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Abstract 
This paper presents a new advanced frequency-domain operational modal analysis 
method that is able to deal with uncertainties. The idea is that uncertainties in the 
measurements (noise) should be taken into account when estimating the modal 
parameters of the tested structure, and that also confidence bounds on the modal 
parameters are estimated. The starting point for the new developments is the 
PolyMAX method that became quite popular in the field of experimental and 
operational modal analysis. Operational modal analysis, which is the domain in 
which this paper is situated, refers to the fact that the structure is tested in its 
operational conditions and that only response data are available (e.g. bridge 
acceleration response data due to unmeasurable wind or traffic excitation). The main 
advantages of PolyMAX are its computational efficiency and the very clear 
stabilisation diagrams it yields even in the case of highly-damped systems and noisy 
measurements. Moreover, the numerical stability of the algorithm allows for a large-
bandwidth and high-model order analysis and makes it suitable both for lowly- and 
highly-damped structures. In this paper, an iterative maximum likelihood estimation 
method is introduced as an extension to PolyMAX of which the main benefits 
become clear in case of very noisy data and in cases where the estimation of 
confidence bounds on the modal parameters is of interest. This “PolyMAX Plus” 
approach will be illustrated using railway bridge vibration data that was acquired 
during the execution of the FADLESS research project. 

 
Keywords: operational modal analysis, noise, uncertainty, confidence bounds, 
PolyMAX Plus. 
 
1 Introduction 

Over the last decades, a number of algorithms have been developed to estimate 
modal parameters from measured frequency or impulse response function data (or in 
case of operational modal analysis (OMA): … from measured cross spectra or cross 
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correlations.). A very popular implementation of the frequency-domain linear least 
squares estimator optimized for modal parameter estimation is called polyreference 
least-squares complex frequency-domain (pLSCF) estimator [1], also known as 
PolyMAX [2]. PolyMAX is a poly-reference version of the LSCF estimator [3] that 
was originally developed as a starting value generator for the iterative Maximum 
Likelihood Estimator (MLE) [4]. However, it was found that these “starting values” 
were already quite accurate. In addition, the main advantages of PolyMAX are its 
computational efficiency and the very clear stabilization diagrams. 

Recently there has been an interest to apply stochastic estimators to modal 
analysis applications. These stochastic methods take into account the noise on the 
data and provide confidence bounds on the modal parameter estimates. The above-
mentioned iterative frequency-domain MLE method is such a method [4][5]. The 
application to OMA is discussed in [6][7]. Also time-domain stochastic subspace 
identification methods can be used to estimate the confidence bounds on the OMA 
results [8]. 

In this paper, the PolyMAX Plus method will be discussed that keeps the 
advantages of PolyMAX and adds some maximum likelihood estimation (MLE) 
features such as the proper handling of uncertainty, estimation of confidence bounds 
and improved results in case of very noisy data. The method consists of 3 stages: 

 
1. “Smoothing” of measurement functions such as frequency response functions 

(FRFs) or half spectra using a blind MLE fit. 
2. Mode selection by applying PolyMAX to the smoothed data and constructing 

a stabilization diagram. 
3. Estimation of the confidence bounds from an MLE modal model formulation. 
 
The method was initially described in [9]. In this paper, also the application of the 

method to a numerical example originating from [10] was discussed. In this 
example, various levels of noise were added to the simulation results and it was 
shown that the deterministic methods underestimated the damping ratio of highly-
damped and weakly-excited modes. It was proven in [9] that the PolyMAX Plus 
method was able to yield accurate modal parameter estimates even with very high 
noise levels. In [11], the 3rd stage of the PolyMAX Plus method, frequency-domain 
MLE applied to the modal model formulation, is explained in detail. 

In Section 2, the PolyMAX Plus method for OMA will be discussed and in 
Section 3 a case study is presented: the application of the method to the Trezói 
Bridge, a steel railway bridge in Portugal. 
 

