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Abstract

Background: Pre-recorded register data from dairy herds are available in almost all Nordic countries. These
databases can be used for research purposes, and one of the research areas is animal welfare. The aim of this
study was to investigate if pre-recorded register data could be used to identify herds with good welfare, and to
investigate if a combination of register data sets could be used to be able to more correctly distinguish between
herds with good welfare and herds with welfare deficiencies.

Methods: As a first step, nine animal-based measurements on calves, young stock and cows in 55 randomly selected
herds were performed on-farm as the basis for a classification of welfare at the herd level. The definition for being a
case herd with “good welfare” was no score lying among the 10% worst in any of the nine welfare measurements.
Twenty-eight of the 55 herds were cases according to this definition. As a second step, 65 potential welfare indicators,
based on register data in a national dairy database, were identified by expert opinion. In the final step, the extent to
which the suggested welfare indicators predicted farms’ as having good welfare according to the stated definition was
assessed. Moreover, the effect of combining in sequence a previously developed model that identified herds with poor
welfare with the present model identifying herds with good welfare was investigated.

Results: The final set of welfare indicators used to identify herds with good animal welfare included two fertility
measures, cow mortality, stillbirth rate, mastitis incidence and incidence of feed-related diseases (including
gastrointestinal disturbances but excluding paralyses and cramps). This set had a test sensitivity of correctly
classifying herds with no score lying among the 10% worst of the nine welfare measurements of 96 %. However,
the specificity of the test was only 56% indicating difficulties for the test to correctly classifying herds with one or
more scores lying among the 10% worst. Combining the previously developed model with the present model,
improved the welfare classification.

Conclusions: This study shows that pre-collected register data may be used to give approval to dairy farms with
“good welfare” and that combining different sets of register data can improve the classification of herd welfare.

Background
All Nordic countries except Iceland have national dairy
disease recoding systems that rely on the reporting of
veterinary-treated disease events [1-3]. In Sweden, only
veterinarians are allowed to start an antimicrobial treat-
ment and it is compulsory for veterinarians to report

these treatments to the Swedish animal disease record-
ing scheme (SADRS), which is administered by the
Swedish Board of Agriculture. The animal disease
recording system is linked to the Swedish official milk
recording scheme (SOMRS) in which herds are enrolled
on a voluntary basis. The data in these databases are
primarily meant to be used by the farmers and veteri-
narians, and by the Swedish Board of Agriculture, but
the amount of data available in the databases also makes
them attractive for research purposes. The Swedish
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Dairy Association has developed different tools that use
the information in these databases in advisory services,
such as in breeding programs, feeding schemes and
health plans [4].
Today there is considerable agreement regarding the

use of animal-based measures such as lameness, body
condition and cleanliness in assessments of animal wel-
fare in dairy herds [5,6]. However, these measures are
time- and labour demanding and there are concerns
whether a welfare assessment system based on such
measures can feasibly be implemented in practice if a
large number of herds are to be monitored on a regular
basis. If such a system was needed, a more efficient way
of assessing the animal welfare would be necessary, and
using the available data in the SADSR and SOMRS
databases is one possible solution.
The aim of this study was to investigate if pre-

recorded register data could be used to identify herds
with good welfare, and to investigate if a combination of
register data sets could be used to distinguish more cor-
rectly between herds with good welfare and herds with
welfare deficiencies.

