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Abstract— This paper seeks to: (1) provide statistical evidence 

regarding operator task performance and control stability 
during the learning phase of two archival experiments in which 
participants in EID and non-EID interface groups were balanced 
by cognitive style; and (2) to compare task performance and 
control stability from these two experiments and a third archival 
experiment differentiated by the presence or absence of early 
faults and sensor noise. Participants in the EID condition of the 
first two studies 1) achieved target goals significantly faster, and 
2) exhibited more stable control than those in the non-EID 
condition. When considered in context of the third study, the 
results again showed participants in the EID condition 
outperformed those in the non-EID condition. These results 
stand in contrast to previously reported findings, wherein no task 
performance differences were observed between these interface 
conditions. 

I. INTRODUCTION 

A. Ecological Interface Design 
Ecological Interface Design (EID [1]) is a framework for 

creating human-machine interfaces for complex systems. The 
framework employs an analysis of the physical and functional 
constraints of a work domain and a mapping of those 
constraints on to interface forms. Empirical studies have shown 
consistent benefits for EID interfaces in terms of improved 
detection, diagnosis and compensation for disturbances (see [2] 
for an interim review). Researchers have argued that providing 
an explicit depiction of work constraints in the interface aids 
these problem-solving activities. These same constraints are 
relevant under normal operating conditions as well. However, 
there is little evidence that EID interfaces support control task 
performance under normal operating conditions. Contrary to 
this trend, Jamieson [3] reported task performance benefits for 
EID interfaces under normal operating conditions. He 
suggested that the normal conditions in earlier studies might 
have lacked sufficient domain and/or task complexity to elicit 
the problem solving behavior that EID is most effective at 
supporting. 

B. Cognitive Style 
Torenvliet et al. [4] concluded that the strongest and most 

consistent predictor of operator task performance across five 
seminal EID studies was the cognitive style of the operator. 
Cognitive style refers to individual differences in learning 
strategies and information processing. Under this construct, 

individuals are categorized according to their predisposition to 
a holist, serialist, or versatile cognitive approach. Holistic 
thinkers will usually try to understand the overall principles of 
a task, and will test multiple hypotheses in parallel. 
Conversely, serialists test hypotheses sequentially [5]. Versatile 
thinkers are approximately equally likely to employ holist or 
serialist methods. Cognitive style can be assessed via the Spy 
Ring History Test [6]. The test yields scores in each of three 
dimensions: Holist, Serialist, and Neutral.  

Torenvliet et al. [4] showed that the interaction of high 
Holist score and assignment to the EID interface predicted 
faster trial completion (i.e., better control task performance), 
whereas a high Serialist score and assignment to the non-EID 
interface predicted slower trial completion. For this reason, 
several subsequent EID studies have controlled for cognitive 
style as an individual difference.  

C. Benefits of EID Interfaces under Normal Conditions 
In this paper we consider three EID experiments that 

employ cognitive style as an experimental control. Table I 
provides a brief summary of each experiment.  

TABLE I.  EID EXPERIMENTS 

Abbr. 
Name Year Author Trials 

Used Description 

H&V1 [7] 2002 Hajdukiewicz 
& Vicente 

Blocks 1-3 
(of 4) 

Between subjects 
experiment to test 
the impact of EID 
on adaptation to 
novelty and 
change using the 
DURESS II P and 
P+F interfaces.  

H&V2 [8] 2004 Hajdukiewicz 
& Vicente 

Blocks 1-3 
(of 4) 

S&V [9] 2004 St-Cyr & 
Vicente 

Blocks 1-3 
(of 4) 

 

Henceforth, we will refer to these papers by their 
abbreviated names and reference numbers. 

