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Abstract
Two inspection reports regarding the latest resettlement policy – Offender
Management in Custody – have recently been published (HM Probation
Inspectorate and HM Prison Inspectorate, 2022; HM Inspectorate of Probation,
2023). This comment piece provides a brief analysis of these inspection reports,
which demonstrates how Offender Management in Custody is undermined by five
issues: a fixed and fragmented model of delivery; poor identification of needs and
service provision; poor quality keywork; understaffing in prisons and probation;
and finally, poor communication between prison and probation practitioners. This
comment piece then places these failures into context, asserting that there has been
a longstanding ‘common thread’ of issues that has undermined past resettlement pol-
icies and that these have permeated through to Offender Management in Custody.
This commentary concludes by suggesting a possible way forward with the
Offender Management in Custody model, noting that no resettlement policy will be
successful unless the staffing crisis in prisons and probation is resolved, and the prac-
titioners responsible for Offender Management in Custody are provided with suffi-
cient time and resources to provide quality resettlement support.
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Introduction: Offender Management in Custody
explained
Resettlement1 is described as an “intractable problem” (Crow, 2006: 3) with a long
and varied history of policy initiatives designed to improve outcomes for individuals
released from custody and a range of actors introduced to provide this support. The
current resettlement policy in practice is Offender Management in Custody (OMiC),
this was first implemented in April 2018 and is now active across the entire adult
male and female prison estate in England and Wales. The only exception to the
OMiC model concerns individuals serving a prison sentence of 10 months or less,
who will be subject to a ‘short sentence function’ which is managed by community
probation staff. This function is currently in place in two probation regions, with
plans to roll this out nationally in 2023–24.

The OMiC reforms mark the fourth major policy attempt in thirty years by the
central government to address resettlement in England andWales. Previous policies
implemented include: The Seamless Sentence of the 1991 Criminal Justice Act under
the Conservative government (see for example: Maguire and Raynor, 1997; 2006);
End to End Offender Management and the amalgamation of prisons and probation
under NOMS during the New Labour government (see for example, Maguire and
Raynor, 2006; 2017); and most recently, the Through the Gate reforms spear-
headed by the Conservative – Liberal Democrat coalition government as part of
the transforming rehabilitation (TR) reforms (see for example: CJJI, 2016; 2017;
Cracknell, 2020; 2023a; Millings et al., 2019; Taylor et al., 2017). According
to Cracknell (2021) these recent attempts at addressing resettlement have a
‘common thread’ of failures that undermined these reforms. These failures include:
Inadequate resourcing of resettlement services; insufficient staffing and time to
work effectively with individuals; the pace and scale of policy changes; a lack of
a cohesive working culture between prison and probation staff; and finally, a
culture in prisons that does not prioritise rehabilitation and resettlement support.

These previous resettlement policy initiatives all sought to bring prisons and pro-
bation closer together, with models that placed responsibility on community proba-
tion practitioners to guide the individual through their custodial sentence and their
transition into the community. However, OMiC presents a radical departure from
previous resettlement policies by placing primary responsibility on prisons for
resettlement. Five key initiatives have been implemented under OMiC which helps
solidify the primary role of prisons. This includes:

1. The responsibility for offender management moving from community proba-
tion teams into custody. The model has introduced a dedicated role of prison
offender manager (POM). The POM, who can be either a probation officer
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(for higher-risk cases) or a band 4 prison officer (for low and medium-risk
cases), undertakes all relevant offender management activities, including
sentence planning and progression. In total, 200 additional senior proba-
tion officers and 800 probation officers have been relocated to prisons in
order to support this role.

2. Keywork has been introduced and has become a core part of prison officers’
work. The role of the keyworker is to develop constructive, motivational rela-
tionships with prisoners, supporting them through one-to-one keywork ses-
sions. Keyworkers are trained to support approximately six prisoners
through their custodial sentence. The expectation is that most prisoners
receive 45 minutes of keywork per week.

