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By Peter Buckland

M
ost people understand the 
big picture: Clean technol-
ogy offers the country an 

opportunity to create jobs, reduce 
our dependence on foreign energy 
sources and fi ght global warming. 
What is not so obvious is how clean 
technology is infl uencing the legal 
profession, specifi cally the provi-
sion of legal services to companies, 
the expertise that clean technology-
focused clients require and what 
role lawyers currently play and can 
play in this industry in the future. 

To understand the infl uence that 
clean technology is having on the 
legal industry, all you need to do 
is pick up a newspaper, turn on the 
television or enter the home page of 
almost every large law fi rm. Clean 
technology is everywhere. Clean 
technology encompasses multiple 
business sectors, including energy 
effi ciency solutions, the smart grid, 
the storage of energy in advanced 
battery products, new building 
materials and the creation of new 
energy sources, such as clean coal, 
solar, biofuels and thermal power. 
Clean technology is being devel-
oped and implemented by multina-
tional corporations, universities, 
government institutions, emerging 
growth companies, venture inves-
tors and entrepreneurs. The rapidly 
growing legal needs of this diverse 
industry have created opportunities 
for law fi rms and legal practitioners 
to assist in the formation, fi nancing, 
growth and regulatory compliance 
of the companies that are deploying 
clean technology and to impact the 
development of the policies being 
created to foster and drive this 
growth. In addition, the provision 
of legal services to clean technology 
companies represents a growing 
revenue opportunity in an environ-
ment in which most practitioners 
and legal fi rms are experiencing a 
signifi cant decrease in demand for 
their services. 

As in technology cycles of the 
past, Silicon Valley is a leader in 
producing emerging growth clean 
technology companies. Many of 
these early stage companies are de-
veloping or supplementing technolo-
gies that were created in university 

laboratories. Law fi rms and legal 
practitioners with experience ne-
gotiating with universities and that 
have relationships with the licens-
ing groups within these universities 
are critically important in establish-
ing successful, long-term partner-
ships. Critical to this success is an 
understanding of royalty structures 
and rates and appropriate allocation 
of the ongoing costs associated with 
technology development. Although 
almost all universities have a man-
date to commercialize the research 
that their faculty creates, having an 
experienced adviser to lead com-
panies to a win-win agreement can 
make the difference between a fund-
able, commercially viable company 
and one that fails. 

Unlike the last cycle of technol-
ogy companies, which focused on, 
among other sectors, the Internet, 
digital media, telecommunications 
and life sciences companies, “clean 
technology” has been around 
for decades and in some cases a 
century or more. Picture the en-
trepreneur or inventor who created 
an industry-changing technology in 
the ‘80s, the end of the last energy 
technology cycle. This entrepre-
neur has spent the last 20 years 
attempting to fi nd funding sources 
for or other partners to develop his 
technology. In the instances where 
companies are formed to develop 
this “new” technology, lawyers need 
to have the skills to trace and track 
the development of this technology 
over an extended period of time and 
potentially to extract this technol-
ogy from past transactions that limit 
or prohibit the ability of these tech-
nologies to be funded. Experienced 
licensing lawyers are necessary and 
critical to facilitate and consummate 
these transactions.

Patent portfolios play a vital role 
in many technology companies, and 
clean technology companies are no 
different. In addition, many of the 
technologies that are being devel-
oped or funded today are second- or 
third-generation technologies. The 
ability to obtain patent protection 
for these technologies and improve-
ments to existing technologies 
require patent attorneys with deep 
domain expertise in chemistry, 
biology and engineering and the 

ability to craft patent strategies that 
take into account the deep pockets 
of existing patent holders, including 
existing oil and gas companies. In 
many cases, clean technologies 
combine aspects of science from 
multiple disciplines that require 
patent lawyers with the ability to 
adapt to radically new processes 
and products. 

A
fter the formation and initial 
development of these tech-
nologies, clean technology 

companies need to fi nance further 
development and growth. Finance 
is an area where lawyers have 
played and will continue to play 
a critical role. Early stage clean 
technology companies have initially 
followed the traditional venture cap-
ital fi nance model, staged rounds of 
fi nancing with a new lead investor 
negotiating an increased valuation 
for subsequent rounds. This model 
has and will continue to serve com-
panies that are focused on energy 
effi ciency solutions and other less 
capital-intensive industries. 