Participants in these experiments were assigned to either an 
EID or a non-EID interface condition such that pairs of 
participants with similar cognitive style were matched across 
interface levels. The non-EID interface, (called the P interface, 
see Fig. 1) displays primarily physical information about the 
work domain. In contrast, the EID interface (called the P+F 
interface, see Fig. 2) displays both physical and functional 
information about the work domain (in a cognitively relevant 
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manner) by means of configural displays. Thus, it contains 
high-level emergent features based on low-level sensor data 
[9]. Working with the DURESS II thermal-hydraulic process 
control microworld, participants in all three studies completed 
three blocks of 20 trials in a learning phase prior to a fourth 
and final block introducing perturbations to the process [10].  

 
Fig. 1. P Interface on DURESS II [9] 

 
Fig. 2. P+F Interface on DURESS II [9] 

H&V1 [7] reported both task performance and control 
stability advantages for the EID interface condition in the third 
block of normal trials (in the first of two experiments; the 
second of which is not pertinent). However, in keeping with 
their research objective, these results were only used as a 
benchmark for the perturbation trials. 

H&V2 [8] reported only task performance results for the 
third block of normal trials. However, visual inspection of their 
Fig. 7 shows that the 95% confidence intervals barely overlap, 
suggesting that the difference between the interface groups 
approached significance. Despite this occurrence, they reported 
no statistically significant differences between the interface 
groups. Once again, however, task performance was not critical 
to the research objective and the finding was not discussed.  

In another experiment, St-Cyr et al. [11] (which is not 
included in Table 1) reported improved operator task 
performance and control stability for the EID interface group 
across the entire learning phase of a third DURESS study. 

However, the non-EID interface employed by St-Cyr et al. [11] 
contained more information than the non-EID interface 
employed in H&V1 [7] and H&V2 [8]. Thus, while the 
findings are consistent, they are not easily compared.  

Fortunately, another EID study conducted by St-Cyr and 
Vicente, S&V [9], affords a comparison of operator task 
performance and control stability across the learning phase of a 
DURESS II study employing a similar method and the same 
EID and non-EID interfaces as H&V1 and H&V2 [7, 8]. Once 
again, however, S&V [9] treated the learning phase results as a 
benchmark for the sensor noise perturbations introduced in 
their Block 4, and while normal trial data results were reported, 
they were neither focused upon nor discussed.  

D. Objectives 
In summary, DURESS II microworld studies wherein 

interface groups were not balanced by cognitive style have 
generally failed to demonstrate task performance or control 
stability benefits of EID interfaces under normal (i.e., non-
disturbance) trials. Thus far, we have reviewed three DURESS 
II experiments wherein interface groups were balanced 
according to cognitive style. In H&V1 and H&V2 [7,8], 
participants using an EID interface showed some task 
performance and control stability advantages under normal 
operating conditions. S&V [9] showed a trend toward a task 
performance advantage for the EID interface group, but only 
for a single block of trials. 

There are three key limitations to these findings. First, 
neither H&V1 [7], nor St-Cyr et al. [11] reported statistical 
results to substantiate the findings from the first two blocks of 
H&V1 [7]. Second, H&V2 [8] presented no results for control 
stability in their second study. Third, the non-EID interface 
conditions in H&V1 and H&V2 [7,8] are not the same as the 
non-EID interface in St-Cyr et al. [11], complicating any 
comparisons between the experiments. 

This paper seeks to address those limitations. First, it 
provides the statistical evidence to substantiate the claim of 
better operator performance on the EID interface across the 
three-block learning phase observed (but not reported) by 
H&V1 or H&V2 [7,8]. Second, it compares the task 
performance and control stability findings from H&V 1 and 2 
[7,8], and S&V [9]. These contributions yield new and 
important insight into the benefits of EID interfaces under 
normal operating conditions. 

II. METHOD 
The first part of this investigation analyzed the learning 

phase data (i.e. Blocks 1-3) from two experiments [7, 8] with 
16 participants each. The second part consisted of selecting 10 
(of 16) pairs of participants from H&V1 [7] and H&V2 [8] to 
compare to the 10 pairs of participants in S&V [9]. A brief 
overview of these experiments follows. 

