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DIGEST 
 
Agency reasonably decided to take corrective action in response to a previous 
protest, where the contracting officer identified flaws in the evaluation of proposals 
that warranted reevaluation of proposals, discussions, and revised proposals. 
DECISION 
 
Bannum Inc., of Odessa, Florida, protests the corrective action being taken by the 
Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of Prisons (BOP), under request for 
proposals (RFP) No. RFP-200-1244-WS, for residential re-entry center and home 
confinement services.  Bannum argues that the corrective action is unwarranted or, 
in the alternative, that the BOP failed to properly limit the scope of the corrective 
action. 
 
We deny the protest. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The solicitation provided for the award of a fixed-price, indefinite-delivery/indefinite-
quantity contract for residential re-entry center and home confinement services in 
Jefferson, Orleans, St. Bernard, and St. Tammany Parishes, Louisiana, for a base 
year with four option years.  The RFP advised offerors that “[c]ontract performance 
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will be 120 days after the date of contract award, unless otherwise specified by the 
Contracting Officer.”  RFP § L.6, Agency Report (AR) at 225.  The RFP provided 
that award would be made to the responsible offeror whose proposal is determined 
to be in the best interest of the government, considering price, past performance, 
and technical/management areas.  Past performance was more important than 
technical/management, and when combined, the non-price factors were significantly 
more important than price.  RFP §§ M.2, AR at 227, M.5, AR at 227-28. 
 
The RFP identified six factors under the technical/management evaluation area:  
site location, accountability, programs, facility, personnel, and home detention.1  As 
relevant here, the RFP stated that under the facility factor, proposals would be 
evaluated for:  (1) overall quality; (2) degree of compliance with applicable local, 
state, and national health, safety, and environment laws, regulations, Executive 
Orders, and building codes; and (3) the soundness and credibility of the offeror’s 
plan for ensuring operational availability within 120 days after contract award.  RFP 
§ M.5, AR at 229.  The RFP further provided that most of the evaluation factors and 
the overall proposal might be assigned a risk rating reflecting the government’s 
degree of confidence in the offeror’s ability to perform the effort described in its 
technical/management proposal.2  The RFP also provided that proposal risk would 
consider whether any aspect of the proposal could pose the potential for adverse 
impacts on price, schedule or performance of the effort.  Id. at 230. 
 
BOP received proposals from Bannum and Volunteers of America Greater New 
Orleans, Inc. (VOA).  After the evaluation team reviewed the proposals, the 
contracting officer, who also was the source selection authority, selected Bannum 
for award.  VOA subsequently protested the award decision, arguing that Bannum’s 
proposal failed to comply with at least three mandatory solicitation requirements and 
definitive responsibility criteria; that BOP’s evaluation of proposals was 
unreasonable under the past performance and technical/management factors; and 
that these errors resulted in a faulty best-value trade-off decision.  VOA’s Protest, 
B-411074, Jan. 26, 2015, at 8-12.   
 
Prior to the submission of the agency’s report, the contracting officer identified 
four issues that necessitated the agency taking corrective action:  (1) the language 
in the technical evaluation did not support the overall ratings and risk level for 
Bannum in the site location and facility evaluation factors; (2) the contracting officer 

1 The RFP stated that the non-price factors and subfactors would be rated 
exceptional, very good, satisfactory, marginal, or unsatisfactory.  RFP § M.5, AR 
at 228. 
2 The RFP stated that site validity and suitability subfactor would not be assigned a 
separate risk factor as the risk level is inherent in the subfactor definition and would 
be reflected in the adjectival rating.  RFP § M.5, AR at 230. 
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failed to consider a statement in Bannum’s proposal that qualified its obligation to 
meet the 120-day availability requirement; (3) the source selection decision relied 
on an earlier draft of the technical evaluation report and as a result had assigned a 
higher risk level to Bannum’s proposal than was assigned in the final technical 
evaluation report; and (4) the source selection decision did not fully consider the 
substance, relative merits, and ratings for each contract submitted for evaluation of 
past performance.  AR, Tab 8, Contracting Officer’s Memo, Feb. 25, 2015. 
 
