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 ‘Til divorce do we pay
 

 Spencer Clarke examines the signifi cance of pre-nuptial 

agreements in the light of a recent case   

Spencer Clarke is a 
solicitor in the family 
group at Forsters LLP

T he issue of pre-nuptial 
agreements has become 
increasingly prominent over the 

past few years. For an indication of 
how far we have come, 14 years ago, in 
F v F (Ancillary Relief: Substantial Assets) 
[1995], Thorpe J (as he then was) said 
that pre-nuptial agreements ‘must be 
of very limited signifi cance’. By 1997 
the tide already appeared to be on the 
turn, with Wilson J (as he then was) 
holding that a pre-nuptial agreement 
was signifi cant in S v S (Divorce: Staying 
Proceedings) [1997]. 

Since then White v White [2000] 
has revolutionised the fi eld of 
high-net-worth ancillary relief, meaning 
that the less wealthy spouse may 
now receive up to 50% of the assets, 
particularly aft er a long marriage, 
subject to arguments for a departure 
from equality. This has provided a 
further impetus to parties seeking to 
protect their assets from such a claim 
by using a pre-nuptial agreement. 
In K v K (Ancillary Relief: Pre-nuptial 
agreements) [2003], from the post-White 
era, the pre-nuptial agreement again 
had a signifi cant eff ect on the award. 
Reviewing the authorities, this case 
also set out a list of factors that a 
judge should take into account when 
deciding what weight to accord to 
a pre-nuptial agreement (as Baron J 
did at fi rst instance in Radmacher v 
Granatino [2008]).

The House of Lords’ judgment 
in the (joined) case of Miller v Miller 
and McFarlane v McFarlane [2006] has 
also contributed to the increasing 
acceptance of pre-nuptial agreements, 
because of their Lordships’ discussion 
of the need to recognise both diff erent 
categories of assets (pre-marital and 
inherited) and the diff erent ways in 
which a couple may organise their 

fi nances, and to consider how these 
should be treated in the context of 
fi nancial relief on divorce.

In 2007 the Court of Appeal case 
of Crossley v Crossley [2008] received 
signifi cant publicity. It concerned two 
independently wealthy people (the 
husband being worth about £45m 
and the wife around £18m) who had 
been married previously. The case 
was not directly on the point of 
whether the pre-nuptial agreement 
was decisive (as the judgment 
concerned a point of procedure) but 
the Court of Appeal took the 
opportunity to state that:

… if ever there is to be a paradigm 

case in which the court will look to the 

pre-nuptial agreement as not simply 

one of the peripheral factors in the 

case but as a factor of magnetic 

importance, it seems to me that this 

is just such a case.

Thorpe LJ’s thinking has clearly 
moved on from the days of F v F, as 
the outcome of the appeal in Radmacher 
demonstrates.

Background to Radmacher

Radmacher came to court again this 
year, following its fi rst appearance 
in the High Court last summer (as 
NG v KR [2008]). Katrin Radmacher, 
originally from Germany, and Nicolas 
Granatino, of French origin, met in 
London in 1997 and were married a 
year later. They had two children 
aged seven and nine at the time of 
judgment. 

Ms Radmacher is a member of one 
of the wealthiest families in Germany 
and Mr Granatino was, at the time they 
met, a successful investment banker, 
although he later gave up his £320,000 

‘Radmacher is certainly 
the strongest statement 
yet that, in the right 
circumstances, a pre-nuptial 
agreement can reduce or 
even prevent an award, even 
in circumstances where one 
party, is in real need.’
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a year job to undertake a PhD and 
become a biotechnology researcher 
at Oxford University. The husband 
also came from a relatively wealthy 
background, although not the same 
level of wealth enjoyed by the wife’s 
family. The couple separated in 2006 
and the wife relocated to Germany 
with the children, following a contested 
hearing.

High Court judgment

Following the separation the case 
came before Baron J, who has heard 
many of the leading cases of recent 
years. In making a decision on the 
fi nancial award to be received by 

the husband, the facts that the 
husband and wife had entered into 
a pre-nuptial agreement and that they 
were, respectively, French and German, 
were pivotally important. 

The husband, who had no capital 
by the time of the hearing, due in 
part to his legal expenses, was awarded 
a lump sum of £5.56m, to be paid by 
the wife on a ‘clean break’ basis 
(meaning that they would have no 
ongoing fi nancial claims on each other), 
to meet his housing needs, pay his 
debts and provide him with a sum 
to invest to produce an income of 
£100,000 per year. The wife was also 
ordered to pay the husband child 
maintenance, as Mr Granatino had 
shared residence of the children, and 
to purchase a house in Düsseldorf, 
near to where she was to be living with 
the children, to enable the husband 
to have contact with the children in 
Germany at weekends.