All three experiments were conducted using the DURESS 
II microworld, a representative thermal-hydraulic process 
simulation [9, 12]. In each experiment, participants were 
assigned to one of two interface groups: the non-EID interface 
(see Fig. 1) or the EID interface (see Fig. 2). Eight pairs of 
participants were assigned to each interface in the two 
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experiments by H&V [7, 8], and ten pairs in S&V [9]. All 
participants were engineering students selected based on their 
willingness to participate, their degree of relevant formal 
training in physics (each participant had completed at least two 
university level courses), and their Spy Ring Test scores.  

The task in each trial was to bring an idle process to steady 
state by satisfying four goal conditions for five consecutive 
minutes. These included temperature and flow rate constraints 
on water exiting a heated tank. 

 
Fig. 3. Dependence Measures [9] 

Task performance is assessed in terms of Trial Completion 
Time (TCT). In addition, Rise Time (RT), Oscillation Time 
(OT), Number of Oscillations (NO), and normalized Maximum 
Deviation (MD) were measured to assess stability of control 
(see Fig. 3 and Table II). 

TABLE II.  DEPENDENT MEASURES 

Construct Measure Definition 
Performance TCT Time (in seconds) it took for participants to 

reach the commanded steady state condition 
(control target) starting from a shutdown state.  

Control 
Stability 

RT Elapsed time from the start of trial until all goal 
variables have reached the target range. 

NO Number of times the goal variables crossed 
above and below the target regions. 

OT Time (in seconds) to stabilize the goal variables 
after they reached the target regions and before 
steady state was achieved.  

MD Maximum value by which the goal variables 
exceeded the target regions.  

There are three methodological differences between the 
two Hajdukiewicz studies and the St-Cyr study: First, H&V1 
and 2 [7, 8], included no sensor noise in the learning phase, 
whereas S&V [9] included industry average sensor noise. 
Second, H&V1 and 2 [7, 8] used a 0.1s (10 Hz) display refresh 
rate, whereas S&V [9] used a refresh rate of 2s (0.5 Hz). Third, 
H&V1 [7] incorporated faults in trials 2 and 4 of their Block 1 
whereas S&V [9] did not include any fault trials in the learning 
phase.  

A. Statistical Analysis 
Part 1. For each of the H&V1 and 2 [7, 8] learning phase 

trial blocks, we calculated a 95% Confidence Interval (CI) of 
the mean amongst all 16 participants for each dependent 
variable, with interface as a between-subjects factor (P vs. 
P+F). 

Part 2. We made a statistical comparison of each measure 
collected from St-Cyr & Vicente [9] and Hajdukiewicz and 
Vicente [7], [8] using the Type I General Linear Model (GLM) 
ANOVA with study and interface type as predictors. For this 
ANOVA, ten (of 16) pairs of participants were selected from 
H&V1 and 2 [7, 8] to provide equivalent statistical power to 
the ten pairs of participants in S&V [9]. Additionally, only 
trials 5-20 were considered in Block 1, since H&V1 [7] 
included fault conditions in Trials 2 and 4 of Block 1. Post-hoc 
tests were performed if the GLM showed significant results for 
either Interface or Study for any of the measures.  

To choose ten pairs of participants from H&V1 [7] and 
H&V2 [8], we first determined the Spy Ring Test distance 
score between each of the original 16 pairs. The distance score 
of each pair was calculated by summing the squares of the 
differences between the Holist, Serialist and Neutral scores of 
each participant in the pair, and then taking the square root of 
that value. We then identified the 10 pairs from [7] and [8] 
whose score most closely matched that of a pair in S&V [9]. 
For each pair in S&V [9], the algorithm identified which pair 
from [7] and [8] was most similar. When two or more pairs 
from [9] shared the same closest match among the pairs in [7] 
and [8], then the set of pairs that was most similar were 
grouped. This process was repeated until all pairs from S&V 
[9] were matched. This ensured that the two studies provided 
equivalent statistical power, and that the quality of the matches 
between the two groups was approximately equivalent. See 
Table III for the results of the pair selection. 