But the economics of the venture 
capital model, which require large 
multiple returns on investment, 
place restrictions on the abil-

ity of venture capital fi rms alone 
to fund some clean technology 
companies. Certain clean technol-
ogy industries, including biofuels, 
geothermal and solar, are incredibly 
capital intensive, with demonstra-
tion plants requiring $50 million to 
$100 million of capital and full-scale 
commercial plants requiring a fac-
tor of four or fi ve times that initial 
investment amount. In addition, the 
current economic environment, the 
severe market corrections of the 
last two quarters and the decima-
tion of the credit markets, have dra-
matically impacted private company 
valuations and their ability to raise 
equity. 

A few notable companies were 
fortunate enough to raise large 
rounds of equity fi nancing before 
the economic downturn struck. 
In those cases, traditional venture 
capital fi rms partnered with hedge 
funds, private equity fi rms and 
strategic investors to raise the large 
amounts of capital, at exceedingly 
high valuations, required by these 
companies. The capital structure 
created as a result of these invest-
ments will be challenged as these 
companies are required to seek 
additional rounds of fi nancing in 

a tough economic environment. 
Many venture capital fi rms will 
lack the capital to preserve their 
investments in these companies and 
most investors that do have capital 
to invest will seek to penalize non-
participating investors. Companies 
will need seasoned fi nance lawyers 
who understand the complexities 
and competing interests involved 
with “down rounds,” recapitaliza-
tions and wash-out fi nancings and 
the divergent interests of various 
company stakeholders. In addition, 
in the current fi nance environment, 
company lawyers must understand 
the corporate governance implica-
tions and pitfalls associated with 
insider lead fi nancing rounds. 

Many capital-intensive clean tech-
nology companies planned on proj-
ect fi nance and capital market trans-
actions to fund the build out of their 
facilities. Project fi nance teams, 
which historically operated in the 
oil and gas and other large-scale, 
project-driven industries, were, for 
the fi rst time, an important part of 
the emerging company lifecycle. 
Prior to the start of the economic 
downturn, project fi nance lawyers 
have been instrumental in helping 
companies fi ll the fi nancing gap 
between the end of the traditional 
venture capital model and profi t-
ability. But the state of the credit 
markets has virtually eliminated 
this funding alternative. Projections 
for the capital markets are equally 
dire. While it is clear that seasoned 
project fi nance and capital market 
lawyers will play an important role 
in the future of clean technology 
fi nance, especially given the likely 
case that such funding source will 
be more demanding and regulated 
than in the past, only time will tell if 
that role will be meaningful in 2009, 
2010 or beyond. 

The current fi nancing landscape 
provides very few options for 
capital-intensive clean technology 
projects. Enter government fi nance. 
Recently, the U.S. Department of 
Energy, the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture and the 2008 Farm Bill 
have been instrumental in subsidiz-
ing emerging clean technology 
sectors, including solar, wind and 
biofuels such as cellulosic ethanol. 
In addition, individual states, in-

cluding California, have adopted 
innovative measures to encourage 
and fund clean technology develop-
ment. Although novel and in many 
cases effective, these measures 
have provided a limited pool of 
capital and tax incentives to a sub-
set of the clean technology indus-
try. Access to much of the capital 
provided by these institutions and 
policies requires a time-consuming 
application and government selec-
tion process. Again, lawyers with 
experience in government grant 
writing and the negotiation of loan 
guarantees are critical in the efforts 
of applicants to obtain these funds. 
Increasingly, clean technology 
companies are relying on lawyers, 
both internally and externally, with 
federal and state government expe-
rience to supplement their fi nance 
capabilities. 