 
2 The PolyMAX Plus method 

In [12], the PolyMAX modal parameter estimation method for operational modal 
analysis was introduced. It was shown that the modal decomposition of half spectra 
(i.e. the Fourier transform of the positive time lags of the auto- and cross-correlation 
functions) has a similar structure as the modal decomposition of frequency response 
functions (FRFs): 
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in which ∈ω+ )(yyS ԧ io NN ×  is the half spectrum matrix, where oN  is the number of 
outputs; iN  is the number of reference outputs; n  is the number of complex 
conjugated mode pairs; *•  is the complex conjugate of a matrix; { }∈iv ԧ oN  are the 
mode shapes; >∈< ig ԧ iN×1 are the so-called operational reference factors, which 
replace the modal participation factors in case of output-only data; and iλ  are the 
poles, which are related to the eigenfrequencies iω  and damping ratios iξ  as 
follows: 

 iiiiii j ωξ−±ωξ−=λλ 2* 1,  (2) 

The lower and upper residuals, ∈URLR,  Թ io NN × , have been introduced to model the 
influence of the out-of-band modes in the considered frequency band. 

A poly-reference method such as PolyMAX yields a set of poles and 
corresponding operational reference factors from the interpretation of the 
stabilization diagram [12]. The mode shapes and the lower and upper residuals are 
then readily obtained by solving Equation (1) in a linear least-squares sense. This 
second step is commonly called least-squares frequency-domain (LSFD) method. 

 
 

 
2.1 First stage: Maximum Likelihood Estimator 
The method will be illustrated for FRFs, but as explained in previous paragraph, the 
FRF matrix can be replaced by the half spectrum matrix. Assuming the measured 
FRFs to be uncorrelated, the maximum likelihood cost function reduces to [4]: 
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where )( koiH ω  and )( kHoi
ωσ  are the measured FRF and its standard deviation at 

frequency kω . The summations run over the number of outputs oN , the number of 
inputs iN  and the number of frequency lines fN . The FRF model ),(ML θωkoiH  is a 
common-denominator model, where the numerator and denominator polynomials 
are expressed in the z-domain. The polynomial coefficients θ  are estimated by 
minimizing equation (3). This can be done by means of a Gauss-Newton 
optimization algorithm, which takes advantage of the quadratic form of the cost 
function. The Levenberg-Marquardt algorithm is used to ensure a continuous 
decrease of the cost function during the iterations. 

Alternatively, the MLE-like logarithmic estimator minimizes the following cost 
function: 
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This logarithmic estimator has nearly MLE properties and is more robust against the 
noise assumptions made as well as outliers, and can handle measurements with a 
large dynamic range. More details on the algorithm can be found in [9] and the 
references cited therein. 

 
 
 

2.2 Second stage: PolyMAX applied to the MLE synthesized model 
Despite the nice statistical properties of MLE, some hurdles still need to be taken to 
make it a practical method compatible with the “state-of-the-use” in modal 
parameter estimation: 

 
• Often a stabilization diagram is used to distinguish real poles from numerical 

poles [13]. Due to the iterative character of the method, it is rather time-
consuming to construct an MLE stabilization diagram. Also the resulting 
diagram is not so easy to interpret as in case of PolyMAX [9]. 

• The FRF model considered in MLE is a common-denominator model, which 
is not fully compatible to a poly-reference modal model. 

 
Therefore, it is proposed to apply MLE using a fixed model order (i.e. without 

constructing a stabilization diagram) and post-process the synthesized FRFs using 
the PolyMAX method [1][2][12]. 
 