Although S&V [9] pairs 4 and 6 appear to reflect relatively 
poor matches in comparison to their peers, the algorithm used 
to select matches creates an overall close match selection at the 
perceived expense of some matches. Moreover, of the S&V [9] 
pairs matched, 4 and 6 were still considered relatively close 
matches; it was not unusual to encounter pairs with differences 
exceeding 60 units.  

TABLE III.  PARTICIPANT MATCH SELECTION 

St-Cyr and Vicente 
[9*] 

Score Hajdukiewicz and 
Vicente [7, 8] 

Score 

Pair 1 16.67 Pair 1, Experiment 2 16.58 
Pair 2 4.00 Pair 7, Experiment 1 4.00 
Pair 3 1.41 Pair 2, Experiment 1 1.00 
Pair 4 3.61 Pair 5, Experiment 2 10.10 
Pair 5 9.64 Pair 8, Experiment 1 9.95 
Pair 6 1.41 Pair 7, Experiment 2 10.34 
Pair 7 9.06 Pair 2, Experiment 2 9.90 
Pair 8 8.60 Pair 1, Experiment 1 7.55 
Pair 9 10.86 Pair 5, Experiment 1 10.77 
Pair 10 5.92 Pair 3, Experiment 2 5.00 

Average 7.12 Average 8.52 
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III. RESULTS 

A. Part 1 
95% confidence intervals of the mean for TCT, OT, NO, 

and RT measures are shown in Figures 4-7, respectively. 
Results from these measures are generally consistent with the 
findings reported in St-Cyr et al. (see Footnote 3 of [11]). None 
of the measures yielded normally distributed results, nor did 
the Box-Cox transformations result in normally distributed 
data, therefore ANOVA results are not reported.  

Participants in the P+F condition consistently and 
unambiguously completed trials faster in each study, for each 
block of trials (see Fig. 4). The magnitude of the difference 
between TCT performance on the non-EID interface and the 
EID interface is consistently between 100-200 seconds better 
on the EID interface, on a task that at worst took under 1100 
seconds to complete, and at best under 500. OT and NO also 
improved consistently and unambiguously for participants in 
the P+F condition.  

RT was consistently lower for P+F participants in H&V1 
[7], however it was consistently higher for P+F participants in 
H&V2 [8] and S&V [9] as shown in Fig. 7. 

 

 
Fig. 4. Interval Plot of Mean TCT (s) – 95% CI 

 
Fig. 5. Interval Plot of Mean OT (s) – 95% CI 

 
Fig. 6. Interval Plot of Mean NO – 95% CI 

 
Fig. 7. Interval Plot of Mean RT – 95% CI 
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B. Part 2 
 The results of the General Linear Model on TCT yielded a 
main effect of Interface, F(1, 2215) = 124.02, p < 0.001, such 
that the average TCT was significantly faster for participants in 
the P+F condition (M = 567.8) than for those in the P interface 
condition (M = 693.3). The main effect of Study was also 
significant, F(1, 2215) = 75.85, p < 0.001, such that the average 
TCT was significantly faster for the selected participants from 
H&V [7, 8] (M = 581.5) than for participants in S&V [9] (M = 
679.6).  

 The interaction effect between Interface and Study was also 
significant, F(1, 2215) = 17.37, p < 0.001. The difference in 
TCT between groups of P and P+F participants in the H&V 
studies [7, 8] was greater than that observed in S&V [9]. In 
other words, H&V participants appeared to benefit more from 
the P+F interface [7, 8]. See Table IV for a summary of all 
GLM p-values). 