3. This renewed focus on resettlement should be further supported via a
‘rehabilitative culture’ in prisons (Mann et al., 2018) that places responsibil-
ity for all prison staff to provide rehabilitative support.

4. Responsibility is then handed over to a community offender manager (COM)
from the probation services 7.5 months before an individual is released. The
COM is expected to ‘reach in’ to the prison and is required to have at least
three contacts with the prisoner before release, including a handover
meeting that involves a pre-release risk and needs assessment and should
build on and incorporate work already established in prison.

5. Once in the community, HMPPS works in partnership with a number of
commissioned rehabilitative services that can provide support in areas
such as housing, education training and employment and substance use.

Some concerns regarding the predominance of prisons within the OMiC model have
been highlighted by academics, primarily by questioning if prison staff have the
requisite staffing levels, training, resources, culture, and expertise to play such a
central role in resettlement (Maguire and Raynor, 2019; Raynor, 2020).

Two Inspection reports on OMiC have recently been released that largely confirm
many of these concerns of the predominance of prisons, as well as repeating many
of the ‘common threads’ of previous policy failures in resettlement. The first report
published by the HM Probation and Prisons Inspectorate (2022) concerns OMiC
pre-release, and the second by HM Inspection of Probation (2023) is concerned
with post-release outcomes. The joint thematic report based on pre-release outcomes
took findings from eight prisons that were inspected between April and May 2022,
alongside an inspection of 100 cases, as well as interviews and focus groups with
staff involved with OMiC and 72 interviews with individuals subject to OMiC. The
post-release report followed up those 100 cases in the community for a period of 9
months. These findings were further supported by 53 interviews undertaken by the
lived experience group ‘Doing What Really Matters’.

The reports found that ‘key components of the OMiC model are not working in
practice and the delivery is falling well short of expectations’ (HM Probation and
Prisons Inspectorate, 2022: 4). This comment piece will briefly highlight some of
the concerns outlined by these inspectorate reports, underlying failures of the
OMiC model in five key areas: (a) a complex and poorly understood model,
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(b) poor identification of needs and inadequate service provision, (c) Poor quality
keywork, (d) short staffing in prisons and community probation, and (e) poor commu-
nication and incompatible cultures between prisons and community probation. The
comment piece will then place these reports into context of the wider failures of
resettlement policies, suggesting OMiC is being undermined by a now familiar
set of failures. A conclusion will briefly outline a possible way forward for OMiC.

Issues highlighted in the inspectorate reports
The first concern highlighted in the inspectorate reports relates to the model that
underpins OMiC, which is described as “fixed, complex and little understood”
(HM Probation and Prisons Inspectorate, 2022: 4). Resettlement planning is frag-
mented due to confusion about the roles and responsibilities of the various teams
involved in the process, including POMs, keyworkers and COMs. This often leads
to tensions between these different practitioners. The reports found that the POM
role is largely reduced to meeting time-bound targets and filling out assessments,
instead of conducting meaningful supervision. The design of the OMiC model
also means that COMs have a lack of time to establish constructive working relation-
ships with individuals. As a result of these drawbacks to the OMiC model, the
Inspectorate reports highlighted that an effective handover of cases between
prisons and probation rarely takes place. Therefore, prisoners feel anxious about
their release and are resentful towards their community probation officer only
appearing towards the end of their sentence. The post-release Inspectorate report
further relayed that this also means that the first meaningful interaction with their
COM involves setting licence conditions. This can put the relationship off on a diffi-
cult footing, particularly as many individuals report that they feel these are decisions
‘done to’ rather than ‘with’ them, and that licence conditions are often not fully under-
stood or explained, leading to confusion and distrust.

A further issue with the model relates to its inflexibility and applicability to differ-
ent types of prison. For example, OMiC is described as “incompatible” with the
offender flows of ‘local’ prisons, who primarily hold remand and newly sentenced
prisoners, and whose role involves facilitating the frequent transport of prisoners
between prison and the courts.