 

 
2.3 Third stage: Estimation of the confidence bounds from an 

MLE modal model formulation 
After having identified a modal model (1), the confidence bounds on the modal 
parameter estimates still have to be computed. The basic principle is that the 
uncertainty on the measurement data 

oiHσ  is propagated to an uncertainty on the 
modal parameter estimates (standard deviation of eigenfrequency 

iω
σ  and damping 

ratio 
iξ

σ : 
 

iioiH ξω σσ→σ ,  (5) 

The (analytical) relation between the covariances of the FRFs and the covariances of 
the MLE model parameters is given by the Jacobian matrix evaluated during the last 
iteration step of the Gauss-Newton algorithm. The confidence bounds on frequency 
and damping estimates can then be calculated from the covariances of the MLE 
model parameters [7]. 

In the particular case of PolyMAX Plus, the MLE cost function like in equation 
(3) is formulated, but the FRF model is a modal model like in equation (1). Also, the 
2nd stage modal parameters are retained and no iterative process is started, but only 
the Jacobian is calculated in order to calculate the covariances of the modal 
parameters. Details on the specific implementation for the MLE method applied to a 
modal model can be found in [11]. 
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3 Case study: Operational Modal Analysis of a railway 
bridge 

3.1 Trezói Bridge 
The Trezói Birdge is a riveted metallic bridge (1956) and a part of an international 
railway line linking Portugal to Spain. It has a total length of 126 m, with three 
spans of 39 m, 48 m and 39 m. The two main beams have a height of 5.68 m. The 
distance between each vertical profile is 6.00 m in the first and third spans and 6.50 
m in the central span. The bridge has a constant width of 4.40 m, throughout its 
length (Figure 1). The Laboratory of Vibrations and Structural Monitoring (ViBest) 
of FEUP (Faculty of Engineering at the University of Porto) was performing 
ambient vibration tests on this bridge as part of a larger effort to assess its the fatigue 
[14][15][16]. 

 

 
Figure 1: Trezói Bridge (Courtesy FEUP [14]). 

 
Figure 2: Location of the 19 instrumented sections (Courtesy FEUP). 

Accelerations due to ambient vibrations were measured along three orthogonal 
directions at 19 sections at the top of one of the main beams Figure 2. In each “run” 
of 12 minutes, a seismograph was placed at point 11 (reference), and two others 
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were placed successively at the 18 remaining points of measurement. In a last run 
(“Run10”), the ambient responses at both sides of the reference section were 
measured, allowing distinguishing between vertical and torsional modes. A view on 
the data acquisition is given in Figure 3. 

  
Figure 3: Placement of the seismographs (Courtesy FEUP [14]). 

 
 

3.2 Data 
The time recordings of a vertical reference sensor during the 10 different runs are 
represented in Figure 4. During most of the runs, ambient vibrations were captured, 
but during Run2, Run5 and Run8, a high-amplitude event occurred – most probably 
a train passage. The power spectra of these signals are shown in Figure 5. Whereas 
most of the spectra agree well on dominant resonance peaks, again Run2, Run5 and 
Run8 show a different spectrum where the resonances are less visible. Therefore, the 
high-amplitude events have been cut out of the data before further analysis. Figure 6 
shows the power spectra of the reference sensor in transversal (Y) and vertical 
direction (Z) after discarding the high-amplitude events. Although these sensors 
remain at the same location during all 10 runs, the spectra differ from one run to 
another due to differences in ambient excitation (wind loading). Nevertheless, the 
resonance peaks agree well between the different runs. 
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Figure 4: Time series from vertical (Z) reference sensor measured during all 10 runs. 
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Figure 5: Power spectra from vertical (Z) reference sensor measured during all 10 

runs. 
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Figure 6: Power spectra from transversal (Y) and vertical (Z) reference sensor 
measured during all 10 runs. The resonance peaks are indicated with a cursor. 

 
3.3 PolyMAX Plus results 
Both the PolyMAX and the PolyMAX Plus method have been applied to the Trezói 
Bridge data. Figure 7 shows the stabilization diagrams from both methods. They can 
hardly be distinguished from each other, indicating that PolyMAX Plus is indeed 
able to retain the property of clear stabilization diagrams. 

