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Building Regional Capacity to Support Schools and Districts in Need of Improvement Under NCLB

Introduction

The American Institutes for Research (AIR), as a partner in the California Comprehensive Center at
WestEd, identified five states with comprehensive regional systems for supporting districts and schools
in need of improvement under the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001. We then interviewed
selected state education agency (SEA) staff in the five states — Georgia, lllinois, New York, Ohio, and
Texas — to learn about their regional capacity-building strategies and to identify common system
characteristics.'

The intent of this report is purely descriptive. That is, we have not attempted to evaluate the states’
regional systems in any way. Consequently, we do not know how effective these systems are in
improving schools and districts, nor the extent to which the systems are implemented as intended.

In this summary we first describe how we selected the states for our sample. Next, we summarize the
five states’ demographics, regional structures, funding sources, service models, and staffing. Finally, we
describe strategies and processes for building capacity at the regional level from the point of view of
SEA staff.

State Selection

We selected states that have comprehensive regional systems for supporting schools and districts in
need of improvement under NCLB. We defined the key elements of a comprehensive regional system
as follows:

I. A mission statement or a set of goals related to school and district improvement;

2. Funded with the aim of providing services to schools and districts in need of improvement;

3. Provision of specific school and district improvement services; and

4. Designated staff to carry out these services.
Through expert nominations, web searches and literature reviews, we selected a sample of five states
— Georgia, lllinois, New York, Ohio, and Texas. While other states have regional systems in place, the

states in our sample appeared to have the most comprehensive regional systems for supporting
districts and schools in need of improvement under NCLB.

' We initially interviewed and reported on lowa as well. However, although lowa has a regional system of support,
its main purpose is not to provide support to schools and districts in need of improvement under NCLB, partly
because lowa has relatively few schools and districts in need of improvement (I percent and 4 percent, respec-
tively, in 2006-07). We therefore chose not to include lowa as an example of a state with a comprehensive re-
gional system of support for the purpose of this report.
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We initially created state profiles that summarized each of the five states’ structure and organization,
funding sources, service models, and regional staffing. We then conducted interviews with SEA staff to
confirm the information in the state profiles and learn about each state’s strategies for building the
capacity of regional support staff and providers. The information in the interviews was analyzed across
the states to identify common system characteristics and strategies to build regional capacity.

State Demographics

We provide an overview of each state’s demographics in terms of its size and the percentages of
schools and districts in need of improvement. This information provides the context for understanding
each state’s regional system of district and school support.

As shown in the table below, the demographics of the five states vary widely. In 2006-07, Georgia had
the smallest number of students, with about 1.6 million students, and Texas had the most, with
approximately 4.6 million students. States also varied in the percentage of schools and districts that had
been identified for improvement, corrective action, or restructuring under NCLB. Only four percent of
schools in Texas were in improvement, corrective action, or restructuring in 2006-07, compared with
almost one-fifth (19 percent) of schools in Ohio. In 2006-07, Texas also had the lowest percentage of
districts in improvement or corrective action (5 percent), and lllinois had the highest percentage (17
percent).

Number/ Number/
Percentage of Schools Percentage of
in Improvement, Districts in
Number of Number of Corrective Action, or Number of Improvement or
Students in Schools in Restructuring Districtsin ~ Corrective Action
State State* State** 2006-07** State** 2006-07**
Georgia 1,598,461 2,100 186 (9%) 180 18 (10%)
Ohio 1,839,683 3,599 669 (19%) 613 69 (11%)
lllinois 2,111,706 3,888 509 (13%) 871 150 (17%)
New York 2,815,581 4,669 506 (11%) 794 56 (7%)
Texas™* 4,576,933 8,061 286 (4%) 1,222 58 (5%)

* Data retrieved January 2008 from http://www.schooldatadirect.org/
** Data retrieved January 2008 from http://www.centerii.org/centerlIPublic/

*#* Data provided by the Texas Education Agency in May 2008

Structures of Regional Systems

There is significant variation in the structure of regional systems across states. Broadly speaking, four of
the five states (Georgia, lllinois, New York, and Texas) have two-layered regional structures, with a
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new layer added on top of an older regional layer. Ohio recently integrated all of its regional pieces
into one overall system. Below, we describe these regional structures in more detail.

