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Abstract

In this paper, we introduce and compare two off-line,
text independent writer verification systems. At the core of
the first system are Hidden Markov Model (HMM) based
recognizers. The second system uses Gaussian Mixture
Models (GMMs) to model a person’s handwriting. Both
systems are evaluated on two test sets consisting of un-
skillfully forged and skillfully forged text lines, respec-
tively. In this comparison, different confidence measures
are considered, based on the raw log-likelihood score, the
cohort model approach, and the world model approach.

Keywords: Writer Verification, Off-Line Handwriting,
Hidden Markov Model, Gaussian Mixture Model.

1. Introduction

Writer verification is the task of determining whether
or not a handwritten text has been written by a certain per-
son [20]. Given a handwritten text and a claimed identity,
a verification system must decide whether or not the text
has in fact been written by this writer. In the former case
a person is called a client, in the latter case he or she is
called an impostor [5]. If the system is text independent,
any text can be used for verification, otherwise the system
is text dependent and a specific text has to be written.

A verification system can make two types of errors.
First, the system can falsely reject a text written by a client
or, second, it can falsely accept a text coming from an im-
postor [5]. The data presented by impostors can be divided
into unskilled forgeries, where the impostor makes no ef-
fort to simulate a genuine handwriting, and skilled forg-
eries, where the impostor tries to imitate the handwriting
of a client as closely as possible [21].

Often the decision to accept or reject a text is based on
a confidence measure: If the confidence measure of a text
is above a certain threshold, we assume that the text is in
fact written by the claimed writer; otherwise the input is
classified as not being of the claimed identity.

In this paper, we evaluate two text independent writer
verification systems in conjunction with different confi-
dence measures. Both systems use text lines as their basic
input unit. The first system is based on the idea of uti-
lizing a Hidden Markov Model (HMM) based handwrit-

ing recognition system, which has been developed for text
recognition, for the purpose of writer verification [27]. For
each writer a recognizer is trained with data coming from
that writer only. The recognizers are built from charac-
ter models using HMMs which are concatenated to form
word models. After training, each recognizer is an ex-
pert on the handwriting of one writer. If confronted with a
text line of unknown origin, we expect that the recognizer
which was trained with data from this author achieves the
highest text recognition rate.

The second system uses Gaussian Mixture Models
(GMMs) to model a person’s handwriting. The handwrit-
ing of every writer is modeled by one GMM. A GMM can
be viewed as a single-state HMM with a Gaussian mixture
density. Compared to the HMM based system, the GMM
based system has a number of advantages. First, GMMs
are conceptually less complex than HMMs, consisting of
only one state and one output distribution function. Sec-
ond, every writer is represented by exactly one model. Be-
cause only the parameters of the output distribution func-
tion have to be estimated, this leads to significantly shorter
training times. Furthermore, neither characters nor words
have to be modeled using GMMs and therefore no tran-
scription of the text lines are needed during training. This
also means that the GMM based system is language inde-
pendent.

Significant progress has been achieved in writer iden-
tification in recent years. Surveys on early work in au-
tomatic writer identification and signature verification are
given in [10, 20]. New approaches to writer identifica-
tion have been proposed recently. Said et al. [26] treat
the writer identification task as a texture analysis prob-
lem using multi-channel Gabor filtering and grey-scale co-
occurrence matrix techniques. Srihari et al. [6, 31] address
the problem of writer verification by casting it as a clas-
sification problem with two classes, authorship and non-
authorship. Zois et al. [32] base their approach on single
words by morphologically processing horizontal projec-
tion profiles. Hertel et al. [9] describe a system for writer
identification that extracts a set of features from a text line
and uses a k-NN classifier to determine the author. Edge
based directional probability distributions and connected-
component contours as features for the writer identifica-
tion task are proposed in [28, 29]. Bensefia et al. introduce



graphemes as features for describing the individual prop-
erties of handwriting [2, 3]. Leedham et al. [11] present
a set of eleven features which can be extracted easily and
used for the identification and verification of documents
containing handwritten digits.

The rest of this paper is structured as follows. In Sec-
tion 2 we present the HMM based and in Section 3 the
GMM based verification system. The confidence mea-
sures to decide whether or not to accept a text line are
described in Section 4. In Section 5 the data and the ex-
perimental setup are introduced. The results of the exper-
iments are presented in Section 6 and discussed in Sec-
tion 7. Section 8 concludes the paper and proposes future
work.