The second concern relates to the identification of the needs of prisoners and
availability of rehabilitative support in prison and the community. The pre-release
Inspectorate report found that sentence planning in prison is often insufficient,
with a focus on meeting targets rather than the quality of work. The report also
detected significant gaps in support provisions, in particular, programme delivery
is poor and un-coordinated across the prison estate. This means that prisoners are
prevented from progressing in their sentence and many individuals are often
released without their basic needs being met, such as possessing ID or a bank
account and risk factors not properly addressed. Competing priorities within the
prison also undermine a rehabilitative culture.

Furthermore, although the post-release Inspectorate report identified the existence
of governance arrangements for resettlement planning, these arrangements primarily
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focus on pre-release work, with many prisons lacking sufficient knowledge of the ser-
vices available in different probation regions in the community. The report also high-
lights issues regarding the commissioned rehabilitative services available in the
community, with a mismatch between services needed and those provided, with ser-
vices like accommodation over-subscribed and others underused. Commissioned
services personnel also no longer have access to probation IT records systems,
which caused difficulties in communication. The post-release report also identifies
gaps in support of community services crucial for resettlement such as housing, sub-
stance use and mental health services. These gaps have significant impacts on the
outcomes for individuals when released. For example, the post-release
Inspectorate report outlines that only four in ten individuals released from prison
have settled accommodation on release and only 8% are in employment. The
report also highlights high rates of individuals recalled to custody. These recalls
are commonly not for re-offending but for issues related to failures in resettlement,
such as relapses to substances and homelessness.

The third issue highlighted in the pre-release Inspectorate report is keyworking—a
central aspect of the OMiC model. Although keyworking is found to be working well
in the women’s estate, in the male estate there are significant issues that undermines
its delivery. In particular, a combination of short staffing and high workloads means
prison officers often de-prioritise keywork for fulfilling the more basic tasks of security
and unlocking prisoners. A lack of training for prison staff also mean staff do not feel
knowledgeable about OMiC, keyworking or supervision skills. As a result, the
Inspectorate identified keywork sessions as lacking meaning or value, with these ses-
sions often reduced to a basic check-in, rather than structured support. Once again,
the model is also highlighted as too fixed, with the Inspectorate report questioning if
weekly sessions are needed with all prisoners, or if a more flexible model of delivery
would be more appropriate.

Staffing shortages is the fourth issue highlighted by the reports. Staffing issues are
widely recognised as a national problem impacting prisons and probation alike,
and is featured in both reports as a central issue that undermines delivery at every
juncture of the OMiC model. In prisons, keywork sessions become deprioritised
due to staff shortages and the need to fulfil the basic requirements of the prison.
POMs also have very high workloads that often overwhelms them, and as a
result, handovers are often of poor quality. Community probation staff are also
impacted, with the reports reflecting that high community caseloads mean that
COMs prioritise cases in the community over prison cases, and that this also pre-
vents community officers from visiting prisons and forming relationships with indivi-
dual’s pre-release. As a result, the report find that prisoners are often drifting through
their sentence, without receiving the support they need. The post-release Inspectorate
report further emphasises the challenges of short staffing in the community, noting
that on average probation areas have 30% fewer staff than required. This means
that existing staff have high workloads, which impacts directly on the quality of
work, with the Inspectors highlighting insufficient offence-focused work and public
protection activities. For example, there are insufficient domestic violence and safe-
guarding checks, and staff often lack the capacity or professional curiosity to
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understand the underlying reasons for offending behaviour. This means that the
Inspectorate highlighted that risk assessments are either superficial or inaccurate.
These issues are further exacerbated by difficulties in retaining staff and means
that individuals are frequently reallocated a new COM, harming continuity.

