expanded. Categorical dis-
tinctions between “personal wireless services” and “telecommunications services” have blurred if not been 
rendered obsolete by new technologies already employed. Contemporary broadband telecommunications 
services may be delivered by wireless or wireline means, or a combination of both. Where a provider pre-
sents evidence that it is capable of offering a service, including “advanced” broadband services, and that  
a local action has impaired or precluded its ability to do so, then Anacortes may be analogized to suggest 
that the provider has made a prima facie case of “effective prohibition.” Respecting authority preserved  
by sections 253(b), the burden then should shift to the local government to justify restrictive or prohibitory 
action, with credible evidence, as non-discriminatory, necessary to protect the public safety and welfare 

 
12 By “public safety and welfare,” Congress meant, among other things, “to make certain that emergency services, such  

as 911, are available to the public.” H.R. Rep. No. 104-204, at 75 (1995), reprinted in 1996 U.S.C.C.A.N. 10, 41. Wireless 
telecommunications are increasingly important to public safety. Consumers are replacing landline devices and relying 
exclusively on cellular phones. See Roger Cheng, AT&T Gets Another iPhone Boost, Wall St. J., July 24, 2009, available  
at http://online.wsj.com/article/SB124834102512675297.html?mod=dist_smartbrief (reporting that AT&T customers discon-
nected 772,000 landlines in the second quarter of 2009, while the company added 1.4 million wireless subscribers). Another 
reason is Enhanced 9-1-1 (“E911”) services, which enable first responders to locate wireless callers to emergency services 
within one-hundred meters of the caller’s location. Considering the increasing importance of wireless services to public 
safety, local governments contravene the intentions of Congress by actions which frustrate deployment of wireless infrastruc-
ture necessary to assure signal coverage. 

13Whether states and local governments, in management of the public rights-of-way, may apply aesthetic considerations,  
is a subject that has generated considerable controversy. In Auburn, the Ninth Circuit stated that under section 253(c), "[l]ocal 
governments must be allowed to perform the range of vital tasks necessary to preserve the physical integrity of streets and 
highways . . . . The types of activities that fall within the sphere of appropriate rights-of-way management . . . include coor-
dination of construction schedules, determination of insurance, bonding and indemnity requirements, establishment and 
enforcement of building codes, and keeping track of the various systems using the rights-of-way to prevent interference 
between them." 260 F. 3d at 1177 (emphasis added). The subsequent Sprint II decision did not repudiate this aspect of the 
earlier Auburn ruling. Telecommunications service providers will argue that section 253(c) authorizes local regulations only 
with respect to the physical use and management of the rights-of-way. Where state law limits the delegation of authority  
to municipalities, as in California, local governments may be preempted by federal law should they attempt to apply aesthetic 
criteria, or achieve aesthetic goals (such as mandatory undergrounding) to permitting of facilities to be installed in the public 
rights-of-way. See Pac. Tel. & Tel. Co. v. City and County of San Francisco, 197 Cal. App. 2d 133, 152 (1961) ("[B]ecause  
of the state concern in communications, the state has retained to itself the broader police power of granting franchises, leav-
ing to the municipalities the narrower police power of controlling location and manner of installation.").  
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and authorized by state law. As in Anacortes, local acts would be preempted if the city cannot present 
sufficient evidentiary rebuttal. Federal courts could order local governments to issue necessary permits. 

To the extent that Sprint II emboldened local governments to believe that they can act aggressively  
to regulate, restrict and control prospective installations of wireless and wireline telecommunications facili-
ties, Anacortes should act as a restraint. Telecommunications service providers seek to secure the public 
good by continuing to install, improve and maintain their networks—and there is no question that the pub-
lic’s demand for reliable, powerful and available services continues to grow. Anacortes shows that restric-
tive local government actions will be viewed critically in light of the purposes of the TCA.  

For further information, please contact: 

Robert S. Metzger (bio) 
Los Angeles 
+1.213.448.7437 
robert.metzger@pillsburylaw.com 

 

This publication is issued periodically to keep Pillsbury Winthrop Shaw Pittman LLP clients and other interested parties 
informed of current legal developments that may affect or otherwise be of interest to them. The comments contained herein 
do not constitute legal opinion and should not be regarded as a substitute for legal advice. 
© 2009 Pillsbury Winthrop Shaw Pittman LLP. All Rights Reserved. 