2. HMM based verification system

The Hidden Markov Model (HMM) based verification
system is based on the idea of utilizing a HMM based
handwriting recognition system for the task of writer veri-
fication. The verification system is built from HMM based
recognizers that are designed and optimized for the task of
handwritten text line recognition. A short description of
the system is given in this section; for a more detailed de-
scription see [27].

After some common normalization operations are ap-
plied to a text line, a sliding window moves from left to
right over the text line and extracts nine features, three
global and six local ones. The global features are the frac-
tion of black pixels in the window, the center of gravity
and the second order moment. The local features repre-
sent the position and the orientation of the upper and the
lower-most pixel, the number of black-to-white transitions
in the window, and the fraction of black pixels between
the upper- and the lower-most black pixel. Using these
features, an input text line is converted into a sequence
of nine-dimensional feature vectors. A more detailed de-
scription of the normalization operations and the feature
extraction process is given in [12].

For each upper and lower case character an individ-
ual HMM is built. Additionally, frequent punctuation
marks, such as full stop, colon and space are modeled.
Other, infrequent punctuation marks are mapped to a spe-
cial garbage model. Each character HMM consists of 14
states connected in a linear topology. These character
models are concatenated to word models which in turn are
concatenated to model a complete text line. The HMMs
are implemented using the HTK toolkit [30].

The system is trained by applying the Baum-Welch al-
gorithm [22] with the following training strategy. In the
first step, a single Gaussian output distribution for each
state is used. Each model is trained with four iterations.
Then in the second step, the number of Gaussian mixture
components is increased. This is implemented by splitting
the Gaussian distribution with the highest weight [30]. In
the third step, we again train each model in four itera-
tions using the new mixture components. Steps 2 and 3
are repeated until the desired number of Gaussian mixture
components is reached.

For recognition, the Viterbi algorithm is used. Pre-
sented with a text line, a recognizer produces a sequence
of words together with their log-likelihood scores. Sum-
ming up the scores of all words gives us the log-likelihood
score of a text line.

3. GMM based verification system

This writer verification system uses Gaussian Mixture
Models (GMMs) to model a person’s handwriting. GMMs
have first been used in speech recognition [23, 24]. How-
ever, to the best of our knowledge, they have not yet been
applied to off-line, text independent writer verification.

A GMM models the distribution of the feature vectors
extracted from a person’s handwriting by a Gaussian mix-
ture density [24]. For a D-dimensional feature vector, x,
the Gaussian mixture density is a weighted linear combi-
nation of M uni-modal Gaussian densities, pi, parameter-
ized by a D × 1 mean vector, μi, a D × D covariance
matrix, Ci, and a mixture weight, wi:

p(x|λ) =
M∑

i=1

wipi(x). (1)

The weights wi sum up to one. The parameters of a
writer’s density model are denoted as λ = {wi, μi, Ci}
with i = 1, . . . , M . While the general model supports
full covariance matrices, diagonal covariance matrices are
used in this paper as they are computationally more effi-
cient while achieving an equal or even better performance
than full covariance matrices [24].

For each writer, one GMM is trained using features
extracted from text lines coming from the specific writer
only. Before feature extraction, a series of normalization
operations are applied to each text line. The contrast of a
text line is enhanced first. Then the writing is vertically
scaled (see [12] for a detailed description of the vertical
scaling operation) and thinned using the MB2 thinning al-
gorithm [4].

The features are extracted using a sliding window. The
window moves from left to right one pixel per step. For
every column of pixels in the sliding window, the same
nine geometrical features as the ones used by the HMM
system are extracted (see Section 2). The window width is
14 pixels and was optimized in an independent validation
experiment. The feature vectors of every column in the
sliding window are averaged to produce the final feature
vector. At last, the feature vectors which do not contain
any upper and lower-most black pixels are deleted. As a
result of the feature extraction process we get a sequence
of nine-dimensional feature vectors.

The GMM is trained using the Expectation-
Maximization (EM) algorithm [8]. The EM algorithm
iteratively refines the GMM parameters so as to monoton-
ically increase the likelihood of the estimated model for
the observed feature vectors. We apply variance flooring
to impose a lower bound on the variance parameters [16].
The GMMs are implemented using the Torch library [7].