The fifth issue concerns communication between prisons and probation. The
Inspectorate reports found distinct organisational cultures in prisons and probation,
leading to tensions at managerial and operational levels. For example, there are ten-
sions within the prison between prison and probation POMs, as well as tensions
between keyworkers and POMs – with little contact between these important func-
tions. Many of these tensions are due to role confusions and the inability of these
various roles to access different information systems. For example, prison POMs
can’t always access probation systems and keyworkers can’t access sentence
plans. The report also detected a pervasive attitude that once handover has taken
place between prison and probation, that many POMs feel the case is no longer
their responsibility. Conversely, POMs also relay that it is difficult to contact commu-
nity probation and identify a responsible officer. This significantly impacts informa-
tion sharing and the quality of assessments and undermines the handover process.
As a result, many prisoners do not know who their POM or COM are and are not
familiar with their sentence plans. These issues are further impacted by the fact
that prison groups and probation regions are based in different geographical
areas – hindering communication.

The failures of OMiC in context – A familiar set of issues
The inspectorate reports suggest that despite offering a radical departure from pre-
vious resettlement models, OMiC has failed to address a core set of issues that have
undermined past policies in this area, and means the potential merits of the OMiC
policy are frustrated by a familiar set of deep-routed problems as these ‘common
threads’ of failures of previous resettlement policies (Cracknell, 2021) permeate
through to OMiC.

For example, a fragmented model that creates obfuscation and role confusion
between staff was an issue that impacted the Through the Gate reforms under TR
and left individuals falling through the gaps of support (Cracknell, 2020; 2023b).
Similarly, the high caseloads that are identified as undermining the OMiC model,
were also widely acknowledged as an issue that significantly impacted prisons
and probation during TR and reduced the work of prison and probation staff to per-
forming tick-box exercises, instead of meaningful resettlement work (Cracknell,
2023a; 2023b; Taylor et al., 2017). High caseloads also frustrated community pro-
bation staff during TR, as they were unable to visit prisons and develop relationships
with their cases (Cracknell, 2022). Likewise, there has been a litany of failed
attempts to breach the cultural differences between prison and probation staff
(Maguire and Raynor, 1997; 2006; 2017) and this seemingly continues to be an
elusive issue that the OMiC reforms have failed to resolve.

The reports also provide further analysis of the detrimental impacts of under-
staffing, which is featured as a pervasive issue by the inspectors that undercuts
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the viability of the OMiC model at all junctures, including the work of POMs,
COMs and keyworking. Understaffing aggravates rather than alleviates the
‘common threads’ of policy failure and presents as a further example of
central government undermining its own policy goals. As the reports highlights,
a direct result of understaffing means it is the individuals subject to OMiC that
are impacted the most, as they are left with a familiar set of failings: in the dark
about their named prison and probation worker and anxious and unprepared
for their release. These findings suggest that OMiC has done little to improve
outcomes since previous joint Inspectorate reports focused on resettlement
(CJJI, 2013; 2016; 2017).

The Inspectorate reports also provide further succour regarding doubts of the suit-
ability of prisons playing such a central role in resettlement and rehabilitative work.
In particular, it helps reinforce that keyworking – although well intentioned – needs
to be undertaken by skilled staff with the requisite training and time to undertake this
potentially valuable work (Maguire and Raynor, 2019; Raynor, 2020). These fail-
ures also help to denote a cultural resistance to the top-down implementation of a
rehabilitative culture in prisons and the changing role of the prison officer
(Millings et al., 2019; Cracknell, 2023a), as well as the particular difficulties of
trying to change the focus of ‘local’ prisons, which are often forced to prioritise
the management of offender flows in and out of these prisons, over rehabilitative
aims (Ibid).