Methods
Study herds
Herds eligible for inclusion in the study were Swedish
dairy herds enrolled in the Swedish official milk
recording and animal disease recording schemes
(SOMRS and SADRS) in 2004. The study population
was selected to reflect expectations regarding the herd
size in 2010. Based on data from 1995 – 2004 an
expected median herd size was estimated for 2010. To
establish a similar distribution for herd size for the
estimation of 2010 as of 1995 – 2004 stratification was
used. The distribution of 1995 – 2004 was stratified in
10 strata making the proportion of herds in each stra-
tum equal. These strata and proportions were then
used to establish the expected distribution in 2010.
The estimated median herd size and herd size in the
10 strata of 2010 were 65 cows, and 15-23, 24-30,
31-35, 36-40, 41-46, 47-52, 53-60, 61-72, 73-93, >93,
respectively. The participating herds were then ran-
domly selected from all dairy herds delivering milk in
two selected areas, one in southern and one in north-
ern Sweden, ensuring equal proportion in the set
strata. The randomly selected herds were contacted
and ask if they were willing to participate. Out of 64
contacted herds 62 accepted the invitation to partici-
pate and were visited twice during 2005, the first visit
occurring in March to mid-June and the second in
October to December. Of the 62 herds 55 had com-
plete records in the SOMRS and in the SADRS, and
only these were included in the final statistical
analyses.

Field assessment of animal welfare
The methodology used to assess animal welfare within
the study herds has previously been described [7], but
briefly nine animal-based welfare measurements were
assessed on farm during two farm visits; cleanliness and
body condition in calves, cows and young stock, in
combination with lameness, injuries/inflammations, and
rising behaviour which were recorded only for cows. At
each visit two assessors, independently and without
communicating, performed the assessment. At the
second visit one of the previous assessors was replaced,
so that each farm was visited by three assessors, one of
whom visited the farm twice. A total of 8 assessors par-
ticipated in the study, all assessing all parameters.

The gold standard for good animal welfare
Herd-level estimates of the animal-based measurements
were obtained by applying cut-off levels and calculating
the proportion of animals within each age group that
exceeded the cut-off. The welfare “gold standard” i.e.
the definition of welfare status (no welfare remarks vs.
one or more welfare remarks) against which the perfor-
mance of potential welfare indicators in the database
was to be evaluated, was based on the number of ani-
mal-based measurements where a herd did not score
among the 10% worst. A score among the 10% worst
gave the herd a ‘remark’ for that measure, and a herd
with zero scores among the 10% worst was defined as
being a herd with good welfare.

Register data
The database of the Swedish national dairy recording
system (hereafter called the Swedish Cattle Database
(SCD) in which data from the SOMRS and SADRS are
merged was used as the main source of the potential
welfare indicators for this study. The SCD includes
information on e.g. fertility, genetics, diseases, mortality
including culling reasons, production and slaughter-
house registrations as well as demographic data [2,8].
The coverage of the database in 2005 included 78% of
the dairy herds in Sweden, representing 83% of the
Swedish dairy cows [9,10]. Additional data on cattle
mortality (enabling identification of euthanized and
fallen stock) was retrieved from the Board of Agricul-
ture, where a registry of all Swedish cattle is kept, in
accordance with EU Directive 1760/2000. This was done
in order to investigate the usefulness of such data in
case a herd is not affiliated to the SOMRS and because
the SCD (at the time) did not have “euthanasia” and
“fallen stock” as separate culling codes.
Choice of potential welfare indicators
from the register data
The potential welfare indicators were calculated for the
period from January to December 2005, i.e. over the
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same period of time as the on-farm data were collected,
for the 55 farms with complete records. The selection of
potential welfare indicators has also been described ear-
lier [7], but will be described briefly. Seven different
focus areas reflecting important components of animal
welfare and covering the complete life-span of a dairy
cow were suggested by a group of experts on quality
programmes, marketing, dairy farm economy and animal
health within the Swedish Dairy Association. The seven
areas were; management, calves and young stock, survi-
val/intensity of production, feeding, udder health, claw
and leg health, and drug use. In a second step, a total of
65 potential welfare indicators from the SCD and the
Board of Agriculture register data that could be
expected, in various degrees, to reflect animal welfare
aspects of the focus areas were identified by a group
consisting of twelve national experts in animal health,
welfare, production and epidemiology.