During decoding of the feature sequence extracted



from a text line, the feature vectors of X = {x1, . . . ,xT }
are assumed to be independent. The log-likelihood score
of a model λ for a sequence of feature vectors X is

log p(X |λ) =
T∑

t=1

log p(xt|λ), (2)

where p(xt|λ) is computed according to Eq. 1 [24].
Similarly, the standard deviation of a text line is calculated
as the standard deviation of the feature vectors.

4. Confidence Measures

Various confidence measures for off-line handwriting
recognition have been presented in the literature [14, 18,
19]. In this paper, three common types of confidence mea-
sures for writer verification are evaluated. The first confi-
dence measure uses the recognition score produced by the
model of the claimed identity only. The two other types of
confidence scores normalize the recognition score based
on a cohort model or a world model approach, respec-
tively. The cohort model approach normalizes the score of
the model of the claimed writer with respect to the score
of the most competitive writers [25]. The world model
approach normalizes the score of the claimed writer by a
model which is trained on a large number of samples from
many writers [15].

The first simple confidence measure for a text line
t is the log-likelihood score of the claimed identity,
llClaimedID, returned by the model:

cmLLScore(t) = llClaimedID (3)

The next two confidence measures are inspired by the
cohort model approach. They both are based on the rank-
ing of the log-likelihood scores returned by the models
of each writer. A text line together with a claimed iden-
tity is presented to all writer models and the returned
log-likelihood scores are sorted. Based on this rank-
ing the confidence measure is calculated from the differ-
ence of the log-likelihood score of the claimed identity,
llClaimedID, and the first best ranked competing writer,
llBestRanked. This score is normalized by the length of
the text line |t|:

cmCohortModel(t) =
llClaimedID − llBestRanked

|t| (4)

If the recognizer returns a standard deviation together
with the log-likelihood score for a text line, we can use
it to normalize the difference between the log-likelihood
score of the claimed identity and the first best ranked com-
peting writer. The following confidence measure uses the
standard deviation σ1 of the first ranked text line for nor-
malization:

cmCohortModelσ (t) =
llClaimedID − llBestRanked

σ1
(5)

Example of original text lines.

Example of skillfully forged text lines.

Figure 1. Examples of original and skillfully forged
text lines.

The fourth confidence measure uses a world model to
normalize the log-likelihood score of the claimed writer.
The world model is trained on a large number of text lines
coming from different writers. A text line is presented to
the model of the claimed identity and the world model
only. This confidence measure is based on the differ-
ence of the log-likelihood score of the claimed identity
llClaimedID and the world model llWorldModel:

cmWorldModel(t) = llClaimedID − llWorldModel (6)

In order to calculate the cohort model based confi-
dence measures, we need the scores of every client model
known to the system. In contrast, the world model based
confidence measure is independent of the number of writ-
ers considered, only the score of the claimed model and
of the world model are needed. Thus, it is much faster to
calculate for a large number of clients.

Both GMM and HMM return a log-likelihood score
when confronted with a text line from an unknown au-
thor. Thus, cmLLScore, cmCohortModel, and cmWorldModel

are applicable in both systems. In order to calculate
cmCohortModelσ , the standard deviation, which is only
available in the GMM based system, is needed as well.

5. Data and Experimental Setup

The text lines used in our experiments are part of the
IAM handwriting database [13]1. The database currently
contains over 1,500 pages of handwritten text from over
650 writers. For each writer we use five pages of text from
which between 27 and 54 text lines are extracted.

The training set for the HMM based and the GMM
based system is identical and contains 4,103 text lines
from 100 different writers. Four-fold cross validation is
used, i.e, the data set is split up into four sets and itera-

1The IAM handwriting database is publicly available at:
www.iam.unibe.ch/˜fki/iamDB



Table 1. Equal Error Rates (EERs) for unskillfully and
skillfully forged test set.

Equal Error Rate (ERR) Unskilled Skilled
(in %) Forgeries Forgeries

GMM, cmLLScore 12.5 39.5
HMM, cmLLScore 34.0 34.0

GMM, cmWorldModel 3.0 13.0
HMM, cmWorldModel 2.0 5.9

GMM, cmCohortModel 1.5 10.6
GMM, cmCohortModelσ 1.5 8.2
HMM, cmCohortModel 0.9 2.6

tively three of the sets are used for training and one for
testing.

