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The Institute for Civil Justice

The Institute for Civil Justice, established within The Rand Corporationin
1979, performs independent, objective policy analysis and research on the
American civil justice system. The Institute’s principal purpose isto help make
the civil justice system more efficient and more equitable by supplying
policymakers with the results of empirically based, analytic research.

Rand is a private, non-profit institution, incorporated in 1948, which
engages in nonpartisan research and analysis on problems of national security
and the public welfare.

The Institute examines the policies that shape the civil Justice system, the
behavior of the people who participate in it, the operation of its institutions, and
its effects on the nation’s social and economic systems. Its work describes and
assesses the current civil justice system; analyzes how this system has changed
over time and may change in the future; evaluates recent and pending reformsin
it; and carries out experiments and demonstrations. The Institute buildson a
long tradition of Rand research characterized by an interdisciplinary, empiri-
cal approach to public policy issues and rigorous standards of quality,
objectivity, and independence.

The Institute disseminates the results of its work widely to state and federal
officials, legislators, and judges, to the business, consumer affairs, labor, legal,
and research communities, and to the general public.
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Foreword

Although much is known about the laws, rules; and doctrines that
govern the civil justice system, very little is known about the realities
of how they are applied at the trial level by the juries that are their
chief implementers. We know what the legislatures and the appellate
courts that make and interpret the law intended to happen as a conse-
quence of their actions. But we have very little empirically document-
ed information about the verdicts that issue from the civil courts. The
present study is the first in an extensive Institute series designed to
fill this critical gap in our knowledge.

The reason for the gap is simple enough. Court systems are not
designed to generate systematic and comparable data. Filling the gap
requires poring through thousands of individual case records and
laboriously coding and transferring to computer tape the specific char-
acteristics of each one. So substantial is the investment required to
build this analytic infrastructure that it has never before been con-
structed for any major metropolitan area or for any substantial period
of time.

It is precisely this kind of gap that the Institute for Civil Justice
was created to fill. With this report we begin to reap the fruits of an
investment decision made shortly after the Institute was founded.
With the cooperation of the publisher of a detailed and long-lived jury
verdict periodical—the Cook County Jury Verdict Reporter—we have
constructed a large-scale research data base on cases tried to verdict
in the state and federal courts in the Chicago area since 1959. These
data serve as a rich lode for historical analysis of past patterns in jury
verdicts, the foundation for ongoing studies to detect changes in these
patterns as they occur, and a model for constructing similar data
bases for court systems in other parts of the country.

The information in this report details more than 9,000 civil suits
tried to verdict in Cook County courts during the period 1960-1979.
These include all civil suits for money damages other than those aris-
ing from automobile and common carrier accidents and a one-quarter



random sample of automobile and common carrier cases. In addition
to the dollar outcome of each case, the data describe the number of
litigants and their characteristics, the substance of the legal and fac-
tual issues in contention, the expert witnesses employed, and the set-
tlement demands and offers put forth in unsuccessful attempts to
settle the case prior to verdict. The data base is unique in its size and
comprehensiveness. It follows that the analysis presented here is also
without precedent. It represents the first systematic look at the com-
plex and shifting landscape painted by ground-level application of the
civil law in one of our largest metropolitan centers.

Practitioners, scholars, and decisionmakers will all find much use-
ful information here. We have hard data on what urban juries do in
automobile cases, or in product liability cases, or in all cases of a
given cost dimension or involving certain types of parties or issues.
Facts on trends and patterns can now be substituted for anecdotal
information. This work also makes it possible to begin identifying and
analyzing the negotiating judgments that result in the small but criti-
cal portion of civil disputes that are pressed all the way to verdict.
With these data we begin to have the wherewithal to estimate the
consequences of various kinds of changes in civil law and doctrine
(such as the introduction of strict product liability, or the change from
contributory to comparative negligence), which have up to now been
debated and enacted without any documented projection of their like-
ly effects. I believe these are seminal events in the history of empiri-
cal research on the civil justice system.

The reader will note that this study reports events; it does not seek
to explain them or to draw out their implications. The authors’ contri-
bution lies in establishing the facts that are in need of explanation; it
will fall to later work, some of which will be sponsored by the Insti-
tute, to delve into underlying causes. This report is best seen as the
first in a line of publications that will greatly enlarge the store of
public understanding of the workings of the courts.