The American Recovery and Re-
investment Act, commonly known 
to most people as the stimulus 
bill, attempts to take the next step 
in bridging the clean technology 
funding gap by allocating additional 
funds to existing Department of 
Energy and Department of Agricul-
ture programs and by funding the 
conversion of government buildings 
to more energy-effi cient facilities. 
Many of these policies are not yet 
formalized. Some might argue that 
clean technology companies now 
have lawyers in Washington decid-
ing which and how privately funded 
technologies will survive. Whether 
that is true, lawyers and law fi rms 
will now play a direct role in infl u-
encing the development of the clean 
technology industry by creating 
and then implementing the policies 
that will fund many clean technol-
ogy companies for the foreseeable 
future. Lawyers and law fi rms that 
have the ability to infl uence these 
policies and enable companies to 
benefi t from them may be the most 
important advisers these companies 
will have.

Peter Buckland is a partner in the 
Palo Alto offi ce of Wilmer Cutler 
Pickering Hale and Dorr. He is a 
member of the corporate practice 
group and a founding member of 
WilmerHale’s energy and clean tech-
nology group.

Lawyers Will Play a Direct Role in Developing Clean Tech Industry

By Lisa L. Halko

“W
ARNING: This area contains chemicals 
known to the State of California to cause 
cancer, or birth defects or other repro-

ductive harm.” You have walked by that sign today: 
in a hotel lobby, in a parking garage, at the gas sta-
tion, at the drug store, at the dentist. Unless you just 
arrived from out of state, you probably don’t notice 
it any more. Technically, the signs are true — but 
they are not informative. Do you need to be told 
that there’s engine exhaust in the parking garage? 
Gasoline at the gas station? Do you need to be told 
that breathing too much engine exhaust might not 
be good for you, especially if you’re pregnant? No. 
The signs are there not to protect you but to prevent 
frivolous litigation against the businesses that post 
them. Diesel and gasoline exhaust are among more 
than 800 substances on California’s list of “chemicals 
known to cause cancer or reproductive toxicity,” 
creating a cause of action against anyone with 10 
employees and a parking lot.

That is not what most people thought they were 
voting for when California passed Proposition 65, the 
Safe Drinking Water and Toxic Enforcement Act of 
1986. The ballot arguments in favor said it would pro-
tect drinking water supplies, and require warnings 
if people’s cancer or birth-defect risk would be in-
creased by exposure to “toxic chemicals.” Deciding 
which chemicals are toxic would be “based strictly 
on scientifi c testing,” because the law “does not apply 
to insignifi cant (safe) amounts of chemicals.”

That didn’t happen. Municipal drinking water is as 
clean and safe as it has ever been, but it is exempt 
from Proposition 65. And instead of warnings about 
real risks, we got signs telling us things we already 
know. 

We also got signs telling us things that aren’t true. 
For example, electrical cords have small amounts of 
lead in them — not enough to hurt anyone, unless 
you plan to grind them up and sprinkle them on your 
oatmeal every day for the rest of your life — but a 
detectable amount. Thanks to Proposition 65, they 
have warnings telling you that they cause cancer 
and birth defects. Well, they don’t. Lead is a public 
health problem when children eat it in paint or play in 
soil contaminated by exhaust from leaded gasoline. 
The elimination of lead-based paint and lead-based 
gasoline has drastically reduced lead poisoning from 
those sources. But Proposition 65 didn’t do that. 
Public health regulation based on true risk-benefi t 
analysis did that. 

Proposition 65 proliferates warnings because a 
trace amount of a suspect chemical is suffi cient to 
constitute a prima facie “exposure.” The defendant 

bears the burden of proving that the amount is 
insignifi cant. Under Proposition 65, an exposure is 
“insignifi cant” if a person could take in that much 
of the chemical every day for a lifetime without an 
increased cancer risk, and could take in 1,000 times 
as much without any reproductive effect. No matter 
how safe the electrical cord, it’s easier and cheaper 
to place the warnings than to prove that in court 
with expert testimony. Businesses post Proposition 
65 signs just so that plaintiffs cannot accuse them of 
“exposing” people to everyday chemicals without a 
warning. The law is particularly hard on retailers, 
who bear the risk of selling products that they do 
not make. 