Despite the clear failures of this integral element of the OMiC model, it is dis-
concerting that the post-release Inspectorate report highlights that considerations
are being made by HMPPS to extend the POM role to cover shortages in the com-
munity, rather than instead extending the COM role and providing a longer
period of joint working needed to enable proper planning for release to discuss
conditions and key planning arrangements. This is further exacerbated by a
recent media report that HMPPS has requested more community probation staff
relocate to prisons, in order to reduce staffing gaps there (Barrett, 2023),
rather than focus recourses on the significant gaps that remain in community pro-
visions. These considerations should be viewed in light of a recent HMPPS
announcement regarding a new ‘one HMPPS’ programme, which indicates
another attempt to implement a ‘whole sentence’ approach to prisons and proba-
tion (Carr, 2022). This primarily involves reform of the leadership structure and
the creation of two new roles; a chief executive officer of HMPPS and a director
general of operations. These roles replace the previous structure, which had sep-
arate director generals for the prison and probation functions. Concerns outlined
by the probation union NAPO and the Probation Institute highlight that these
reforms could see prisons dominate this relationship and potentially lead to the
disappearance of the probation service as a distinct entity (Ibid). They also high-
light the differences between prison and probation services, noting the graduate-
level training, the culture of rehabilitation, and particular skill set of the probation
role that is absent from prison practitioner roles (Ibid). Despite this, the One
HMPPS announcement indicates that OMiC and the dominant role that prisons
play in it will continue.
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Conclusion: Charting a way forward
This concluding section will briefly set out some recommendations regarding how to
potentially resolve some of the issues highlighted above. Helpfully, the Inspectorate
reports make a number of pertinent suggestions for this. For example, the reports
advise that more flexibility is built into the OMiC model and its applicability to dif-
ferent types of prisons, such as locals. The reports also recommend a review of
the POM role to ensure a clearer focus on progress in custody and preparation
for release, as well providing more time for COMs to establish relationships with
individuals before their release. Furthermore, the reports recommend establishing
a directory of interventions, to help staff and prisoners to identify progression
routes. Keyworking could also be improved by providing protected time for prison
officers for keywork sessions. Lastly, communication could be improved between
the different practitioners involved in OMiC by greater alignment of and access to
ICT systems.

However, although these above recommendations are helpful, they are unlikely to
result in any drastic improvements to OMiC unless there is a significant increase in
staffing numbers in prisons and probation. It is clear that insufficient staffing means
that keyworking is deprioritised, handovers are of poor quality and COMs don’t
have the capacity to establish relationships with individuals before their release.
Once in the community, high caseloads alongside staffing retention issues and insuf-
ficient resettlement services mean that risk-reduction and offence-focused work was
insufficient and there were high levels of recalls related to failures of resettlement.
These issues are further impacted by insufficient and under resourced rehabilitative
services in the community. These two issues are effectively asking the OMiC model to
succeed while tying one arm arounds its back, and this model can’t be fully judged
on its merits until there is sufficient staff to run it at its proper capacity, combined with
access to well-funded services in the community that are essential for resettlement.
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Note

1. There is no universal definition for resettlement. However, it is commonly used in
official policy language in reference to the process of leaving prison and
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returning to society and any support provided for this. See Rubio Arnal (2021)
for a more in-depth exploration of this term and others such as re-entry and
re-integration that are often used interchangeably.

References

Barrett D (2023) ‘From one crisis to another’: probation workers will be redeployed from
Whitehall to prisons due to staffing crisis. The Daily Mail, 14/03/2023. Available at:
https://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-11860557/Probation-workers-redeployed-
Whitehall-prisons-staffing-crisis.html.

Carr N (2022) Speaking with one voice? Probation as a profession and One HMPPS.
Probation Journal 69(4): 413–416.

Cracknell M (2020) Post-Sentence supervision: a case-study of the extension of community
resettlement support for short sentence prisoners. The Probation Journal 67(4): 340–357.

Cracknell M (2021) From the ‘seamless sentence’ to ‘through the gate’: understanding the
common threads of resettlement policy failures. British Journal of Community Justice
17(2): 86–103.

Cracknell M (2022) Running on the treadmill: practitioner experiences of mass supervision.
European Journal of Probation 14(2): 109–127.

Cracknell M (2023a) Trying to make it matter’: the challenges of assimilating a resettlement
culture into a ‘local’ prison. Criminology & Criminal Justice 23(2): 165–182.