Data analyses
Variable reduction
The goal of the analyses was not to study causality, nor
to determine exact relationships between animal-based
measurements and potential welfare indicators. Rather,
the aim was to identify a limited set of pre-recorded
welfare indicators that could, in combination, be used to
identify herds with possible good animal welfare. Conse-
quently, it was necessary to reduce the initial set of
potential welfare indicators suggested by the experts.
Therefore, as a first step, univariable associations
between all 65 potential welfare indicators and each of
nine animal-based measurements were screened using
linear regression. Welfare indicators with an association
significant at P < 0.05 were then taken forward to a
multivariable reduction step, using the same methodol-
ogy. By including the second step we added a stronger
requirement that the potential indicator should show a
significant multivariable association with one or more of
the animal based measurements, in order to be taken
further. Consequently, only indicators that were signifi-
cantly (P < 0.05) associated with one or more animal-
based measures in this multivariable context were
considered to be candidates for the final set of welfare
indicators. All statistical analyses were performed using
the software Stata® version 10 (Stata Corp., College
Station, TX, US).
Selection of final set of welfare indicators
(the “register test tool”)
Each potential welfare indicator was treated as a “diag-
nostic test”, i.e. a tool that distinguishes between two
different statuses; e.g. sick vs. healthy; good vs. poor
welfare etc. Like in any diagnostic test measured on a
continuous scale, cut-off levels needed to be identified
as these are the points at which the “test” would be

regarded as “positive”. Because the choice of cut-off
level affects “test” performance, measured as sensitivity
(the probability of correctly identifying case herds) and
specificity (the probability of correctly identifying herds
that are not cases), we evaluated each potential welfare
indicator at three different levels. The cut-off levels eval-
uated were the 20th, 10th and 5th percentile for welfare
indicators that were associated with the animal-based
measurements. In this way, all potential welfare indica-
tors were dichotomised (positive or not) into three
different “tests” and the sensitivity and specificity for
each “test” in identifying a herd “positive” for good
welfare were then estimated. By this non-statistical, but
systematic, selection procedure, the set of potential
welfare indicators was then applied to the study herds,
and a herd was regarded as being a case (herd with
good welfare) if it was positive on this test. The overall
performance of the identified set of welfare indicators
was evaluated in terms of sensitivity, specificity and per-
centage of all herds classified correctly with respect to
the field assessed welfare status (good vs. not good).
Finally, in an attempt to increase the specificity of the
previously published test tool for identification of herds
with poor welfare [7], this was combined with the
currently identified test set to identify herds with good
welfare, increasing the possibility to more correctly dis-
tinguish between herds with truly, according to the field
assessment, good or poor welfare.

Results
Descriptive data
Eighteen of the 55 participating herds were housed in
loose housing with cubicle stalls and 37 in tie stalls; six
had Swedish Red and White (SRB) cattle, 14 had Swed-
ish Holstein (SHF) breed and 35 had mixed breeds (SRB
and SHF). The arithmetic mean annual herd size was 70
cows (ranging from 15 – 415 cows; median = 46 cows).

Welfare remarks from the field assessment
Descriptive statistics for the animal-based measurements
have previously been described [7]. The range between
the 90th and the 100th percentile constituted (10%
worst), on average, 38% (23 - 55%) of the total range in
herd prevalence of the nine animal-based measurements.
Of the 55 herds in the study population, 28 met the
criteria for being classified as a herd with good welfare (no
remarks). The distribution of number of welfare remarks
is shown in figure 1; thirteen herds had two or more
remarks, 14 had one remark and 28 had no remark.

Multivariable analyses
Twenty-eight of the initial 65 potential welfare indica-
tors showed a significant univariable association (P <
0.05) with one or more of the nine animal-based welfare
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measurements. They represented all focus areas except
drug use. Following variable reduction using multivari-
able regression, another 10 indicators were excluded
leaving 18 potential welfare indicators for the systematic
selection procedure [7].