BOP advised our Office that it planned to fully reevaluate proposals; issue a new 
source selection decision; and if necessary, cancel the award, conduct another 
round of discussions, and request final proposal revisions.  BOP Dismissal Request, 
Feb. 25, 2015.  In light of BOP’s proposed corrective action, we dismissed VOA’s 
protest as academic.  Volunteers of America Greater New Orleans, Inc., B-411074, 
Feb. 26, 2015.  Bannum, as the intervenor in the original protest, thereupon filed 
this protest against BOP’s corrective action and requested reconsideration of our 
earlier, February 26, dismissal. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
Bannum presents various arguments challenging the agency’s decision to take 
corrective action, as well as the scope of the corrective action.3  For example, 
Bannum argues that the evaluation errors BOP identified as warranting corrective 
action were either non-prejudicial or non-existent.  With respect to the scope of 
BOP’s corrective action, Bannum argues that the scope of the corrective action was 
overly broad.   
 
Contracting officials in negotiated procurements have broad discretion to take 
corrective action where the agency determines that such action is necessary to 
ensure fair and impartial competition.  Greentree Transp. Co., Inc., B-403556.2, 
Dec. 7, 2010, 2010 CPD ¶ 293 at 2.  We generally will not object to the specific 
corrective action, so long as it is appropriate to remedy the concern that caused the 
agency to take corrective action.  DGC Int’l, B-410364.2, Nov. 26, 2014, 2014 CPD 
¶ 343 at 3.   
 
Here, the record shows that the concerns raised by the contracting officer 
reasonably justified the agency’s decision to take corrective action.  For example, 
the contracting officer identified an inconsistency in assigning Bannum’s proposal a 
satisfactory rating and low risk under the facility factor in light of the poor state of 
Bannum’s proposed facility, which the technical evaluation described as showing 
signs of water damage that may require mold and mildew remediation; ankle-deep 

3 We have considered all of Bannum’s arguments and find that none provide a basis 
for sustaining the protest.  We discuss the more significant arguments in this 
decision. 
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water on the first floor, which prevented inspection of that floor; and a fire sprinkler 
pump that had been spewing water for almost nine months, resulting in water 
saturating the wood framing.  Moreover, the technical evaluation stated that the roof 
could not be inspected because of a lack of access.  See AR, Tab 8, Contracting 
Officer’s Memo, Feb. 25, 2015, at 2; AR, Tab 4, Final Technical Evaluation, 
at 16-17.   
 
Bannum argues that the condition of its proposed facility is immaterial because it 
provided a “reasonable and workable” 120-day plan to meet the availability 
requirement.  Bannum Comments at 11.  The solicitation, however, provided for 
consideration of the overall quality of the facility, as well as consideration of 
potential adverse impacts on schedule or performance.  See RFP § M.5 at 229.  
Given the poor condition of Bannum’s proposed facility, as well as the relatively 
short period (120 days) after award for the contractor to correct potentially very 
serious water problems and bring the facility into compliance with the specification 
requirements and secure issuance of the necessary licenses and permits, the 
agency reasonably concluded that the assignment of a satisfactory rating with low 
risk under the facility evaluation factor was not warranted. 
 
Further, we also find that BOP reasonably concluded that Bannum’s proposal took 
exception to the requirement to meet the 120-day availability deadline.  In this 
regard, the contracting officer noted that Bannum’s 120-day availability plan 
included the following language: 
 

This schedule is anticipated and cannot account for delays and 
forces that cause delay of any particular item or the whole schedule 
including:  scheduling requirements/unforeseen 
impediments/delays of City/Parish/State/Federal officials (including 
but not limited to--building permits reviews, vacations schedules, 
inspection schedules, and others), weather, forces of nature, acts 
of war, terrorism, strikes, civil unrest and other issues of force 
majeur [sic]. 