The unskillfully forged test set consists of two disjoint
subsets coming from clients and impostors. The unskilled
forgeries that form the impostor set are obtained from the
database by extracting 571 text lines produced by 20 writ-
ers. The writers of these text lines are disjoint from the
100 clients and no model exists that is trained on the hand-
writing of any of these 20 writers. Based on these text
lines the impostor data set is constructed by assigning, to
each of these text lines, seven identities of writers known
to the system. In total, the impostor data set consists of
7×571=3,997 and the complete test set of 8,100 text lines.
The rationale is that the number of text lines to be accepted
is approximately the same as the number of text lines that
have to be rejected.

The skillfully forged test set is again composed of two
subsets, a client and an impostor subset. The client data
set consists of one page of text from 20 different writers
which are part of the 100 clients. A total of 169 text lines
are extracted from these 20 pages. The same 20 pages are
then skillfully forged. The acquisition protocol was as fol-
lows. A person was presented with a page of handwritten
text and given 10 minutes to train the writing. Then he
or she was asked to forge the text. An example of three
original and three skillfully forged text lines are given in
Fig.1. From the forgeries thus created, another 169 text
lines are extracted. Hence, in total 338 text lines are used
in this test set.

For each writer, a HMM based system was trained us-
ing the strategy described in Section 2 with a maximal
number of five Gaussian mixture components. This num-
ber of Gaussians produced the highest writer identification
rate in a writer identification experiment on the client test
set of the unskillfully forged test set used in this paper.
The world model was trained with the same number of
Gaussians using all training data from all 100 writers.

Similarly, for every writer a GMM based system is
trained using 200 Gaussians and a variance flooring factor
of 0.005. These parameters yielded the best writer iden-
tification rate in a writer identification experiment on the
client test set of the unskillfully forged test set used in this
paper. Additionally, with the same parameter set a world
model is trained on all data from all writers.
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Figure 2. ROC curves of the HMM and the GMM
based system on the unskillfully forged test set.

6. Results

The results of the experiments are reported as Receiver
Operator Characteristic (ROC) curves in Figs. 2 and 3.
An ROC curve describes the performance of a verifica-
tion system on a test set by plotting the False Acceptance
Rate (FAR) against the False Rejection Rate (FRR) [5].
In Table 1 the estimated Equal Error Rates (EERs) for
the ROC curves are given [5]. Because the HMM rec-
ognizer does not return a standard deviation for a given
text line, the ROC curves for the HMM based system and
cmCohortModelσ can not be plotted.

In Fig. 2 the ROC curves on the unskillfully forged
test set for the HMM based and the GMM based system
are shown. The ROC curves produced using the raw log-
likelihood score (cmLLScore) have the lowest performance
for both systems. The HMM based system achieves an
EER of approximately 34.0% and the GMM based sys-
tem yields an EER of 12.5% for cmLLScore. The world
model based approach (cmWorldModel) achieves an EER
of 3.0% for the GMM and an EER of 2.0% for the HMM
based system. For both the HMM and the GMM based
system, the ROC curves based on cmCohortModel pro-
duces EERs of 1.5%. The best ROC curve with an EER
around 0.9% is produced by the HMM based system and
the cmCohortModel confidence measure.

The ROC curves on the skillfully forged test set for the
HMM based and the GMM based systems are shown in
Fig. 3. The ROC curves with the lowest performance are
produced using the raw log-likelihood score (cmLLScore)
for both systems with EERs above 30%. The GMM based
system with cmWorldModel produces an EER of around
13.0%. For the cohort model confidence measures, if we
use cmCohortModelσ instead of cmCohortModel the EER
drops from 10.6% to 8.2% for the GMM system. The two
best performing ROC curves are generated by the HMM
based system. An EER of 5.9% results using the world
model approach (cmWorldModel) and an EER of 2.6% is
achieved by the cohort model approach (cmCohortModel).
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Figure 3. ROC curves of the HMM and the GMM
based system on the skillfully forged test set.

7. Discussion

In the unskilled forgeries experiment, the best per-
forming ROC curves are produced by the cohort model
based confidence measure for both the HMM and the
GMM based system. The best ROC curve of the concep-
tually and computationally less complex GMM based sys-
tem is only slightly inferior to the best ROC curve of the
HMM based system.

In contrast, in the skilled forgeries experiment, the best
ROC curves are produced by the HMM based system for
both the cohort model and the world model based confi-
dence measure. There is a substantial difference in perfor-
mance compared to the GMM based system. This result
can be explained by the fact that the HMMs encode time
information about the handwriting which is not available
in the GMM model. This additional information allows to
better distinguish skillfully forged text lines from original
text lines.