Performance of welfare indicators used to identify herds
having good welfare
After the systematic selection procedure, six welfare
indicators that were jointly able to identify 27 of the 28
case herds (with good welfare according to gold stan-
dard definition) were identified. These were; percentage
cows with late ongoing artificial inseminations (>120
days) (with a cut-off at the 20th percentile), percentage
heifers without mating/artificial insemination by 17
months of age (cut-off: 10th percentile), stillbirth rate
(cut-off: 5th percentile), cow mortality (cut-off: 10th per-
centile), mastitis incidence (cut-off: 10th percentile), and
incidence of feed-related diseases (including gastroin-
testinal disturbances but excluding paralyses and
cramps; cut-off: 5th percentile). Herds considered to
have good welfare had to have values below the cut-offs

in at least one of the welfare indicators. Table 1 gives
the estimates of the overall performance of the set into
terms of percentage herds correctly classified, sensitivity
and specificity. The proportion of test positive herds
and predictive value of a positive test are also given.
Twelve herds with one or more welfare remarks among
the 10% worst were erroneously classified as herds with
”good welfare” by the set of welfare indicators, 6 of
these herds had one welfare remark and 6 had two or
more welfare remarks.

Combining the models to identify herds with good or
poor welfare
The combination of the model to identify herds with
poor welfare with the model to identify herds with good
welfare in sequent resulted in herds being classified in
to three groups (Table 2); good welfare (no welfare
remarks among the 10% worst), uncertain welfare (one
welfare remark among the 10% worst), and poor welfare
(with ≥ 2 welfare remarks among the 10% worst). The
first model classifies herds as either having poor welfare
(≥ 2 welfare remarks; 15 herds) vs. not poor welfare

Figure 1 The distribution of number of welfare remarks1on nine animal-based measurements used to form a gold standard for defining good
welfare in a study involving 55 Swedish dairy herds in 2005. 2The animal-based measurements were: cleanliness and body condition in calves,
cows and young stock, as well as lameness, injuries/inflammations and rising behaviour (in cows only). 1A welfare remark was assigned to the
herd if any of the animal-based measurements was above the 90th percentile = 10% worst. 2A herd with no measurements above the 90th

percentile was considered to be a herd with good welfare (first bar).
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(< 2 welfare remarks; 40 herds), and applying the second
model only on the 40 herds classified as having < 2 wel-
fare remarks resulted in 32 herds being classified as
herds with no welfare remarks and 8 with ≥ 1 welfare
remark.

Discussion
Theoretically this study together with our previous work
show that register data can be used to identify herds
according to their welfare status. This is very valuable
since usage of register data is quick and requires less
financial resources than on-farm welfare assessments.
However, the methods to identify herds with poor or

good welfare have to be validated in field studies to
obtain a true measure on how well they actually distin-
guish between herds with different levels of welfare. For
instance, there is a potential risk that smaller dairy
herds more often will be identified as herds with poor
welfare since the impact of one animal with a deficiency
is proportional higher in a small herd than in a larger
herd, and this has to be addressed if a national screen-
ing is performed. Another concern is the quality of the
data in the SADRS and the SOMRS. Studies have shown
discrepancies between farmer recordings of disease
treatments done by the veterinarians and the veterinary
treatments actually registered in the databases [11,12].
Thus, the risk of the farmer choosing a veterinarian not
reporting the disease treatments has to be considered if
the register tool will be used in schemes aimed at alle-
viations or rewards directed to herds with presumed
good welfare. Additionally, since herds are enrolled in
the SOMRS on a voluntary basis there is a risk that
farmers displeased with the use of the data in that sys-
tem will no longer participate.
To identify herds with poor welfare and then herds

with good welfare in sequence improved the welfare
classification but still resulted in some misclassifications.
If only the model to identify herds with < 2 or ≥ 2 wel-
fare remarks were used we could only harshly classify
the herds in to two groups, those with presumed poor
welfare and those with presumed not poor welfare. Con-
versely, using only the model which identified herds
either with no welfare remarks or with one or more wel-
fare remarks would give an equally harsh classification.
Combining the two models resulted in a more refined
classification of the herds. Extrapolated to a national
level a national screening of herds with these methods
would result in approximately 1,500 dairy herds being
classified as having poor welfare in Sweden. However,