AR, Tab 6, Bannum’s 120-day Availability Plan, at 5. 
 
The contracting officer states that he considered the above language to qualify 
Bannum’s commitment to meeting the deadline.  Based on this conclusion and the 
contracting officer’s prior experience with litigation in another procurement, he 
determined that this issue needed to be raised with Bannum in discussions.  
Contracting Officer’s Statement at 2.  
  
Bannum argues that the language is not meant as a qualification of its commitment 
to meet the 120-day deadline, but merely reflects circumstances listed in Federal 
Acquisition Regulation (FAR) clause 52.249-14 as excusable delays.  FAR clause 
52.249-14 states in relevant part that 
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the Contractor shall not be in default because of any failure to perform 
this contract under its terms if the failure arises from causes beyond 
the control and without the fault or negligence of the Contractor.  
Examples of these causes are (a) acts of God or of the public enemy, 
(2) acts of the Government in either its sovereign or contractual 
capacity, (3) fires, (4) floods, (5) epidemics, (6) quarantine restrictions, 
(7) strikes, (8) freight embargoes, and (9) unusually severe weather.”  

Bannum’s arguments are unpersuasive.  First, the RFP did not include FAR clause 
52.249-14.  Second, even if the clause were included in the RFP, the language in 
Bannum’s availability plan identifies events, such as delays due to building permit 
reviews and inspection schedules, which are not specified in the FAR clause and 
arguably would not be considered an excusable delay.  
 
Next, Bannum argues that any discussion of Bannum’s ability to begin performance 
within 120 days is a matter of contract administration not within our jurisdiction 
because the solicitation contained language that permitted the contracting officer to 
change the deadline for the start of performance.  We find no merit to this argument.  
While the solicitation provided that contract performance would begin 120 days after 
contract award, unless otherwise specified by the contracting officer, RFP § L.6, AR 
at 225, the solicitation further provided that offerors in their proposals were required 
to present a “plan for ensuring operational availability within 120 days after contract 
award.”  See RFP § M.5, AR at 229.  Thus, while the contracting officer will retain 
the right under the contract to waive the 120-day requirement, offerors were 
required to base their proposed approach on meeting that schedule.  Bannum, 
however, included language on the face of its proposal that the contracting officer 
reasonably found to raise a concern that Bannum was not fully committed to 
meeting the 120-day availability requirement.  See, e.g., Emergency Vehicle 
Installations Corp., B-408682, Nov. 27, 2013, 2013 CPD ¶ 273 (government 
reasonably rejected as unacceptable quotation containing ambiguous language with 
respect to material solicitation term).  Further, the poor condition of Bannum’s 
proposed facility, as well as the need to correct potentially very serious water 
problems, increased the risk that Bannum would be unable to meet the 120-day 
requirement. 
 
In sum, we conclude that the contracting officer reasonably concluded that 
corrective action was necessary to correct identified problems with the evaluation of 
proposals. 
 
Bannum also argues, in the alternative, that the scope of BOP’s corrective action is 
broader than necessary to correct any problems in the procurement.  More 
specifically, Bannum asserts that BOP’s corrective action should be limited to the 
following:  (1) comparing Bannum’s risk rating in the final evaluation with the rating 
the contracting officer used in his source selection decision and assessing the 
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prejudicial effect; (2) reviewing FAR clause 52.249-14 with respect to Bannum’s 
alleged “qualification” of its 120-day plan; (3) addressing the competitive effect of 
the contracting officer relying on the draft rather than the final technical evaluation in 
his source selection decision and considering the prejudicial effect of the award 
decision; and (4) reevaluating Bannum’s and VOA’s proposal only in accordance 
with the terms of the RFP.  Bannum’s Comments at 13-14.   
 