Georgia, lllinois, New York, and Texas all have two layers of regional support; New York’s newer layer
was added in 2000, prior to NCLB, whereas the other three states added a second layer in response
to NCLB. In Georgia, the original layer is the |6 Regional Education Services Agencies (RESAs), and the
newer layer is composed of five Regional Support Teams (RSTs). Both layers provide school and
district improvement services.

In lllinois, the original layer consists of 45 Regional Offices of Education (ROEs), which are grouped by
counties across lllinois. The Illinois State Board of Education (ISBE) created the Regional Service
Provider (RESPRO) system in 2002-2003 in response to the large number of schools designated as in
need of improvement under NCLB. Ten RESPROs work in collaboration with the 45 ROEs.

In New York, the Board of Cooperative Educational Services (BOCES) system has existed since the
1940s, with 38 BOCES that provide shared educational programs and services to school districts.”
New York created seven Regional School Support Centers (RSSCs) in 2000. These centers work
collaboratively with three other state-wide networks—Special Education Training and Resource
Centers (SETRC:s), Bilingual ESL Technical Assistance Centers (BETACs), and the Statewide Student
Support Network (SSSNs)—to support schools and districts in need of improvement. Most of the
RSSCs are operated by BOCES.

Texas has 20 Educational Service Centers (ESCs) that were established in the 1970’s. All 20 ESCs
provide general and special education support to the schools and districts in their service areas. In
addition, two ESCs (Region |3 and Region |6) host statewide initiatives focusing on school
improvement and operate independently from the hosting ESCs. Region 13 houses the School
Improvement Resource Center (SIRC). This center focuses on providing assistance to all schools in
Needs Improvement status in the state. Region |6 hosts another statewide initiative that focuses on all
Potential schools—those that have missed Annual Yearly Progress (AYP) for one year. In addition,
Region 16 oversees professional development for Title | schools and coordinates parent involvement
efforts statewide. The Texas Education Agency (TEA) considers these two statewide initiatives and the
Texas Comprehensive Center to be partners in their statewide system of school support.

Ohio’s integrated system came into existence in July of 2007. At this time, Ohio changed its system of
regional support from separate Regional School Improvement Teams (RSITs) and Centers of Special
Education to a combined network of |16 State Support Teams (SSTs) in order to consolidate services
and to encourage communication among these previously disconnected but related school and district
improvement efforts.?

2 http://www.monroe2boces.org/about.cfm

3 Ohio still has Information Technology Centers (ITCs), but Regional Advisory Councils coordinate all efforts in
each region.
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Funding of Regional Systems

The source of funding to regional school and district improvement systems also varies significantly
from state to state. Regional systems are funded with a combination of federal, state, and local funds.
lllinois, New York, and Texas use mainly federal funds for their school and district improvement
efforts. A larger proportion of these funds (approximate $3 million) are allocated to the two regional
offices in Texas (in particular Region 13) that serve statewide functions.* In lllinois and New York, the
RESPRO and RSSC systems are each funded using about $20 million of federal money (e.g., Title | and
I, Reading First, IDEA funds). Conversely, the five Regional Support Teams in Georgia have $1 |
million in state funds, and the 16 RESAs receive about $12 million in local funds. Finally, Ohio has been
able to pool all of its funding (about $50 million) from a combination of approximately $30 million in
state funding (school improvement and literacy funds) and about $20 million in federal funding (from
IDEA) to pay for its integrated system.