The full extent of the wife’s fortune 
was not clear, but there was £54m held 
in various investment accounts together 
with a shareholding that produced a 

gross income of £2.7m per year, which 
was said, by the husband’s QC, to show 
that the shares had a capital value of at 
least £52m. 

Given the very high level of the 
wife’s wealth, together with the 
presence of the two children, the 
husband might, despite this not 
being a long marriage, have expected 
to receive a higher award than he 
did, were it not for the pre-nuptial 
agreement which the parties signed 
(although the Court of Appeal judges 
diff ered from Baron J on this point). 
The agreement provided that the 
husband was to receive no award 
for himself in the event of the 

couple divorcing, as distinct for any 
award to him for the benefi t of the 
children.

On appeal

Ms Radmacher appealed Baron J’s 
order on the basis that she had not 
taken suffi  cient account of the eff ect 
that the pre-nuptial agreement should 
have on any award to the husband. This 
is despite the fact that the judge at fi rst 
instance did explicitly state that she 
had taken account of the presence of 
the pre-nuptial agreement, but reduced 
the depressing eff ect it would have on 
the award by pointing to a number of 
factors that, to her mind, decreased its 
signifi cance.

The Court of Appeal (Thorpe, 
Rix and Wilson LJJ) agreed with the 
wife and allowed her appeal. Their 
Lordships considered that Baron J had 
erred in law by not giving suffi  cient 
weight to the eff ect of the pre-nuptial 
agreement. They considered the factors 
that the High Court judge said should 
reduce the impact of the pre-nuptial 
agreement, which were:

• a lack of independent legal 
advice regarding the pre-nuptial 
agreement to the husband;

• absence of disclosure of the wife’s 
means;

• absence of negotiations;

• the birth of the children; and

• that the pre-nuptial agreement 
precluded the husband 
from making a claim even in 
circumstances of real need.

In rebutt ing the above factors the 
Court of Appeal judges held that:

• even if he did not know exactly 
how wealthy Ms Radmacher was, 
Mr Granatino was well aware that 
she was the daughter of a very 
rich family;

• the husband did have the 
opportunity to seek independent 
legal advice even if he did not take 
that up, and was very well aware 
(as Baron J herself found) that 
he was signing a pre-nuptial 
agreement that meant that, on 
divorce, he would receive nothing 
for himself;

• the parties had expected to have a 
family when they entered into the 
pre-nuptial agreement; and

• the lack of negotiations was 
immaterial.

Interestingly, the factors to which the 
judge at fi rst instance drew att ention in 
her judgment are those which lawyers 
generally advise their clients would 
be likely to signifi cantly reduce or 
even negate the eff ect of a pre-nuptial 
agreement (being drawn from K v K, 
(above)). 

A very signifi cant factor in the 
case was that in the countries of 
origin of the husband and wife, 
France and Germany, the pre-nuptial 
agreement would have been followed, 
therefore barring the husband from 
any claims on the wife on divorce (for 
himself).

Thorpe LJ is careful to say that, in 
making his decision, he is not applying 
foreign law, but it does appear that all 
three judges were very much impressed 

A very signifi cant factor in  Radmacher was that 
in the countries of origin of the husband and wife, 
France and Germany, the pre-nuptial agreement 
would have been followed, therefore barring the 
husband from any claims on the wife on divorce 
(for himself).
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by the fact that in Europe the parties 
would have been held to the agreement, 
and they gave signifi cant weight to 
that. Generally, all three judges felt that, 
despite her statements to the contrary, 
Baron J had not suffi  ciently reduced the 
husband’s claims pursuant to the eff ect 
of the pre-nuptial agreement. Thorpe 
LJ says: 

… thus, despite the appearance of the 

ante-nuptial agreement as a factor, 

the overall impression is of a negligible 

resulting discount.

Eff ect of the judgment

This will perhaps be surprising to 
family lawyers, as there certainly 
appeared to be scope at fi rst instance 
for the husband’s award to have been 
higher than it was if the pre-nuptial 
agreement had not existed. Given 
the foreign element to the case, it 
is possible that one eff ect of this 
judgment will be that a pre-nuptial 
agreement will be seen to have a 
potentially greater depressing eff ect 
on the level of an applicant’s award 
where both (or perhaps just one) of 
the parties are from a country where 
pre-nuptial agreements would be 
followed. 

Rix LJ recognises this potentially 
discriminatory eff ect in his judgment 
when he says that the parties’:

… circumstances [nationality] make it 

particularly propitious… for the English 

court to give even decisive weight to the 

parties’ agreement.