As a general matter, the details of a corrective action are within the sound discretion 
and judgment of the contracting agency.  Hughes Network Sys., LLC, B-409666.3, 
B-409666.4, Aug. 11, 2014, 2014 CPD ¶ 237 at 3.  Where an agency has 
reasonable concerns that there were errors in the procurement, corrective action 
may appropriately include reopening discussions and requesting revised proposals 
before reevaluating.  See, e.g., Consortium HSG Technischer Serv. GmbH and 
GeBe Gebäude und Betriebstechnik GmbH Südwest Co., Mgmt. KG, B-292699.4, 
Feb. 24, 2004, 2004 CPD ¶ 44 at 3.   
 
We see no basis to object to the scope BOP’s corrective action here.  As discussed 
above, we find that the concerns raised by the contracting officer reasonably 
justified the agency’s decision to take corrective action.  For example, the record 
supports the reasonableness of the contracting officer’s decision to reevaluate 
proposals in response to his concerns that the evaluation of Bannum’s proposal did 
not account for the poor condition of Bannum’s proposed facility.  Further, we find 
reasonable--and to Bannum’s benefit--for the contracting officer to reopen 
discussions to address Bannum’s apparent qualification of its 120-day availability 
plan.  In this regard, to the extent that Bannum qualified its commitment with respect 
to meeting the 120-day availability requirement, or its proposal was ambiguous with 
respect to Bannum’s commitment to meet this material solicitation requirement, its 
proposal as submitted could be found unacceptable.  See, e.g., Kellogg Brown & 
Root Servs., Inc., B-400614.3, Feb. 10, 2009, 2009 CPD ¶ 50 at 6 (agency’s 
rejection of proposal because of ambiguity is unobjectionable).  Accordingly, we 
conclude that the agency’s corrective action reasonably remedies the errors in the 
evaluation and selection decision identified by the agency.  See Mid Pacific Envtl., 
B-283309.2, Jan. 10, 2000, 2000 CPD ¶ 40 at 6. 
 
Request for Reconsideration 
 
Bannum also requests reconsideration of our dismissal of VOA’s protest.  In this 
regard, Bannum argues that VOA’s protest should not have been dismissed 
because the proposed corrective action did not render the protest academic.  
Bannum also asserts that VOA’s protest lacked merit.  Recon. Request at 3.   
 
Under our Bid Protest Regulations, to obtain reconsideration the requesting party 
must set out the factual and legal grounds upon which reversal or modification of 
the decision is deemed warranted, specifying any errors of law made or information 
not previously considered.  4 C.F.R. § 21.14(a).  Repetition of arguments previously 
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made during our earlier consideration of the protest, or disagreement with our prior 
decision, do not provide a basis for our Office to reconsider our earlier decision.  
Vinculum Solutions, Inc.--Recon., B-408337.3, Dec. 3, 2013, 2013 CPD ¶ 274 at 2.  
Bannum has not met the standard for reconsideration.   
 
With respect Bannum’s contention that VOA’s protest was not rendered academic 
by BOP’s corrective action, we disagree.  It is well established that the 
determination to reevaluate proposals and make a new award decision renders a 
protest of that award academic.  See, e.g., A1C Partners, LLC-Costs, B-409189.3, 
Sept. 30, 2014, 2014 CPD ¶ 295 at 2.   
 
Nor do we find any merit to Bannum’s assertion that VOA’s protest lacked merit and 
therefore did not require the agency to take corrective action.  As an initial matter, 
we note that it is not necessary for an agency to conclude that the protest is certain 
to be sustained before it may take corrective action; rather, where the agency has 
reasonable concerns that there were errors in the procurement, we view it as within 
the agency’s discretion to take corrective action, even if the protest could be denied.  
Main Bldg. Maintenance, Inc., B-279191.3, Aug. 5, 1998, 98-2 CPD ¶ 47 at 3.  In 
any case, as discussed above, the contracting officer reasonably determined that 
corrective action was needed to address the concerns with the evaluation. 
 
The protest and request for reconsideration are denied. 
 
Susan A. Poling 
General Counsel 

 Page 7 B-411074.2. B-411074.3  


	Decision


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /PageByPage
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.7
  /CompressObjects /All
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Preserve
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