TABLE IV.  GENERAL LINEAR MODEL RESULTS – ALL BLOCKS 

 Interface Study Interface* 
Study 

 p-value F-stat p-value F-stat p-value F-stat 
TCT 
F1,2215 

<0.001 124.02 <0.001 75.85 <0.001 17.37 

RT 
F1,2213 

0.007 7.30 <0.001 398.29 0.014 6.10 

OT 
F1,2212 

<0.001 98.53 <0.001 50.25 0.337 0.92 

NO 
F1,2212 

<0.001 85.54 0.315 1.01 <0.001 12.75 

MD 
F1,2211 

0.067 3.36 0.026 4.97 <0.001 16.96 

Post-hoc comparisons using the Tukey HSD test confirmed 
the above findings and further indicated that the mean TCT for 
the P+F condition in S&V [9] was not significantly different 
from the P condition in the Hajdukiewicz and Vicente studies 
[7, 8]. However, all other treatment combinations were 
significantly different; the Tukey Test results denote this by 
assigning different alphabetical groupings to statistically 
different treatment combinations (See Table V).  

TABLE V.  TCT TUKEY TESTS - (95% CONFIDENCE) 

Interface Study Samples Mean Grouping 
P+F - 1109 567.8 A 

P - 1108 693.3 B 
- Hajdukiewicz 1108 581.5 A 
- St-Cyr 1109 679.6 B 

P+F Hajdukiewicz 553 495.3 A 
P Hajdukiewicz 555 667.7 B 

P+F St-Cyr 556 640.4 B 
P St-Cyr 553 718.8 C 

 

The Tukey Test results for RT, OT, NO and MD are shown 
in Tables VI-IX, respectively. 

 

 

 

 

TABLE VI.  RT TUKEY TESTS – 95% CONFIDENCE 

Interface Study N Mean Grouping 
P+F - 1107 178.7 A 

P - 1107 167.2 B 
- St-Cyr 1109 215.6 A 
- Hajdukiewicz 1105 130.3 B 

P+F St-Cyr 556 226.7 A 
P St-Cyr 553 204.6 B 
P Hajdukiewicz 554 130.7 C 

P+F Hajdukiewicz 551 129.8 C 

TABLE VII.   OT TUKEY TESTS – 95% CONFIDENCE 

Interface Study Sample
s Mean Grouping 

P - 1107 226.76 A 
P+F - 1107 114.07 B 

- St-Cyr 1109 210.65 A 
- Hajdukiewicz 1105 130.18 B 
P St-Cyr 553 261.55 A 
P Hajdukiewicz 554 191.97 B 

P+F St-Cyr 556 159.76 B 
P+F Hajdukiewicz 551 68.38 C 

TABLE VIII.  NO TUKEY TEST RESULTS – 95% CONFIDENCE 

Interface Study Sample
s Mean Grouping 

P - 1107 1.7577 A 
P+F - 1107 0.8947 B 

- Hajdukiewicz 1105 1.373 A 
- St-Cyr 1109 1.2793 B 
P Hajdukiewicz 554 1.9711 A 
P St-Cyr 553 1.5443 B 

P+F St-Cyr 556 1.0144 C 
P+F Hajdukiewicz 551 0.775 C 

TABLE IX.  MD TUKEY TESTS – 95% CONFIDENCE 

Interface Study Sample
s Mean Grouping 

P+F - 1106 1.3882 A 
P - 1107 0.986 A 
- St-Cyr 1109 0.9425 A 
- Hajdukiewicz 1104 1.4317 B 
P Hajdukiewicz 554 0.7787 B 

P+F Hajdukiewicz 550 2.0847 A 
P St-Cyr 553 1.1934 B 

P+F St-Cyr 556 0.6917 B 
 

IV. DISCUSSION  
The two objectives of this study were: 

1. To provide statistical evidence regarding operator task 
performance and control stability during the learning 
phases of H&V1 [7] and H&V2 [8]; two studies in which 
participants in EID and non-EID interface groups were 
balanced by cognitive style, and 