Cook County is only one of several jurisdictions where detailed jury
verdict data can be obtained. The Institute has moved to build similar
computerized data bases for other court systems, starting with those
in San Francisco County, California. To the degree feasible, we intend
to develop an analytic network that permits comparative research at
many levels of detail. Only then will the civil justice research base
begin to reveal the economic and social consequences of the public
policy that is made and carried out in the courts—public policy that
affects all our citizens regardless of their station in life or the nature
and purpose of their enterprise.

Gustave H. Shubert
Director, The Institute for Civil Justice



Executive Summary

Decisions by juries are central to the American system of civil
justice; they resolve tens of thousands of civil cases each year and
indirectly influence the outcome of hundreds of thousands of other
disputes that are settled without trial. These decisions reach into the
everyday lives of all Americans, because many personal and business
actions take into account the potential implications of civil liability.

Despite the enormous personal and financial impact of jury deci-
sions, little factual knowledge is available about them: how juries
reach them, how they correspond to legal rules, or how they have
changed. The Institute for Civil Justice therefore is studying jury
decisions and changes in those decisions in recent years. The present
analysis, based on the largest survey of civil juries ever conducted, is
the first to provide comprehensive information about the lawsuits
tried to juries. It is based on over 9,000 civil jury trials in Cook Coun-
ty, Illinois, between 1960 and 1979, and describes all state and federal
civil jury trials in Chicago during those years.

While our research on these cases is continuing, we have already
found that:

® The total number of trials dropped during the 1970s, but tri-
als of product liability, malpractice, and contracts and
business tort cases increased. .

® Two-thirds of all trials are about traffic accidents, but awards
in the relatively few product liability trials now come to al-
most as much money.

® The proportion of trials won by plaintiffs has grown over the
20 years.

® The average jury award in Chicago doubled in the 1970s,
after showing no change from 1960 to the early 1970s.

® The biggest awards—the top 10 percent—grew even faster,
more than doubling in the 1970s.



® Only the biggest awards increased, however. The value of
most awards—up to the 75th percentile—was unchanged
even during the 1970s.

® Awards increased most for slip-and-fall, road construction,
and other street and sidewalk hazard cases.

e Professional malpractice awards increased 700 percent dur-
ing the early 1970s and then decreased in the late 1970s.

METHODOLOGY

Our data come from descriptions of 19,000 cases published in the
Cook County Jury Verdict Reporter, an independent newsletter used
by plaintiffs’ and defense lawyers and insurance companies who try
cases in Cook County courts. We collected data for a sample of 25
percent of trials involving automobile accidents and common carriers
and 100 percent of all other civil trials. For each sampled case we
obtained detailed information about the parties, their claims, settle-
ment offers and demands, the timing and types of legal actions, and,
of course, verdicts.! The data were coded into computer-readable form
by law students working under the supervision of the authors.

The statistical analyses in this initial report describe aggregate
trends for all civil jury trials and for eleven separate case types:

Automobile accidents.

Common carriers’ liability for injuries to passengers.
Property owners’ liability to tenants, guests, and trespassers.
Dramshops’ (i.e., bars, liquor stores) liability for injuries
caused by intoxicated customers.

Street hazard liability for obstructions or negligent design or
maintenance of roads or sidewalks.

® Workers’ injuries on the job.

Intentional torts (i.e., assault, discrimination, and false ar-
rest).

Professional malpractice.

Product liability.

Contracts or business torts.

Miscellaneous actions.

ICivil jury verdicts comprise two decisions: First, the jury must decide if any defen-
dant is liable to any plaintiff. We describe this as the decision about liability, and we
refer to a case in which liability is found as a plaintiff “victory” or “win.” Second, if the
jury decides that there is liability, it must decide the amount of money that will be
awarded to the plaintiff(s). We use “award” or “judgment” to describe the size of ver-
dicts for cases in which there is liability. We use the term “verdict” to describe the two
interrelated decisions.