<<
  /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
    /AgencyFB-Bold
    /AgencyFB-Reg
    /Algerian
    /Arial-Black
    /Arial-BoldItalicMT
    /Arial-BoldMT
    /Arial-ItalicMT
    /ArialMT
    /ArialNarrow
    /ArialNarrow-Bold
    /ArialNarrow-BoldItalic
    /ArialNarrow-Italic
    /ArialRoundedMTBold
    /ArialUnicodeMS
    /BaskOldFace
    /Bauhaus93
    /BellMT
    /BellMTBold
    /BellMTItalic
    /BerlinSansFB-Bold
    /BerlinSansFBDemi-Bold
    /BerlinSansFB-Reg
    /BernardMT-Condensed
    /BlackadderITC-Regular
    /BodoniMT
    /BodoniMTBlack
    /BodoniMTBlack-Italic
    /BodoniMT-Bold
    /BodoniMT-BoldItalic
    /BodoniMTCondensed
    /BodoniMTCondensed-Bold
    /BodoniMTCondensed-BoldItalic
    /BodoniMTCondensed-Italic
    /BodoniMT-Italic
    /BodoniMTPosterCompressed
    /BookAntiqua
    /BookAntiqua-Bold
    /BookAntiqua-BoldItalic
    /BookAntiqua-Italic
    /BookmanOldStyle
    /BookmanOldStyle-Bold
    /BookmanOldStyle-BoldItalic
    /BookmanOldStyle-Italic
    /BookshelfSymbolSeven
    /BradleyHandITC
    /BritannicBold
    /Broadway
    /BrushScriptMT
    /CalifornianFB-Bold
    /CalifornianFB-Italic
    /CalifornianFB-Reg
    /CalisMTBol
    /CalistoMT
    /CalistoMT-BoldItalic
    /CalistoMT-Italic
    /Castellar
    /Centaur
    /Century
    /CenturyGothic
    /CenturyGothic-Bold
    /CenturyGothic-BoldItalic
    /CenturyGothic-Italic
    /CenturySchoolbook
    /CenturySchoolbook-Bold
    /CenturySchoolbook-BoldItalic
    /CenturySchoolbook-Italic
    /Chiller-Regular
    /Code39SlimTT-Regular
    /ColonnaMT
    /ComicSansMS
    /ComicSansMS-Bold
    /CooperBlack
    /CopperplateGothic-Bold
    /CopperplateGothic-Light
    /CourierNewPS-BoldItalicMT
    /CourierNewPS-BoldMT
    /CourierNewPS-ItalicMT
    /CourierNewPSMT
    /CurlzMT
    /EdwardianScriptITC
    /Elephant-Italic
    /Elephant-Regular
    /EngraversMT
    /ErasITC-Bold
    /ErasITC-Demi
    /ErasITC-Light
    /ErasITC-Medium
    /EstrangeloEdessa
    /FelixTitlingMT
    /FootlightMTLight
    /ForteMT
    /FranklinGothic-Book
    /FranklinGothic-BookItalic
    /FranklinGothic-Demi
    /FranklinGothic-DemiCond
    /FranklinGothic-DemiItalic
    /FranklinGothic-Heavy
    /FranklinGothic-HeavyItalic
    /FranklinGothic-Medium
    /FranklinGothic-MediumCond
    /FranklinGothic-MediumItalic
    /FreestyleScript-Regular
    /FrenchScriptMT
    /Garamond
    /Garamond-Bold
    /Garamond-Italic
    /Gautami
    /Georgia
    /Georgia-Bold
    /Georgia-BoldItalic
    /Georgia-Italic
    /Gigi-Regular
    /GillSansMT
    /GillSansMT-Bold
    /GillSansMT-BoldItalic
    /GillSansMT-Condensed
    /GillSansMT-ExtraCondensedBold
    /GillSansMT-Italic
    /GillSans-UltraBold
    /GillSans-UltraBoldCondensed
    /GloucesterMT-ExtraCondensed
    /GoudyOldStyleT-Bold
    /GoudyOldStyleT-Italic
    /GoudyOldStyleT-Regular
    /GoudyStout
    /Haettenschweiler
    /HarlowSolid
    /Harrington
    /HelveticaNeueLT-Black
    /HelveticaNeueLT-BlackCond
    /HelveticaNeueLT-BlackCondObl
    /HelveticaNeueLT-BlackExt
    /HelveticaNeueLT-BlackExtObl
    /HelveticaNeueLT-BlackItalic
    /HelveticaNeueLT-Bold
    /HelveticaNeueLT-BoldCond
    /HelveticaNeueLT-BoldCondObl
    /HelveticaNeueLT-BoldExt
    /HelveticaNeueLT-BoldExtObl
    /HelveticaNeueLT-BoldItalic
    /HelveticaNeueLT-BoldOutline
    /HelveticaNeueLT-Condensed
    /HelveticaNeueLT-CondensedObl
    /HelveticaNeueLT-ExtBlackCond
    /HelveticaNeueLT-ExtBlackCondObl
    /HelveticaNeueLT-Extended
    /HelveticaNeueLT-ExtendedObl
    /HelveticaNeueLT-Heavy
    /HelveticaNeueLT-HeavyCond
    /HelveticaNeueLT-HeavyCondObl