2. To compare task performance and control stability 
between the two H&V experiments [7, 8], and S&V [9].  

Two important findings emerge. First, across the learning 
phases of H&V1 [7] and H&V2 [8], participants using an EID 
interface performed significantly better on the control task than 
participants using a non-EID interface. Second, participants 
using the EID interface generally exhibited more stable control. 
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The first finding echoes those reported in St-Cyr et al. [11]. 
This may be attributed to both studies having applied the 
minimum distance calculator to the Spy Ring test scores to 
match participant cognitive style across interface conditions. 
Recall that Torenvliet et al. [4] demonstrated that the 
interaction of high Holist score and assignment to the EID 
interface predicted faster trial completion; whereas the 
interaction of high Serialist score and assignment to the non-
EID interface predicted slower trial completion. It is possible 
that in prior DURESS studies where no main effects of 
interface were observed under normal operating condition, 
high Holist score individuals were under-represented in EID 
interface conditions, and/or that high Serialist individuals were 
under-represented in the non-EID interface conditions. We are 
currently investigating this possibility to determine whether 
such an imbalance may have biased the results. 

The second important finding arises from the marked 
magnitude difference in task performance and control stability 
measures between S&V [9] and H&V [7, 8]. On all measures, 
participants in H&V1 [7] and H&V2 [8] outperformed those in 
S&V [9]. These differences may be attributed to one of the 
three methodological differences between the two studies 
(sensor noise, refresh rate, or presence of fault trials), as 
outlined in the methodology section. The first two differences 
suggest that participants in S&V [9] simply encountered a 
more difficult control task. With respect to the third difference, 
the introduction of faults in early trials by H&V [7, 8] may 
have accelerated the development of participants’ “deep 
knowledge” [13].  

V. CONCLUSION 
Complex systems operate over a range of normal and 

abnormal conditions. However, the human factors literature in 
general – and the EID literature in particular – gives 
disproportionate emphasis to performance evaluation under 
abnormal or emergency conditions. The findings discussed 
here take advantage of historical EID studies to investigate 
whether EID interfaces support control task performance and 
stability under normal operating conditions. This affords a 
more complete assessment of whether EID interfaces 
holistically support operators of complex systems. 

The results support the conclusion that EID interfaces 
support improved control task performance and greater control 
stability under normal operating conditions – a conclusion that 
is not well supported in previous EID literature. Coupled with 
the more widely reported advantages of EID under fault 
conditions, these results might positively influence the 
adoption of EID interfaces in industry.  

Finally, whereas the individual cognitive style of the 
operators was controlled for in the studies revisited by this 
paper, we have little understanding of the mechanism by which 
cognitive style influences control performance. Moreover, we 
have no evidence of the robustness of the cognitive style effect 
across other experimental settings, interventions, or operator 
populations. Future studies should seek to discover this 
mechanism and explore the breadth of its implications for 
human performance in complex systems. If the effects persist, 
cognitive style might be considered a criterion for operator 
selection when EID interfaces are employed. 

VI. REFERENCES  
[1] K.J. Vicente and J. Rasmussen, “Ecological interface design: theoretical 

foundations,” IEEE Trans.Syst.Man Cybern., vol. 22, pp. 589–606, 
1992.  

[2] K.J. Vicente, “Ecological interface design: Progress and challenges,” 
Human Factors, vol. 44, pp. 62–78, 2002.  

[3] G.A. Jamieson, “Ecological interface design for petrochemical process 
control: an empirical assessment," IEEE Trans.Syst. Man Cybern. A., 
Syst. Humans, vol. 37, pp. 906-920, 2007.  

[4] G.L. Torenvliet, G.A. Jamieson, and K.J. Vicente, “Making the most of 
ecological interface design: The role of individual differences,” Applied 
Ergonomics, vol. 31, pp. 395-408, 2000. 