We have not attempted to test the hypotheses suggested in this
report, nor have we attempted to explain our findings about trends
and differences among types of lawsuits. These subjects are part of our
continuing research. It should also be noted that the relatively small
number of cases decided by juries, such as those described in this re-
port, do not necessarily reflect all civil claims; perhaps as many as 95
percent of filed lawsuits are either settled or dropped without reach-
ing trial. Although cases tried by juries undoubtedly influence settle-
ments, we cannot be certain that the trends and patterns described
here are representative of those for cases that are settled. The Insti-
tute for Civil Justice is conducting other research on the relationship
between verdicts and settlements. This report examines only the ver-
dicts of civil juries, the most central decisions.

NUMBER AND TYPES OF TRIALS

The number of trials dropped during the 1970s. Despite current con-
cern with heavy court caseloads, there were about 150 percent more
civil jury trials conducted between 1966 and 1968 (over 1200 per year)
than in the most recent years of our study (an annual average of 814
trials between 1975 and 1979).2

While the total number of trials dropped, product liability, malprac-
tice, contracts and business torts, and miscellaneous civil trials each
showed sharp increases. Together these case types accounted for less
than 5 percent of all civil jury trials in 1960-1964, but by 1975-1979
they made up more than 17 percent of the total. The growth was most
impressive for contracts and business tort actions, which increased
1200 percent—from 3 trials per year in 1960-1965 to 40 per year in
1975-1979. However, five other types of cases—common carrier,
dramshop, injury on property, street hazard, and worker injury—each
decreased in frequency by 40 to 60 percent during the 1970s.

This change in caseload composition suggests that demands made
upon jurors may be different today from those of 20 years ago. The
types of cases that are now much more frequent (product liability,
malpractice, contracts and business torts, and miscellaneous civil ac-
tions) often involve complicated technical issues and raise difficult
normative questions. Further analyses will shed light on the ability of
Jurors to deal with problems of greater complexity.

2However, the number of trials increased again in the last years of our study and
reportedly have continued to rise since then. We intend to update such trends in future
reports.



THE DOMINANCE OF THE TRAFFIC CASELOAD

Despite changes in the frequency of other types of trials, automobile
accidents continuously dominated the caseload of Cook County courts,
accounting for 60 to 70 percent of trials throughout the entire 20
years. No other type of case involved even 10 percent of trials (Fig. 1).

Common
Street carrier
Dé;m- ha;;rd 6%
Worker
injury 3% Note: Totals sum to more than 100%
5% because some trials involve
Product more than one type of claim
lability

4%

Professional
malpractice
2%

Injury on
property
9%

Automobile
accidents
66%

Intentional

Miscellaneous
2%

Fig. 1—Types of civil jury trials

Yet automobile accidents do not dominate the dollar amount of
awards. Awards in most traffic cases are small, the smallest of any
case type. And in recent years the number of small traffic cases has
been growing. In the early 1960s half of all awards were under $8,000;
after 1975, half were under $5,000 (all values in the report are adjust-
ed for inflation and expressed in 1979 dollars). As a result, by the late
1970s the total awards in product liability cases almost equaled the



total for traffic cases, although there were 11 times as many trials of
traffic cases.

TRENDS IN LIABILITY

Plaintiffs became increasingly successful over the 20-year period: In
eight of the 11 case types their proportion of victories rose, and in six
types the percent of increase was substantial. In contracts and
business tort trials, for instance, plaintiffs won 60 percent of their
trials in 1975-1979, a 13 percent increase over the early 1960s. In
product liability and malpractice trials the increase was 11 percent.
Plaintiffs’ rate of success also improved markedly in common carrier,
dramshop, and miscellaneous civil cases.

Decisions about liability varied greatly among types of cases. Plain-
tiffs won 63 percent of the worker injury trials over the 20 years and
58 percent of the contracts and business tort trials. At the other ex-
treme, they won only 33 percent of the malpractice trials and 38 per-
cent of the product liability trials. They also had relatively poor
success with claims of intentional tort and injury on property, win-
ning only 43 percent of those cases. Plaintiffs won slightly more than
half of all other types of trials (i.e., automobile, dramshop, common
carrier, street hazard, miscellaneous actions).