Table 1 Test performance of a set of welfare indicators,
used as test tool to identify herds with good welfare.
Cut-offs were applied to the distributions of the welfare
indicators to produce a 0/1 test result, and these were
combined in different sets that were identified through a
systematic selection procedure. The parameter sets were
applied to 55 Swedish dairy herds involved in a study on
dairy cow welfare in 2005. The gold standard consisted
of 9 animal-based measurements, where a herd with no
welfare remarks above the 90th percentile was regarded
as having good welfare

Performance
parameter

Test tool to identify herds with good
welfare1

Correctly classified (%) 76

Sensitivity 0.96

Specificity 0.56

Test positive (%) 71

Predictive value
positive

0.69

Likelihood ratio positive 2.18
1 Test set includes following welfare indicators from the register data: Cows
with late ongoing AIs, >120 days (cut-off 20th percentile); Heifers not bred
>17 months (cut-off: 10th percentile); Stillbirth rate (cut-off: 10th percentile);
Cow mortality (cut-off: 10th percentile); Mastitis incidence (cut-off: 10th

percentile); Incidence of feed-related diseases (cut-off: 5th percentile).

Table 2 Distribution of herds classified into different welfare categories by two models using welfare indicators
associated with animal-based measurements. The parameter sets were applied to 55 Swedish dairy herds involved in
a study on dairy cow welfare in 2005. The gold standard consisted of 9 animal-based measurements, where herds
with no welfare remarks above the 90th percentile were regarded as having good welfare, and herds with ≥ 2 welfare
remarks above the 90th percentile were regarded as having poor welfare

(L)Gold standdard classification of herd
welfare1

Number of herds classified by modelling the welfare indicators in the register data

1. Model to classify herds with poor
welfare2

2. Model to classify herds with good
welfare

Poor ≥ 2
remark

Not poor < 2 remarks Not good ≥ 1 remark Good 0
remarks

1: Good (0 remarks) 1 27 1 26

2: Uncertain (1 remark) 4 10 5 5

3: Poor (≥ 2 remarks) 10 3 2 1
1 Number of welfare remarks above the 90th percentile.
2Model applied to all 55 herds.
3Model applied to the 40 herds classified as having < 2 remarks above the 90th percentile in the first model.
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3,200 herds would be classified as having good welfare,
and could get approval for this.

Conclusions
Register data might be used to identify dairy herds wel-
fare status. However, the developed tools to identify
herds with good or poor welfare have to be validated in
a field study before nationwide use.

Acknowledgements
The authors gratefully acknowledge the financial support from the Swedish
Farmer’s Foundation for Agricultural Research (Stockholm, Sweden).
This article has been published as part of Acta Veterinaria Scandinavica
Volume 53 Supplement 1, 2011: Databases in veterinary medicine: validation,
harmonisation and application. Proceedings of the 24th Symposium of the
Nordic Committee for Veterinary Scientific Cooperation (NKVet). The full
contents of the supplement are available online at http://www.actavetscand.
com/supplements/53/S1.

Author details
1National Veterinary Institute, SE-751 89 Uppsala, Sweden. 2Swedish Dairy
Association, Box 210, SE- 101 24 Stockholm, Sweden.

Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

Published: 20 June 2011

References
1. Gröhn Y, Thompson JR, Bruss ML: Epidemiology and genetic basis of

ketosis in Finnish Ayrshire cattle. Prev Vet Med 1984, 3:65-77.
2. Olsson SO, Baekbo P, Hansson SO, Rautala H, Østeras O: Disease recording

systems and herd health schemes for production diseases. Acta Vet
Scand Suppl 2001, 94:51-60.