But he also states:

… it is hard to articulate why 

an agreement made in similar 

circumstances between English nationals 

should not receive more or less equal 

treatment; although it has to be 

recognised that English law has not 

prepared the groundwork for such a 

conclusion.

‘Contrary to public 

policy’ argument

It is particularly signifi cant in the 
judgment that the old maxim that 
pre-nuptial agreements are said to be 
‘contrary to public policy’ is disputed 
by all three judges who, collectively, 
seemed to feel that this is no longer 
a valid argument. In doing so they 
disagree with the judgment of the 

Privy Council in Macleod v MacLeod 
[2009], in which post-nuptial 
agreements were held to be enforceable, 
subject to variation by the court, but 
in which these were distinguished 
from pre-nuptial agreements, which 
were still said to be contrary to public 
policy. The fact that the Court felt able 
to disagree with the Privy Council 
(essentially the House of Lords in 
another guise, and therefore a higher 
court) is signifi cant, although Privy 
Council judgments are only persuasive, 
not binding.

Pre-nuptial agreements 

after Radmacher v Granatino

The current approach of the courts 
would therefore seem to be that 

while pre-nuptial agreements may 
no longer be regarded as contrary 
to public policy they cannot (within 
the current limits of the law) be 
regarded as a complete defence to 
an application for ancillary relief, 
without legislation. Instead, pre-nuptial 
agreements are, as was already the 
case, one of the factors to be taken into 
account by the court when adjudicating 
on fi nancial relief, falling under the 
heading of ‘all of the circumstances of 
the case’.

Therefore Radmacher can be seen 
as the continuation, or perhaps even 
culmination, of the recent trend in 
English family law towards greater 
weight being given to the eff ect of a 
pre-nuptial agreement on a fi nancial 
award. The case is certainly the 
strongest statement yet that, in the right 
circumstances, a pre-nuptial agreement 
can reduce or even prevent an award, 
even, it would appear, in circumstances 
where one party, like Mr Granatino, is 
in real need (comparatively speaking 
of course!)

That said, Mr Granatino need not 
worry too much, at least at present, 
as under the terms of their Lordships’ 
judgment he is still to receive both a 
lump sum of capitalised maintenance, 
this time calculated on the basis that 
the maintenance will cease when the 
youngest child reaches 22 rather than 
continuing for his life, and a lump 
sum of £2.5m to meet his housing 
need as the girls’ father. On this 
point their Lordships did not alter 
the amount that Baron J decided was 
appropriate, but have provided that 
he is not to receive this sum outright 
but instead is to be the benefi ciary of 
a trust arrangement, with the house 
to revert to the wife when the youngest 
child reaches 22. Mr Granatino will 

therefore have to consider his 
long-term security over the coming 
years. Aft er the judgment of the Court 
of Appeal, he has eff ectively been left  
in the same position he would have 
been in had he and Ms Radmacher 
never been married but had still had 
two children. We will have to see 
whether he seeks to appeal to the 
House of Lords (soon to become the 
Supreme Court).

The case is set to return to court 
whatever Mr Granatino chooses to 
do about this most recent judgment, 
as, following Ms Radmacher’s recent 
move from Germany to Monaco 
with the children, Mr Granatino has 
cross-appealed on the specifi c issue 
of the house that she was to have 
purchased for him in Germany, saying 
that the sum agreed for the purchase 
of that house will not be suffi  cient in 
Monaco. Their Lordships have remitt ed 
this point to Baron J, who will now 
have to deal with the thorny issue of 
the housing fund for the husband in 
these new circumstances.

It would be dangerous to make an assumption that, 
following Radmacher, a pre-nuptial agreement will 

automatically determine the outcome of fi nancial 
relief on divorce, even in circumstances where there 

has been neither proper disclosure of the parties’ 
assets nor independent legal advice.
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Conclusion for trusts 

and estates practitioners 

Following MacLeod some practitioners 
had been advising that, as a 
post-nuptial agreement appeared to 
be enforceable (subject to variation), 
in contrast to pre-nuptial agreements, 
parties should consider a post-nuptial 
agreement aft er the wedding, having 
entered into a pre-nuptial agreement 
before (the two agreements being 
essentially the same, subject to dealing 
with any change in circumstance in 
the intervening period). Aft er 
Radmacher practitioners may want 
to consider whether it is really 
necessary to adopt this approach, 
weighing that against the possibility 
that post-nuptial agreements may be 
an unwanted source of tension in the 

fi rst few months of marriage. Much 
will depend on how the law develops 
post-Radmacher, and whether there is a 
judicial resiling from what appears to 
be quite a bold decision by the Court 
of Appeal.