Cracknell M (2023b) Horizontal and vertical responsibilisation in the resettlement field. Safer
Communities 22(1): 28–41.

Criminal Justice Joint Inspection (CJJI) (2013) Third aggregate report on offender manage-
ment in prisons: Findings from a series of joint inspections by HM Inspectorate of
Probation and HM Inspectorate of Prisons, December. London: HM Inspectorates of
Probation and HM Inspectorates of Prisons.

Criminal Justice Joint Inspection (CJJI) (2016) An inspection of through the gate resettlement
services for short sentence prisoners. London: HM Inspectorates of Probation and HM
Inspectorates of Prisons.

Criminal Justice Joint Inspection (CJJI) (2017) An inspection of through the gate resettlement ser-
vices for prisoners serving 12 Months or more. London: HM Inspectorates of Probation and
HM Inspectorates of Prisons.

Crow I (2006) Resettling Prisoners, A Review. York: York Publishing.
HM Inspectorate of Probation and HM Inspectorate of Prisons (2022)Offender Management

in Custody – pre-release. Manchester: HM Inspectorate of Probation.
HM Inspectorate of Probation (2023) Offender Management in Custody – post-release.

Manchester: HM Inspectorate of Probation.
Maguire M and Raynor P (1997) The revival of throughcare: rhetoric and reality in automatic

conditional release. The British Journal of Criminology 37(1): 1–14.
Maguire M and Raynor P (2006) End-to-end or end in tears? Prospects for the effectiveness of the

National Offender Management Model. In: Hough M, Allen R and Padel U (eds) Reshaping
probation and prisons, The new offender manager framework. Bristol: Policy Press, pp.21–34.

Maguire M and Raynor P (2017) Offender management in and after prison: The end of the
‘end to end’? Criminology and Criminal Justice 17(2): 138–157.

306 Probation Journal 70(3)

https://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-11860557/Probation-workers-redeployed-Whitehall-prisons-staffing-crisis.html
https://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-11860557/Probation-workers-redeployed-Whitehall-prisons-staffing-crisis.html
https://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-11860557/Probation-workers-redeployed-Whitehall-prisons-staffing-crisis.html


Maguire M and Raynor P (2019) Preparing prisoners for release. In: ugwudike P, Graham H,
McNeill F, Raynor P, Taxman FS and Trotter C (eds) The Routledge Companion to
Rehabilitative Work in Criminal Justice. Oxon: Routledge, pp.520–522.

Mann R, Howard F and Tew J (2018) What is a rehabilitative prison culture? Prison Service
Journal 235: 3–9.

Millings M, Taylor S, Burke L, et al. (2019) Through the gate: the implementation, manage-
ment and delivery of resettlement service provision for short-term prisoners. Probation
Journal 66(1): 77–95.

Raynor P (2020) Resettlement after short prison sentences: what might work in England and
Wales? Probation Journal 67(4): 326–339.

Rubio Arnal A (2021) Post-prison re/integration? A Glasgow case study. Doctoral disserta-
tion. University of Glasgow, Glasgow.

Taylor S, Burke L, Millings M, et al. (2017) Transforming rehabilitation during a penal crisis:
a case study of through the gate services in a resettlement prison in England and Wales.
European Journal of Probation 9(2): 115–131.

Cracknell 307


	 Introduction: Offender Management in Custody explained
	 Issues highlighted in the inspectorate reports
	 The failures of OMiC in context – A familiar set of issues
	 Conclusion: Charting a way forward
	 Note
	 References


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile ()
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 5
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
  /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 false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average
  /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 false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /PDFX1a:2003
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError false
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    33.84000
    33.84000
    33.84000
    33.84000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    9.00000
    9.00000
    9.00000
    9.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV <>
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames false
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks true
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks true
      /AddPageInfo true
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        9
        9
        9
        9
      ]
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks true
      /IncludeHyperlinks true
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MarksOffset 6
      /MarksWeight 0.250000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