    /HelveticaNeueLT-HeavyExt
    /HelveticaNeueLT-HeavyExtObl
    /HelveticaNeueLT-HeavyItalic
    /HelveticaNeueLT-Italic
    /HelveticaNeueLT-Light
    /HelveticaNeueLT-LightCond
    /HelveticaNeueLT-LightCondObl
    /HelveticaNeueLT-LightExt
    /HelveticaNeueLT-LightExtObl
    /HelveticaNeueLT-LightItalic
    /HelveticaNeueLT-Medium
    /HelveticaNeueLT-MediumCond
    /HelveticaNeueLT-MediumCondObl
    /HelveticaNeueLT-MediumExt
    /HelveticaNeueLT-MediumExtObl
    /HelveticaNeueLT-MediumItalic
    /HelveticaNeueLT-Roman
    /HelveticaNeueLT-Thin
    /HelveticaNeueLT-ThinCond
    /HelveticaNeueLT-ThinCondObl
    /HelveticaNeueLT-ThinExt
    /HelveticaNeueLT-ThinExtObl
    /HelveticaNeueLT-ThinItalic
    /HelveticaNeueLT-UltraLigCond
    /HelveticaNeueLT-UltraLigCondObl
    /HelveticaNeueLT-UltraLigExt
    /HelveticaNeueLT-UltraLigExtObl
    /HelveticaNeueLT-UltraLight
    /HelveticaNeueLT-UltraLightItal
    /HighTowerText-Italic
    /HighTowerText-Reg
    /Impact
    /ImprintMT-Shadow
    /InformalRoman-Regular
    /Jokerman-Regular
    /JuiceITC-Regular
    /Kartika
    /KristenITC-Regular
    /KunstlerScript
    /Latha
    /LatinWide
    /LucidaBright
    /LucidaBright-Demi
    /LucidaBright-DemiItalic
    /LucidaBright-Italic
    /LucidaCalligraphy-Italic
    /LucidaConsole
    /LucidaFax
    /LucidaFax-Demi
    /LucidaFax-DemiItalic
    /LucidaFax-Italic
    /LucidaHandwriting-Italic
    /LucidaSans
    /LucidaSans-Demi
    /LucidaSans-DemiItalic
    /LucidaSans-Italic
    /LucidaSans-Typewriter
    /LucidaSans-TypewriterBold
    /LucidaSans-TypewriterBoldOblique
    /LucidaSans-TypewriterOblique
    /LucidaSansUnicode
    /Magneto-Bold
    /MaiandraGD-Regular
    /Mangal-Regular
    /MaturaMTScriptCapitals
    /MetaBlack-Caps
    /MetaBlack-Roman
    /MetaBold-Caps
    /MetaBold-Roman
    /MetaBook-Caps
    /MetaBook-Roman
    /MetaMedium-Roman
    /MetaNormal-ItalicCaps
    /MetaNormal-Roman
    /MicrosoftSansSerif
    /Mistral
    /Modern-Regular
    /MonotypeCorsiva
    /MSOutlook
    /MSReferenceSansSerif
    /MSReferenceSpecialty
    /MVBoli
    /NiagaraEngraved-Reg
    /NiagaraSolid-Reg
    /OCRAExtended
    /OldEnglishTextMT
    /Onyx
    /OratorBT-TenPitch
    /PalaceScriptMT
    /PalatinoLinotype-Bold
    /PalatinoLinotype-BoldItalic
    /PalatinoLinotype-Italic
    /PalatinoLinotype-Roman
    /Papyrus-Regular
    /Parchment-Regular
    /Perpetua
    /Perpetua-Bold
    /Perpetua-BoldItalic
    /Perpetua-Italic
    /PerpetuaTitlingMT-Bold
    /PerpetuaTitlingMT-Light
    /Playbill
    /PoorRichard-Regular
    /Pristina-Regular
    /Raavi
    /RageItalic
    /Ravie
    /Rockwell
    /Rockwell-Bold
    /Rockwell-BoldItalic
    /Rockwell-Condensed
    /Rockwell-CondensedBold
    /Rockwell-ExtraBold
    /Rockwell-Italic
    /ScriptMTBold
    /ShowcardGothic-Reg
    /Shruti
    /SnapITC-Regular
    /Stencil
    /Sylfaen
    /SymbolMT
    /Tahoma
    /Tahoma-Bold
    /TempusSansITC
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-ItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPSMT
    /Trebuchet-BoldItalic
    /TrebuchetMS
    /TrebuchetMS-Bold
    /TrebuchetMS-Italic
    /Tunga-Regular
    /TwCenMT-Bold
    /TwCenMT-BoldItalic
    /TwCenMT-Condensed
    /TwCenMT-CondensedBold
    /TwCenMT-CondensedExtraBold
    /TwCenMT-Italic
    /TwCenMT-Regular
    /Verdana
    /Verdana-Bold
    /Verdana-BoldItalic
    /Verdana-Italic
    /VinerHandITC
    /Vivaldii
    /VladimirScript
    /Vrinda
    /Webdings
    /Wingdings2
    /Wingdings3
    /Wingdings-Regular
    /ZWAdobeF
  ]
  /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