[5] G. Pask, “Styles and strategies of learning,” British Journal of 
Educational Psychology, vol. 46, pp. 128-148, 1976. 

[6] G. Pask and B.C. Scott, “Learning styles and individual competence,” 
International Journal of Man-Machine Studies, vol. 4, pp. 217–253, 
1972. 

[7] J.R. Hajdukiewicz and K.J. Vicente, “Designing for adaptation to 
novelty and change: functional information, emergent feature graphics, 
and higher-level control,” Human Factors, vol. 44, pp. 592-610, 2002. 

[8] J.R. Hajdukiewicz and K.J. Vicente, "What does computer-mediated 
control of a thermal-hydraulic system have to do with moving your jaw 
to speak? Evidence for synergies in process control," Ecological 
Psychology, vol. 16, pp. 255-285, 2004. 

[9] O. St-Cyr and K.J. Vicente, “Sensor noise and ecological interface 
design: effects on operators’ control performance,” In Proceedings of 
the Human Factors and Ergonomics Society 48th Annual Meeting, HFES 
2004, Santa Monica, CA, USA, pp. 538-42, 2004 

[10] W. Pawlak and K.J. Vicente, “Inducing effective operator control 
through ecological interface design,” International Journal of Human-
Computer Studies, vol. 44, pp. 653-688, 1996. 

[11] O. St-Cyr, G.A. Jamieson, and K.J. Vicente, “Ecological interface 
design and sensor noise,” International Journal of Human-Computer 
Studies, vol. 71, pp. 1056-1068, 2013.  

[12] K.J. Vicente and J. Rasmussen, “The ecology of human-machine 
systems II: Mediating "direct perception" in complex work domains,” 
Ecological Psychology, vol. 2, pp. 207-250, 1990. 

[13] K. Christoffersen, C.N. Hunter, and K.J. Vicente, “A longitudinal study 
of the impact of ecological interface design on deep knowledge,” 
International Journal of Human Computer Studies, vol. 48, pp. 729-762, 
1998. 