Figure 8 shows the measured half spectra, the PolyMAX Plus synthesized spectra 
and the “uncertainty” (i.e. standard deviation) on the data. In classical modal 
analysis, the data variance is related to the coherence between input and output. In 
operational (or output-only) modal analysis, the variances of the spectra that could 
be computed during the spectral averaging process have to be used with care. 
Indeed, it is not guaranteed that the excitation is stationary across the different data 
segments and the differences in spectra can be due to noise and differences in the 
excitation. Therefore, a smoothed residual error approach is adopted instead to  
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estimate the data variance. It consists of computing the difference between measured 
spectra and the MLE synthesis (from the 1st stage; see Section 2.1) and applying a 
smoothing across the frequency lines. These smoothed residual errors are 
represented by the dashed lines in Figure 8. 

Some typical mode shapes from the bridge after merging the results from all 10 
runs are presented in Figure 9. 

 
 
 

 
Figure 7: Run1 Stabilization diagrams: (Left) PolyMAX; (Right) PolyMAX Plus. 
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Figure 8: Run1 PolyMAX Plus results representing the measured spectra (red), 
synthesized spectra (green) and the “uncertainty” on the spectra (blue-dashed). 
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Figure 9: Some mode shapes merged together from 10 different runs. From left to 
right and top to bottom: 1st transversal bending, 2nd transversal bending, vertical 

bending, torsional mode. 

 
 
 
 

 
 
From the data uncertainty, the confidence bounds on the estimated frequencies 

and damping ratios are computed as explained in Section 2.3. The results are 
represented in Table 1 for different data pre-processing choices (exponential 
window) in Run1 and in Table 2 for all 10 runs. 

The following observations can be made from Table 1: 
 

• Results for different values of the exponential window agree well. 
PolyMAX Plus yields results that are quite independent of the data pre-
processing. 

• In general, the uncertainties on the estimates become larger if a weaker 
exponential window was used (1% means very strong exponential 
window, 100% means no exponential window). This seems logical, as an 
exponential window reduces the noise on the data and hence the 
uncertainty on the estimates. 

• As indicated by the colorbars, the relative uncertainty across the modes is 
very similar for all settings of the exponential window. 

• The absolute uncertainties are perhaps unexpectedly low. However, this is 
in agreement with the very low data uncertainty within a single run (see 
dashed line in Figure 8). 
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Mode f [Hz] s_f [Hz] xi [%] s_xi [%] f [Hz] s_f [Hz] xi [%] s_xi [%] f [Hz] s_f [Hz] xi [%] s_xi [%]
1 2.9438 0.0000 0.1296 0.0005 2.9437 0.0000 0.1338 0.0008 2.9439 0.0000 0.1353 0.0006
2 3.6488 0.0001 0.3046 0.0035 3.6490 0.0001 0.3045 0.0040 3.6484 0.0002 0.2706 0.0060
3 3.8754 0.0000 0.0939 0.0004 3.8751 0.0000 0.1009 0.0003 3.8752 0.0000 0.0942 0.0004
4 5.4193 0.0000 0.1541 0.0007 5.4165 0.0001 0.1382 0.0010 5.4182 0.0000 0.1102 0.0008
5 5.9464 0.0002 0.2653 0.0033 5.9460 0.0003 0.2612 0.0052 5.9456 0.0004 0.1880 0.0069
6 5.9997 0.0001 0.1538 0.0023 5.9991 0.0002 0.1689 0.0034 5.9978 0.0003 0.1932 0.0051
7 6.7304 0.0004 0.1697 0.0061 6.7298 0.0004 0.1683 0.0066 6.7341 0.0007 0.1460 0.0105
8 6.8212 0.0007 0.2281 0.0103 6.8243 0.0007 0.2310 0.0107 6.8297 0.0010 0.1696 0.0144
9 6.9782 0.0012 0.3747 0.0170 6.9616 0.0007 0.2211 0.0110 6.9757 0.0015 0.1032 0.0221
10 7.0405 0.0008 0.7978 0.0111 7.0266 0.0004 0.1895 0.0066 7.0202 0.0012 0.3005 0.0176
11 8.2722 0.0004 0.4045 0.0044 8.2751 0.0004 0.3772 0.0052 8.2708 0.0006 0.3389 0.0076