Although plaintiffs’ chances of winning improved for most types of
civil trials, the proportion of their victories when summed across all
cases remained constant at 51 percent. This oddity—that the aggre-
gate proportion of plaintiffs’ wins did not change although most types
did—can be attributed to two causes. First, the total proportion of all
trials won by plaintiffs reflects the dominance of traffic case statistics,
which remained fairly constant. That stability masked changes
among the rest of the cases. Second, the changing mix of non-traffic
cases offset plaintiffs’ growing success within most types of trials.
Plaintiffs were most apt to win worker injury cases, for example, but
by the end of the 20-year period there were 40 percent fewer trials of
that type. Conversely, plaintiffs continued to lose a relatively large
proportion of malpractice and product liability trials, which together
grew from 3.7 to 9.3 percent of the total caseload. In short, the larger
number of types of cases in which plaintiffs did poorly tended to offset
their improved chances of success in most types.



SIZE OF AWARDS

The average award to plaintiffs doubled during the 1970s (Fig. 2).
During the 1960s, the average award (in 1979 dollars) remained at
$30,000, but by the last five years of the 1970s plaintiffs’ awards aver-
aged $69,000. For 1978, the figure reached $82,000.
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Fig. 2—Awards, long-term trends

The average increased because the largest awards grew dramatical-
ly during the 1970s. By the late 1970s the value of the largest 10
percent of plaintiffs’ awards exceeded $142,000, almost two and a half
times the value of the largest 10 percent during the 1960s ($60,000).

In striking contrast to the sharp growth in big awards (and conse-
quently in the average), most plaintiffs’ judgments remained about
the same size throughout the entire period. The value of the 75th
percentile stayed even at $30,000, while the values of the median and
25th percentiles actually declined by about a third.



THE SIZE OF AWARDS FOR CASE TYPES

The value of plaintiffs’ awards differed greatly among types of civil
actions (Fig. 3). Half of the judgments in product liability cases ex-
ceeded $82,000; the average was more than a quarter of a million
dollars. The median and average for automobile accident cases—the
smallest—were only one-thirteenth as large. Plaintiffs also received
large awards in malpractice, worker injury, and contracts and
business cases. For each of those types, judgments averaged between
$150,000 and $200,000, although half of the plaintiffs’ awards were
less than $60,000 for worker injury cases and less than $40,000 for the
others. Both average and median judgments in most of the other case
types were considerably lower.

One trend in the size of plaintiffs’ awards was common for the vari-
ous case types: The biggest awards (i.e., the largest 5 or 10 percent)

300
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200 I~ [ ]
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Fig. 3—Average and median awards for specific case types
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increased greatly for all but one type (Table 1).2 This suggests either
that jury trials increasingly involved plaintiffs with severe losses or
that Cook County juries were becoming more sympathetic to plaintiffs
who suffered severe injuries or economic losses. Our continuing
research will help clarify the reasons for this dramatic increase in big
awards.

Table 1

TRENDs IN 90TH PERCENTILE OF PLAINTIFFS’ AWARDS
FOR SpeciFic CAse TyPEs®

Awards (thousands of 1879 dollars)
Sharp Increases Slow Increases/Stable
Injury
Street Mal- Cont./ Prod. Worker| Int. on Auto Dram- Comm.

Years Hazard prac. Business Liab. Injury | Tort Prop. Acc. shop Carr.
1960-64 51 (b) (b) 496 269 50 65 45 52 56
1965-69 110 (b) {b) 372 272 50 89 41 54 37
1970-74 268 1338 341 508 391 62 79 48 52 58
1975-79 648 461 238 791 537 104 138 57 41 127

1960-79 155 424 320 568 338 64 83 46 52 57
Change,

1960-64 to 1271 (b) (b) 159 200 208 212 127 79 227

1975-79 (%)

aCase types are grouped by whether or not mean for individual type increased faster than mean for
all cases (i.e., 237 percent between 1960-64 and 1975-79).
bToo few cases to permit meaningful calculation.

For five case types—automobile accidents, common carrier, injury
on property, dramshop, and intentional torts—the increase in awards
was confined only to the largest values. During the 1960s, plaintiffs’
awards for all of these case types had been relatively small (Table 2),
and during the 1970s awards up to the 75th percentile remained
small. Although the averages did rise, those values were swollen by
the increasing size of judgments in the largest cases.

In contrast, plaintiffs’ awards increased across the entire distribu-
tion for four kinds of claims: street hazard, malpractice, product liabil-
ity, and worker injury. Indeed, because even medium and small
awards increased in value, the average awards in each of these types
grew markedly between 1960 and 1979 (Table 3).