Businesses that get caught without warnings 
receive notices from private attorneys who sue for 
civil penalties and attorney fees. Since all the exemp-
tions are affi rmative defenses requiring expensive 
expert testimony, most cases settle. Under Proposi-
tion 65, the private plaintiff gets to keep one-fourth 
of the civil penalties (which is why they are also 
called “bounty hunters”), but the real money is in 
attorney fees. Of the $11.8 million in Proposition 65 
settlements that businesses paid in 2007, less than 20 
percent was for civil penalties. More than half was for 
attorney fees, and the rest was for payments “in lieu 
of civil penalties.” 

A
nother common settlement term is “product 
reformulation.” Instead of placing a warning 
on the product, businesses agree to reduce the 

amount of a chemical from one miniscule amount to 
a slightly smaller miniscule amount. Those electrical 
cords, for example: the ones without warnings con-
tain about 200 parts per million lead. The ones with 
warnings contain about 600 parts per million lead. It 
makes no difference to anyone’s health, but it allows 
plaintiffs to claim that they have “made products 
safer” through litigation. Meanwhile, costs go up 
because manufacturers and importers must switch 
from recycled plastics that contain lead at the old 
levels, to new materials with marginally less. 

Has anyone considered whether the excess costs 
are worth it? No. Proposition 65 policy assumes that 
if something can harm you at high levels, it should be 
eliminated completely from commerce. That’s obvi-
ously false. Consider hydrogen oxide, also known 
as water. In its gaseous state, it causes severe burns 
(e.g. from the spout of a teakettle). Inhaling it can kill 
you. But in smaller quantities, it is necessary for life, 
health and cleanliness. Banning it from commerce 
would be a bad idea.

Similar is dibutyl phthalate, also known as DBP, 
which is a plasticizer. Adding small amounts of DBP 
to plastic fi lm, paint, lacquer or caulk makes a prod-

uct more fl exible so that it 
doesn’t chip or crack. It 
doesn’t migrate from the 
products because of the 
shape of the molecule. It 
is perfectly safe for those 
uses. But it is listed under 
Proposition 65 as having 
“reproductive effects” 
because, if you feed enough of it to pregnant 
rats, some of their male offspring will have “reduced 
anogenital distances” at birth. There is no evidence 
of any effect on human beings from DBP. 

Shortly after DBP was listed, California passed AB 
1108, which bans DBP and fi ve other phthalates from 
toys. AB 1108 followed earlier examples of bills 
banning Proposition 65-listed chemicals, such as 
AB 1681, which enacted word for word a Propo-
sition 65 settlement on lead in jewelry. The ban 
is prohibitively diffi cult for retailers because 
phthalates are used in many plastic toys, which 
retailers purchase from thousands of vendors. Chem-
ical testing for phthalates is very expensive, and for it 
to be accurate the product must be destroyed.

By the time the DBP ban went into effect on Jan. 1, 
2009, Congress had passed the Consumer Product 
Safety Improvement Act of 2008, including an 
amendment from Sen. Dianne Feinstein ban-
ning phthalates from toys. The act lowers the 
lead limit for paint from 600 parts per million 
to 90, bans phthalates from toys and requires 
manufacturers and importers to certify compliance 
based on third-party testing. The act’s phthalate ban 
took effect on Feb. 10, 2009.

The Consumer Product Safety Improvement Act 
generalizes Proposition 65’s effects to the rest of 
the country:

The new, “reformulated” limits have no known 
public benefi t. The new limits are prohibitively 
expensive. Retailers’ inventories may or may 
not meet the new limits and destructive test-
ing is expensive. Businesses are required to 
prove safety for products that have never caused any 
harm.

For businesses accustomed to Proposition 65, this 
is business as usual. For the rest of the country, the 
Consumer Product Safety Improvement Act intro-
duces California-style expenses and prohibitions 
that increase costs and decrease product qual-
ity while accomplishing nothing. 

Lisa L. Halko, a shareholder in the Sacramento 
offi ce of Greenberg Traurig, practices environmental 
and land use law in California courts and administra-
tive agencies.

Warning: Frivolous Signage Ahead



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize false
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /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 <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /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 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 /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [936.000 1584.000]
>> setpagedevice