Exponential window = 1% Exponential window = 10% Exponential window = 100%

 
Table 1: Run1 estimated modal parameters for different values of the exponential 

window (1%, 10%, 100%) used during pre-processing. Following columns are 
included: eigenfrequencies (f), standard deviation of eigenfrequencies (s_f), 

damping ratios (xi), standard deviation of damping ratios (s_xi). 

The following observations can be made from Table 2: 
 

• In this table, less modes are present than in Table 1. The reason is that 
here, only the modes have been retained that could be estimated in all 
runs. 

• The difference between the sample standard deviations computed from 
the results of all runs and the PolyMAX Plus standard deviations is about 
one or two orders of magnitudes. This can be explained as follows. The 
standard deviations estimated by PolyMAX Plus represent the data 
variance of a single run. The sample standard deviations computed from 
all 10 run results also include changes that may occur between runs: the 
sensors are at different locations on the bridge (except for the reference 
sensors), different excitation levels (trains, ambient), temperature 
differences, … 

• Despite these large differences in absolute sense, the relative standard 
deviations computed across the modes seem to agree quite well. 

sample 
mean

sample 
std

mean 
std

sample 
mean

sample 
std

mean 
std

Mode f [Hz] f [Hz] f [Hz] xi [%] xi [%] xi [%]
1 2.9391 0.0057 0.0000 0.1653 0.0506 0.0006
2 3.8901 0.0126 0.0001 0.2020 0.0891 0.0031
3 5.4136 0.0056 0.0000 0.2243 0.1126 0.0008
4 6.0137 0.0071 0.0001 0.1889 0.0749 0.0010
5 7.0904 0.0383 0.0003 0.3062 0.1921 0.0047
6 8.2810 0.0172 0.0003 0.4131 0.2499 0.0044  

Table 2: Statistics on the modal parameters estimated from 10 different runs. The 
sample mean and sample standard deviation (std) are obtained by simply applying 
statistics to the estimates from the 10 runs. The mean of the standard deviations is 

obtained by averaging the PolyMAX Plus estimates of the standard deviation at each 
run. 
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4 Conclusions 

In this paper, the PolyMAX Plus method was discussed that keeps the advantages of 
PolyMAX (computationally efficient, clear stabilization diagram) and adds some 
maximum likelihood estimation (MLE) features such as the proper handling of 
uncertainty, estimation of confidence bounds and improved results in case of very 
noisy data. The method consists of 3 stages: statistically optimal MLE data 
smoothing, PolyMAX mode selection, confidence bounds from MLE modal model 
formulation. The OMA variant of PolyMAX Plus was applied to data from the 
Trezói Bridge measured in 10 different runs. This data allowed getting experience 
with the confidence bounds as delivered by the method. It seems that these 
confidence bounds are useful to distinguish easily identifiable modes from weakly 
excited and/or noisy modes. 
 
Acknowledgements 

The authors acknowledge the financial support granted in the framework of the EC 
Research Fund for Coal and Steel RTD project RFSR-CT-2009-00027 “FADLESS” 
(Fatigue Damage Control and Assessment for Railways Bridges). 

The ViBest team of FEUP is gratefully acknowledged for providing the bridge 
vibration data. 

 
References 

[1] P. Guillaume, P. Verboven, S. Vanlanduit, H. Van der Auweraer, B. Peeters, 
“A poly-reference implementation of the least-squares complex frequency-
domain estimator,” Proc. IMAC 21, Kissimmee (FL), USA, February 2003. 