In all five states, the funding level in each region is determined by school and district improvement
needs.’ Three states, Ohio (SSTs), lllinois (RESPROs), and New York (RSSCs), use a competitive RFP
process by region to fund agencies to administer their regional services on two- to five-year contracts.

Regional Service Models

All of these states’ regional systems provide services to both schools and districts in improvement
(with an emphasis on the school level in most of the states) and use similar overall improvement
processes. These processes usually include data analysis and identification of school and district needs,
development of goals and creation of school and district improvement plans, targeted professional
development and technical assistance in the areas identified for improvement, and progress monitoring.

In addition, all five regional systems have some degree of autonomy from the SEA. As mentioned,
Ohio, lllinois, and New York issue RFPs for agencies to provide regional services on two- to five-year
contracts. In these states, the SEA works with the regional levels to determine deliverables and
performance standards, and provides some monitoring and professional development. Once agencies
are contracted to the states, they have a high degree of autonomy in how they implement school
improvement strategies as long as they are meeting the specific deliverables set out in their contracts.
Texas has a grant application process for its ESCs with predetermined performance measures that are
monitored annually. Georgia appears to provide the most oversight of their regional system since SEA
staff serve on each of the state’s five Regional Support Teams.

Finally, three states (Georgia, Ohio, and Texas) use a tiered approach to providing school and district
improvement services. They all prioritize the schools and districts with the greatest needs, but do so in

* Other Texas ESC services not related to school and district improvement are funded by the state.

® Ohio also takes into consideration the needs of students with disabilities in addition to school and district im-
provement needs.
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different ways. In Georgia, the 16 RESAs focus on schools and districts in their first and second years
of improvement, whereas the five state Regional Support Teams address schools and districts that have
been in improvement for three years or longer. Similarly, the SIRC, located in Region 13 in Texas, is
specifically designated to serve all schools in Needs Improvement status, whereas the Title | Statewide
School Support/Parental Involvement Initiative located within Region 16 focuses on Potential
schools—those that have missed AYP for one year. In addition, Region |3 provides schools in Stage |
of school improvement with an administrative mentor and schools in Stage 2 with intensive technical
assistance provider support focusing on implementing an effective school reform strategy. In Ohio,
funding is prioritized by district need: 80 percent of the funding goes to priority districts, |5 percent to
districts at risk, and 5 percent to region-wide professional development and technical assistance for all
districts.

Staffing at Regional Levels

Across the five states, most staffing decisions are made at the regional level. In four of the states
(Georgia, New York, Ohio, and Texas), regional leadership (e.g., Executive Directors in Texas) are
appointed by regional-level boards. Only in lllinois is the regional leadership, in the form of Regional
Superintendents, elected.

Most states have few staff members devoted to school and district improvement at the state level. In
lllinois, for example, five state-level staff oversee the overall process, but it is the ten RESPROs that
carry out the work. Each RESPRO includes up to ten part-time staff members, and all RESPROs hire
experienced educators. Similarly, Texas has four full-time staff dedicated to school and district
improvement at the state level. Most school improvement work takes place in the SIRC and the Title |
Statewide School Support/Parental Involvement Initiative located within two of the ESCs, with about 12
and 6 staff members, respectively, as well as through hired administrative mentors, site visit specialists,
and technical assistance providers. In Ohio, six regional managers at the state level oversee two to
three regions each. At the regional level, the 16 State Support Teams employ about 300 staff across
the state. In contrast to lllinois, Texas, and Ohio, Georgia’s School Improvement Division employs 96
staff, most of whom work in the field. Three SEA staff serve on each of the five Regional Support
Teams, and other staff members serve as leadership facilitators in schools that have been in
improvement for three years or longer.

Strategies for Building Regional Capacity

Regional capacity building is defined here by the overall strategies that the five states reported using for
building capacity at the regional level to assists districts and schools in need of improvement. Each state
was asked which specific steps they had undertaken to build capacity at regional levels. These steps
included coordinating and aligning services, building relationships, and engaging stakeholders, as
described below.