The greatest increase, surprisingly, occurred in street hazard cases.

3The largest awards did not increase for dramshop actions, presumably because of a
statutory ceiling of $30,000 per plaintiff. The increase for automobile accident and
contracts and business tort cases occurred for a few extreme cases above the 90th per-
centile.
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Table 2

TRENDS IN MEDIAN PLAINTIFFS' AWARDS FOR SPECIFIC
Case TypEs®

Awards (thousands of 1979 dollars)
Sharp Increases Slow Increases/Stable
Injury
Street Mal- Cont./ Prod. Worker | Int. on Auto Dram- Comm.

Years Hazard prac. Business Liab. Injury | Tort Prop. Acc. shop Carr.
1960-64 8 20 8 49 43 10 11 8 16 8
1965-69 19 31 33 59 47 9 11 6 27 6
1970-74 31 37 41 76 69 12 14 6 25 11
1975-79 42 84 25 120 112 13 16 5 15 10

1960-79 19 37 30 82 59 11 12 6 17 8
Change,

1960-64 to 525 420 313 245 228 130 145 63 94 125

1975-79 (%)

2Case types are grouped by whether or not mean for individual type increased faster than mean for
all cases (i.e., 237 percent between 1960-64 and 1975-79).

Table 3

TRENDS IN AVERAGE PLAINTIFFS' AWARDS FOR
SpecrrFic CAse Types®

Awards (thousands of 1979 dollars)
Sharp Increases Slow Increases/Stable
N Injury
Street Mal- Cont./ Prod. Worker | Int. on Auto Dram- Comm.
Years Hazard prac. Business Liab. Injury | Tort Prop. Acc. shop Carr.
1960-64 20 32 70 143 93 32 31 18 25 34
1965-69 44 54 155 168 127 51 37 18 24 21
1970-74 86 370 140 281 172 29 30 21 33 27
1975-79 166 210 177 377 250 63 50 29 26 34
1960-79 69 203 159 275 151 44 36 21 27 28
Change,
1960-64to | 830 656 269 260 253 197 161 161 104 100
1975-79 (%)

aCase types are grouped by whether or not mean for individual type increased faster than mean
for all cases (i.e., 237 percent, between 1960-64 and 1975-79).

In the early 1960s street hazard awards were equivalent to those in
automobile accident trials. However, the value of small, medium, and
large cases each doubled every five years until 1975 (after that only
the largest cases went on climbing). By the end of the 1970s the medi-
an award in these cases exceeded $42,000, an increase from $8,000 in
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the early 1960s. The average award jumped 830 percent, from $20,000
to $165,000.

Less surprisingly, awards for professional malpractice cases also
grew dramatically.* Between the early 1960s and the late 1970s, the
average award went up more than 600 percent and the median over
400 percent. The trends of these judgments provide some insight into
the “malpractice crisis” controversy of the mid-1970s. In the early
1960s only a few malpractice cases reached juries. Those that did
resulted in relatively small awards: Half were under $20,000, and
only two exceeded $100,000. Moreover, these cases represented a
trivial fraction of all civil trials, accounting for less than 1 percent of
all plaintiffs’ awards during the 1960s. However, in the early 1970s
the largest malpractice judgments skyrocketed, driving the average
up 700 percent from its level in the late 1960s. In 1974 the eight
malpractice awards averaged $845,000, accounting for one-fourth of
the entire amount awarded in Cook County in that year. More money
was awarded to malpractice plaintiffs in 1974 alone than in the
previous 14 years of the period studied.

The enormous growth in the average malpractice award in the ear-
ly 1970s was derived from increases in the largest cases. Medium and
small awards did not go up much during those years. Nor was there
an unusual increase in the number of malpractice trials or the propor-
tion of cases won by plaintiffs: Both trends had been upward during
the 1960s and continued in that direction throughout the span of our
study.

In the late 1970s the size of the largest judgments in malpractice
cases dropped by two-thirds, and the average fell over $150,000. The
decline in both amounts might have resulted either from jurors’ reac-
tion to publicity about malpractice awards or from the effects of short-
lived “reform” legislation that limited the size of those awards,® but
our research cannot establish either as a cause.