[2] B. Peeters, H. Van der Auweraer, P. Guillaume, J. Leuridan, “The PolyMAX 
frequency-domain method: a new standard for modal parameter estimation?”, 
Shock and Vibration, 11, 395-409, 2004. 

[3] H. Van der Auweraer, P. Guillaume, P. Verboven, S. Vanlanduit, “Application 
of a fast-stabilizing frequency domain parameter estimation method,” ASME 
Journal of Dynamic Systems, Measurement, and Control, 123(4):651-658, 
2001. 

[4] P. Guillaume, P. Verboven, S. Vanlanduit, “Frequency-domain maximum 
likelihood identification of modal parameters with confidence intervals”, Proc. 
ISMA 23, Leuven, Belgium, September 1998. 

[5] R. Pintelon, J. Schoukens. System Identification: a Frequency Domain 
Approach. IEEE Press, New York, 2001. 

[6] L. Hermans, H. Van der Auweraer, P. Guilaume, “A frequency-domain 
maximum likelihood approach for the extraction of modal parameters from 
output-only data”, Proc. ISMA 23, Leuven, Belgium, September 1998. 

[7] R. Pintelon, P. Guillaume, J. Schoukens, “Uncertainty calculation in 
(operational) modal analysis”, Mechanical System and Signal Processing, 
21(6):2359-2373, 2007. 



12 

[8] E. Reynders, R. Pintelon, G. De Roeck, “Uncertainty bounds on modal 
parameters obtained from Stochastic Subspace Identification”, Mechanical 
Systems and Signal Processing, 22(4):948-969, 2008. 

[9] M.E. El-Kafafy, P. Guillaume, B. Peeters, F. Marra, G. Coppotelli. Advanced 
frequency-domain modal analysis for dealing with measurement noise and 
parameter uncertainty. Proc. IMAC 2012, Jacksonville (FL), USA, 30 January 
– 2 February 2012. 

[10] M. Böswald, D. Göge, U. Füllekrug, Y. Govers, “A review of experimental 
modal analysis methods with respect to their applicability to test data of large 
aircraft”, Proc. ISMA 2006, Leuven, Belgium, 2006. 

[11] M. El-kafafy, P. Guillaume, T. De Troyer, B. Peeters, “A frequency-domain 
maximum likelihood implementation using the modal model formulation”, 
Proc 16th IFAC Symposium on System Identification SYSID 2012, Brussels, 
Belgium, 11-13 July 2012. 

[12] B. Peeters, H. Van der Auweraer, F. Vanhollebeke, P. Guillaume, 
“Operational modal analysis for estimating the dynamic properties of a 
stadium structure during a football game”, Shock and Vibration, 14(4):283-
303, 2007. 

[13] H. Van der Auweraer, B. Peeters, “Discriminating physical poles from 
mathematical poles in high order systems: use and automation of the 
stabilization diagram”, Proc. of IMTC 2004, the IEEE Instrumentation and 
Measurement Technology Conference, Como, Italy, 18–20 May 2004. 

[14] F. Marques, W.-H. Hu, C. Moutinho, F. Magalhães, A. Cunha “Evaluation of 
dynamic effects and fatigue assessment of a railway bridge supported by 
temporary monitoring”, Proc. 8th International Conference on Structural 
Dynamics EURODYN 2011, Leuven, Belgium, 4-6 July 2011. 

[15] F. Marques, C. Moutinho, A. Cunha, “Local fatigue analysis using a long-term 
monitoring system at Trezói railway bridge”, Proc. 11th International 
Conference on Computational Structures Technology CST2012, Dubrovnik, 
Croatia, 4-7 September 2012. 

[16] C. Moutinho, F. Marques, A. Cunha, “Implementation of a dynamic 
monitoring system at Trezói railway bridge”, Proc. 5th European Conference 
on Structural Control EACS 2012, Genoa, Italy, 18-20 June 2012. 



<<
  /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 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /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 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 (None)
  /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 <>
    /ENG ()
    /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