3. Sviland S, Waage S: Clinical bovine mastitis in Norway. Prev Vet Med 2002,
54:65-78.

4. Hegrestad AL, Hallén Sandgren C, Roth K, Carlsson J, Agneborg M,
Landin H, Schultzberg O, Waldner J: Dairy health program and courses -
Means for increased profitability in the dairy company (Hälsopaket
Mjölk och FOKUS-kurser - Medel för ökad lönsamhet i mjölkföretaget).
Svensk Veterinärtidning 2009, 34-37, In Swedish.

5. Keeling L, Veissier I: Developing a monitoring system to assess welfare
quality in cattle pigs and chickens. In Science and society improving animal
welfare. Welfare Quality Conference proceedings; 17-18 Nov 2005; Brussels,
Belgium Butterworth A 2005, 46-50.

6. Winckler C, Capdeville J, Gebresenbet G, HØrning B, Roiha U, Tosi M,
Waiblinger S: Selection of parameters for on-farm welfare assessment
protocols in cattle and buffalo. Anim. Welfare 2008, 12:619-624.

7. Sandgren CH, Lindberg A, Keeling LJ: Using a national database to
identify herds with poor welfare. Anim. Welfare 2009, 18:523-532.

8. Emanuelson U: The national Swedish animal disease recording system.
Acta Vet Scand Suppl 1988, 84:262-264.

9. Cattle Statistics. Eskilstuna, Sweden: Swedish Dairy Association; 2007.
10. Yearbook of agricultural statistics 2006 including food statistics. Örebro,

Sweden Statistic Sweden; 2006.
11. Mork M, Lindberg A, Alenius S, Vagsholm I, Egenvall A: Comparison

between dairy cow disease incidence in data registered by farmers and
in data from a disease-recording system based on veterinary reporting.
Prev Vet Med 2009, 88:298-307.

12. Mork MJ, Wolff C, Lindberg A, Vagsholm I, Egenvall A: Validation of a
national disease recording system for dairy cattle against veterinary
practice records. Prev Vet Med 93:183-192.

doi:10.1186/1751-0147-53-S1-S8
Cite this article as: Nyman et al.: Can pre-collected register data be
used to identify dairy herds with good cattle welfare? Acta Veterinaria
Scandinavica 2011 53(Suppl 1):S8.

Submit your next manuscript to BioMed Central
and take full advantage of: 

• Convenient online submission

• Thorough peer review

• No space constraints or color figure charges

• Immediate publication on acceptance

• Inclusion in PubMed, CAS, Scopus and Google Scholar

• Research which is freely available for redistribution

Submit your manuscript at 
www.biomedcentral.com/submit

Nyman et al. Acta Veterinaria Scandinavica 2011, 53(Suppl 1):S8
http://www.actavetscand.com/content/53/S1/S8

Page 6 of 6

http://www.actavetscand.com/supplements/53/S1
http://www.actavetscand.com/supplements/53/S1
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11875853?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11875853?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12062520?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/3232620?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19178966?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19178966?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19178966?dopt=Abstract

	Abstract
	Background
	Methods
	Results
	Conclusions

	Background
	Methods
	Study herds
	Field assessment of animal welfare
	The gold standard for good animal welfare
	Register data
	Choice of potential welfare indicators from the register data

	Data analyses
	Variable reduction
	Selection of final set of welfare indicators (the “register test tool”)


	Results
	Descriptive data
	Welfare remarks from the field assessment
	Multivariable analyses
	Performance of welfare indicators used to identify herds having good welfare
	Combining the models to identify herds with good or poor welfare

	Discussion
	Conclusions
	Acknowledgements
	Author details
	Competing interests
	References


<<
  /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 /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /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 true
  /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 /Warning
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 500
  /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 0.76
    /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 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 500
  /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 0.76
    /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 /Warning
  /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

  /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 Adobe PDF documents suitable for reliable viewing and printing of business documents.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