The entire range of plaintiffs’ awards also increased for product lia-
bility and worker injury trials, but judgments for both types of cases
were already so great in the early 1960s that the rates of change do
not seem as dramatic. The average annual award in product liability
cases reached $377,000 between 1975-1979, the highest value we ob-
served, while the average for worker injury cases reached $250,000.

4This category included all types of professional malpractice, but over 95 percent of
the cases involved claims of medical malpractice.

5This legislation, which included a numbey of other provisions, was passed in 1975
and declared unconstitutional by the Illinois Supreme Court in 1976. For further infor-
mation on medical malpractice cases, see the Institute’s forthcoming report on the dis-
position of medical malpractice claims across the nation, R-2792-ICJ, by Patricia
Munch Danzon and Lee A. Lillard. .
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For each case type more than half of the successful plaintiffs in 1975-
1979 were awarded over $100,000 each.

The changing mix in the types of cases, the stability of 75 percent of
judgments, and the big increases in the largest cases resulted in a
significantly different mix in the total awards to plaintiffs over time
for the various case types. Between 1960 and 1964 plaintiffs in mal-
practice and contracts and business tort cases together were awarded
$1 million. Between 1975 and 1979 that total was $31 million, 2000
percent higher in malpractice cases and 4300 percent higher in con-
tracts and business tort trials. Product liability judgments account for
almost one-fourth of the entire amount awarded to plaintiffs through-
out the 1970s.

In short, the 20-year span has produced important changes in both
the mix of cases tried to juries and the distribution of money awarded
by them, despite a continuing dominance of the traffic caseload and
the stability of awards for traffic cases. '

FURTHER RESEARCH

Our continuing research will help to explain these trends. That re-
search will also examine other important issues, such as:

® How jury verdicts were affected by changes in law and proce-
dure, including
— adoption of the strict liability standard in product liabil-
ity cases;
— changes in sovereign immunity;
— the use of six-person juries in federal courts.

® What the reasons may be for differences in juries’ verdicts:

— how are verdicts related to parties’ characteristics?

— have verdicts against “deep pocket” defendants in-
creased more rapidly?

— what are the relationships between plaintiffs’ injuries
and disabilities and verdicts?

— what are the characteristics of cases that produce ex-
tremely large awards?

® What relationships exist among offers/demands, the losses
claimed by plaintiffs, and subsequent verdicts.

Throughout this research we will produce a series of reports ad-
dressing many questions central to the operation of our civil justice
system. For example:
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® Do jury verdicts reflect legal rules?

® How adequate is compensation? As some have suggested, are
plaintiffs who suffer minor injuries overcompensated and
plaintiffs with catastrophic injuries undercompensated?

® Are all parties treated equally, or does a litigant’s race, sex,
or corporate status affect the verdict that the party will re-
ceive from a jury?

e How do juries perform in lengthy, complicated civil cases?

In addition to presenting further analyses of jury verdicts in Cook
County, later reports will examine outcomes in San Francisco County,
California, courts and compare lawsuits and jury decisions between
these jurisdictions. With these additional data we will conduct more
precise analyses, particularly with respect to the effects of changes in
the law, and we will be able to determine more confidently how our
results apply to different jurisdictions.

Finally, we intend to add further jurisdictions to our data base and
to conduct broader analyses of patterns and trends in jury verdicts
and awards across the nation.
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tions in the civil justice area. To request the bibliography or to obtain
more information about The Institute for Civil Justice, please writethe
Institute at this address: The Institute for Civil Justice, The Rand
Corporation, 1700 Main Street, Santa Monica, California 90406, (213)

393-0411.









RAND/R-2881/1-ICJ





<<
  /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 0.1000
  /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 (None)
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /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 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /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 /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 300
  /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 (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /SyntheticBoldness 1.000000
  /Description <<
    /FRA <>
    /JPN <FEFF3053306e8a2d5b9a306f30019ad889e350cf5ea6753b50cf3092542b308000200050004400460020658766f830924f5c62103059308b3068304d306b4f7f75283057307e30593002537052376642306e753b8cea3092670059279650306b4fdd306430533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103057305f00200050004400460020658766f8306f0020004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d30678868793a3067304d307e30593002>
    /DEU <>
    /PTB <>
    /DAN <>
    /NLD <>
    /ESP <>
    /SUO <>
    /ITA <>
    /NOR <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU <>
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [300 300]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