In the meantime, anyone 
considering entering into a pre-nuptial 
agreement should still take early 
and comprehensive expert advice on 
whether to enter into a pre-nuptial 
agreement and, if so, what its terms 
should be. It would be dangerous to 
make an assumption that, following 
this judgment, a pre-nuptial agreement 
will automatically determine the 
outcome of fi nancial relief on divorce, 
even in circumstances where there 
has been neither proper disclosure 
of the parties’ assets nor independent 
legal advice.

International aspect 

As is abundantly apparent in 
Radmacher, the internationalisation 
of family law is also bolstering the 

increased recognition of pre-nuptial 
agreements. In Ella v Ella [2007] a 
clause conferring jurisdiction on Israel 
in the event of separation meant that 
the case was dealt with there, it being 
acknowledged by the Court of Appeal 
that, without the agreement, England 
would have been the appropriate 
jurisdiction.

Where there is an international 
aspect to any pre-nuptial agreement it 
is vitally important for the practitioner 
to take good-quality legal advice 
from a lawyer (or lawyers) qualifi ed 
in the relevant foreign jurisdiction(s). 
It will also be necessary to give 
thought to whether it is necessary to 
have an agreement in more than one 
jurisdiction, and to which should be 
the ‘lead’ agreement. As practitioners 

will be aware, there is a gulf between 
the civil law jurisdictions of Europe, 
which make use of matrimonial 
property regimes, and England’s 
common-law system, which does 
not recognise such formal property 
regimes. Thought will need to be given 
by the English and foreign lawyers to 
how to address these legal diff erences 
when att empting to produce a coherent 
set of pre-nuptial agreements across 
jurisdictions.

When advising international clients 
on draft ing a pre-nuptial agreement 
the lawyer would probably be well 
advised to include a clause conferring 
jurisdiction on the preferred state, as 
was done in Ella. This is certainly the 
case in a forum dispute between an EU 
and non-EU jurisdiction.

In relation to disputes between 
two EU countries (save for Denmark, 
which is not a Brussels signatory) 
the eff ect of Brussels II (revised) (EC 
Council Regulation 2201/2003) is that 
such jurisdiction clauses will not be 

able to trump the operation of the 
Council Regulation on deciding the 
jurisdiction for divorce. However, 
such clauses are still likely to be worth 
including, particularly if there is any 
possibility of a split between divorce 
proceedings (over which Brussels II has 
jurisdiction) and fi nancial proceedings 
(which it does not). As trusts and 
estates practitioners may be aware, 
the draft  Rome III Regulation on 
applicable law on divorce will allow 
couples to choose the country that is to 
have jurisdiction on divorce, subject to 
certain criteria. The UK has not opted 
into this Regulation but it will still be 
of signifi cance (if it comes into force) 
where the pre-nuptial agreement in 
question concerns an EU jurisdiction, 
and UK citizens could fi nd themselves 
aff ected.

Outside the courts, the Law 
Commission is about to start a project 
to examine the status and enforceability 
of pre-nuptial and pre-civil partnership 
agreements (and agreements between 
spouses or civil partners), but a report 
and draft  Bill is not expected until late 
2012, leaving further time for the law 
to develop judicially in the interim. 
In the meantime, while it will not 
be open to the courts, in the absence 
of legislation, to make pre-nuptial 
agreements binding or enforceable as 
of right, their rise in popularity looks 
set to continue following the decision 
in Radmacher.  ■

When advising international clients on drafting a 
pre-nuptial agreement the lawyer would probably 
be well advised to include a clause conferring 
jurisdiction on the preferred state, as was done in 
Ella. This is certainly the case in a forum dispute 
between an EU and non-EU jurisdiction.

  Crossley v Crossley  
[2008] EWHC 1532
   Ella v Ella  
[2007] EWCA Civ 99
   F v F (Ancillary Relief: 
Substantial Assets)  
[1995] 2 FLR 45
   K v K (Ancillary Relief: 
Pre-nuptial agreements)  
[2003] 1 FLR 20
   Macleod v MacLeod  
[2009] UKPC 64
   Miller v Miller;
McFarlane v McFarlane  
[2006] UKHL 24
   NG v KR  
[2008] EWHC 1532 (Fam)
   Radmacher v Granatino  
[2009] EWCA Civ 649
   S v S (Divorce: Staying Proceedings)  
[1997] 2 FLR 100
   White v White  
[2000] 2 FLR 981 

T&E110 p11-14 Clarke.indd   14T&E110 p11-14 Clarke.indd   14 23/09/2009   15:34:0723/09/2009   15:34:07



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /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 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /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 true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /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 ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /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 <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /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