328



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.6
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /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 true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize false
  /OPM 0
  /ParseDSCComments false
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo false
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo true
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts false
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Remove
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
    /Algerian
    /Arial-Black
    /Arial-BlackItalic
    /Arial-BoldItalicMT
    /Arial-BoldMT
    /Arial-ItalicMT
    /ArialMT
    /ArialNarrow
    /ArialNarrow-Bold
    /ArialNarrow-BoldItalic
    /ArialNarrow-Italic
    /ArialUnicodeMS
    /BaskOldFace
    /Batang
    /Bauhaus93
    /BellMT
    /BellMTBold
    /BellMTItalic
    /BerlinSansFB-Bold
    /BerlinSansFBDemi-Bold
    /BerlinSansFB-Reg
    /BernardMT-Condensed
    /BodoniMTPosterCompressed
    /BookAntiqua
    /BookAntiqua-Bold
    /BookAntiqua-BoldItalic
    /BookAntiqua-Italic
    /BookmanOldStyle
    /BookmanOldStyle-Bold
    /BookmanOldStyle-BoldItalic
    /BookmanOldStyle-Italic
    /BookshelfSymbolSeven
    /BritannicBold
    /Broadway
    /BrushScriptMT
    /CalifornianFB-Bold
    /CalifornianFB-Italic
    /CalifornianFB-Reg
    /Centaur
    /Century
    /CenturyGothic
    /CenturyGothic-Bold
    /CenturyGothic-BoldItalic
    /CenturyGothic-Italic
    /CenturySchoolbook
    /CenturySchoolbook-Bold
    /CenturySchoolbook-BoldItalic
    /CenturySchoolbook-Italic
    /Chiller-Regular
    /ColonnaMT
    /ComicSansMS
    /ComicSansMS-Bold
    /CooperBlack
    /CourierNewPS-BoldItalicMT
    /CourierNewPS-BoldMT
    /CourierNewPS-ItalicMT
    /CourierNewPSMT
    /EstrangeloEdessa
    /FootlightMTLight
    /FreestyleScript-Regular
    /Garamond
    /Garamond-Bold
    /Garamond-Italic
    /Georgia
    /Georgia-Bold
    /Georgia-BoldItalic
    /Georgia-Italic
    /Haettenschweiler
    /HarlowSolid
    /Harrington
    /HighTowerText-Italic
    /HighTowerText-Reg
    /Impact
    /InformalRoman-Regular
    /Jokerman-Regular
    /JuiceITC-Regular
    /KristenITC-Regular
    /KuenstlerScript-Black
    /KuenstlerScript-Medium
    /KuenstlerScript-TwoBold
    /KunstlerScript
    /LatinWide
    /LetterGothicMT
    /LetterGothicMT-Bold
    /LetterGothicMT-BoldOblique
    /LetterGothicMT-Oblique
    /LucidaBright
    /LucidaBright-Demi
    /LucidaBright-DemiItalic
    /LucidaBright-Italic
    /LucidaCalligraphy-Italic
    /LucidaConsole
    /LucidaFax
    /LucidaFax-Demi
    /LucidaFax-DemiItalic
    /LucidaFax-Italic
    /LucidaHandwriting-Italic
    /LucidaSansUnicode
    /Magneto-Bold
    /MaturaMTScriptCapitals
    /MediciScriptLTStd
    /MicrosoftSansSerif
    /Mistral
    /Modern-Regular
    /MonotypeCorsiva
    /MS-Mincho
    /MSReferenceSansSerif
    /MSReferenceSpecialty
    /NiagaraEngraved-Reg
    /NiagaraSolid-Reg
    /NuptialScript
    /OldEnglishTextMT
    /Onyx
    /PalatinoLinotype-Bold
    /PalatinoLinotype-BoldItalic
    /PalatinoLinotype-Italic
    /PalatinoLinotype-Roman
    /Parchment-Regular
    /Playbill
    /PMingLiU
    /PoorRichard-Regular
    /Ravie
    /ShowcardGothic-Reg
    /SimSun
    /SnapITC-Regular
    /Stencil
    /SymbolMT
    /Tahoma
    /Tahoma-Bold
    /TempusSansITC
    /TimesNewRomanMT-ExtraBold
    /TimesNewRomanMTStd
    /TimesNewRomanMTStd-Bold
    /TimesNewRomanMTStd-BoldCond
    /TimesNewRomanMTStd-BoldIt
    /TimesNewRomanMTStd-Cond
    /TimesNewRomanMTStd-CondIt
    /TimesNewRomanMTStd-Italic
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-ItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPSMT
    /Times-Roman
    /Trebuchet-BoldItalic
    /TrebuchetMS
    /TrebuchetMS-Bold
    /TrebuchetMS-Italic
    /Verdana
    /Verdana-Bold
    /Verdana-BoldItalic
    /Verdana-Italic
    /VinerHandITC
    /Vivaldii
    /VladimirScript
    /Webdings
    /Wingdings2
    /Wingdings3
    /Wingdings-Regular
    /ZapfChanceryStd-Demi
    /ZWAdobeF
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 600
  /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

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e55464e1a65876863768467e5770b548c62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc666e901a554652d965874ef6768467e5770b548c52175370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA (Utilizzare queste impostazioni per creare documenti Adobe PDF adatti per visualizzare e stampare documenti aziendali in modo affidabile. I documenti PDF creati possono essere aperti con Acrobat e Adobe Reader 5.0 e versioni successive.)
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020be44c988b2c8c2a40020bb38c11cb97c0020c548c815c801c73cb85c0020bcf4ace00020c778c1c4d558b2940020b3700020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken waarmee zakelijke documenten betrouwbaar kunnen worden weergegeven en afgedrukt. 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 PDFs that match the "Recommended"  settings for PDF Specification 4.0)
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [600 600]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