Georgia’s overarching regional capacity building strategy, as described by the Georgia SEA
representative, is based on “the three Cs—Communication, Coordination, and Collaboration.” As an
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example, each of the five Regional Support Teams holds monthly meetings with the Regional Education
Support Services Agencies in its region. In addition, the School Improvement Division meets five times
a year with the 16 RESAs and other state school improvement agencies (e.g., Georgia Learning
Resources Systems, Educational Technology Training Centers, colleges and universities) to coordinate
school improvement efforts and align support, language used, and resources in the field.

Related to the communication, coordination, and collaboration strategy is an emphasis on developing a
common language and ensuring uniformity so that everyone speaks with the same voice and
implements processes the same way. The Georgia state representative explained it this way: “If a state
school improvement person were to go into a school and RESA went into the school, everybody uses
the same language.”

To enhance communication, lllinois holds monthly meetings between SEA staff, RESPROs, and state
associations (e.g., Association of School Boards and Association of School Administrators). Ohio holds
an annual school improvement leadership conference, which entails four days of professional
development, focusing on coordination and integration of improvement efforts. Texas also holds an
annual conference focusing on technical assistance for schools in improvement, as well as three-day
quarterly meetings to provide school support team staff with updates and trainings on the latest
research-based strategies for school improvement. Finally, New York conducts quarterly reviews of
Regional School Support Centers. As the New York state representative noted, “You have to make
sure that, if they are an extension of the State Education Agency, you have to keep them close and
work with them in partnership and give them credibility.”

State representatives also noted the importance of breaking down silos within state departments (i.e.,
working collaboratively across departments) and avoiding competition between SEAs and regional
offices. Again, increasing the communication, coordination, and collaboration both within and across
agencies and levels can decrease competition and break down silos.

Building trust and ensuring buy-in was another capacity building strategy noted by some state
representatives. Ensuring buy-in and building trust is important at all levels. In particular, districts and
schools must come to trust the providers; one way to do this is to ensure that districts and schools
have some input in developing the process and choosing who their providers are. Central to building
trust and ensuring buy-in is an effort to engage stakeholders—including regional and local stakeholders
and others (such as state associations and universities). As noted above, both lllinois and Georgia are
engaging these types of stakeholders in the process.

Because some state departments have very few staff dedicated to school and district improvement
efforts, it becomes important for them to rely on regional providers and even more important for
them to retain them. Increasing communication, coordination, and collaboration between the state and
regional levels is a way to increase providers’ knowledge and ownership of the process as well as their
retention.
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Conclusion

We found significant variation in the structure of regional systems and funding sources across states.
There is more uniformity in the service models and staffing in the five states. All states’ regional
systems provide services to both schools and districts in improvement and use similar overall
improvement processes. In addition, in all five states, most staffing decisions are made at the regional
level. The overarching regional capacity building strategy noted by Georgia is predicated on what they
describe as the three Cs—Communication, Coordination, and Collaboration. Most strategies identified
through the five SEA interviews fell under this general theme. For example, the five state
representatives all reported holding regular meetings and training as a way to enhance communication,
coordination, and collaboration. In addition, some SEA staff emphasized the importance of using
common language and ensuring uniformity, breaking down silos and avoiding competition, building trust
and ensuring process buy-in, engaging all stakeholders in the process, and, finally, relying on providers
and retaining them.

Page 8




	Mette Huberman,  American Institutes for Research

	Lindsay Poland,  American Institutes for Research

	California Comprehensive Center at WestEd 

	May 2008

	Page #

	Introduction

	State Selection

	Page #

	State Demographics

	Structures of Regional Systems

	Page #

	Page #

	Funding of Regional Systems

	Regional Service Models 

	Page #

	Staffing at Regional Levels

	Strategies for Building Regional Capacity

	Page #

	Page #

	Conclusion 



<<

  /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

  /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



  /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