Independent of the statistical model employed by the
verification system, in both experimental setups the best
ROC curve is produced by the cohort model based con-
fidence measure. However the calculation of this con-
fidence measure is costly compared to the world model
based approach. For every text line, the log-likelihood
scores of all 100 models have to be computed and then
sorted. In comparison, the world model based confidence
score uses the score of the claimed system and the world
model only and is independent of the number of client
models.

8. Conclusions and Future Work

In this paper we have compared two off-line, text-
independent writer verification systems. While the first
system uses HMM based recognizers to model a person’s
handwriting, the second system employs GMMs to ac-
complish this task. Three different types of confidence
measures are studied based on the raw log-likelihood
score, a cohort model, and a world model approach. The

performance of both systems is evaluated on two test sets.
The unskillfully forged test set contains in total 8,100 text
lines from 100 clients and 20 impostors. The skillfully
forged test set contains 338 text lines from 20 clients and
20 impostors.

While the GMM- and the HMM based system perform
similarly on the unskillfully forged test set, the HMM
based system outperforms the GMM based system on the
skillfully forged test set. An EER of around 0.9% is
achieved on the unskillfully forged test set and an EER
of approximately 2.6% is obtained on the skillfully forged
test set. On both sets, the best ROC curves are produced
by the cohort model based confidence measure. However,
the computation of this confidence measure is dependent
on the number of clients and thus expensive to calculate
for a large number of clients.

For future work, an interesting question is to investi-
gate whether modifications of the world model based con-
fidence measures as presented in [1] would yield perfor-
mances similar to the ones obtained by the cohort model
based confidence measure. Another interesting task is
to try to improve the performance on both unskilled and
skilled forgeries by combining the HMM and the GMM
based system using a Multiple Classifier System (MCS)
approach [17].
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ular machine learning software library. Technical report,
IDIAP, 2002.

[8] A. P. Dempster, N. M. Laird, and D. B. Rubin. Maxi-
mum likelihood from incomplete data via the EM algo-
rithm. Journal of Royal Statistical Society, 39:1–38, 1977.

[9] C. Hertel and H. Bunke. A set of novel features for writer
identification. In J. Kittler and M. Nixon, editors, Audio-



and Video-Based Biometric Person Authentication, pages
679–687, 2003.

[10] F. Leclerc and R. Plamondon. Automatic signature verifi-
cation: The state of the art 1989–1993. In R. Plamondon,
editor, Progress in Automatic Signature Verification, pages
13–19. World Scientific Publ. Co., 1994.

[11] G. Leedham and S. Chachra. Writer identification using
innovative binarised features of handwritten numerals. In
Proc. 7th Int. Conf. on Document Analysis and Recogni-
tion, pages 413–417, 2003.

[12] U.-V. Marti and H. Bunke. Using a statistical language
model to improve the performance of an HMM-based
cursive handwriting recognition system. Int. Journal of
Pattern Recognition and Artificial Intelligence, 15:65–90,
2001.

[13] U.-V. Marti and H. Bunke. The IAM–database: An En-
glish sentence database for off-line handwriting recogni-
tion. Int. Journal of Document Analysis and Recognition,
5:39–46, 2002.

[14] S. Marukatat, T. Artières, P. Gallinari, and B. Dorizzi. Re-
jection measures for handwriting sentence recognition. In
Proc. 8th Int. Conf. on Frontiers in Handwriting Recogni-
tion, pages 25–29, 2002.

[15] T. Matsui and S. Furui. Likelihood normalization
for speaker verification using a phoneme- and speaker-
independent model. Speech Communications, 17:109–
116, 1995.

[16] H. Melin, J. Koolwaaij, J. Lindberg, and F. Bimbot. A
comparative evaluation of variance flooring techniques in
HMM-based speaker verification. In Proc. of the 5th Int.
Conf. on Spoken Language Processing, pages 2379–2382,
1998.

[17] N. Oza, R. Polikar, J. Kittler, and F. Roli, editors. Multiple
Classifier Systems, 6th International Workshop. Springer
LNCS 3541, 2005.

[18] J. F. Pitrelli and M. P. Perrone. Confidence modeling for
verification post-processing for handwriting recognition.
In Proc. 8th Int. Workshop on Frontiers in Handwriting
Recognition, pages 30–35, 2002.

[19] J. F. Pitrelli and M. P. Perrone. Confidence-scoring post-
processing for off-line handwritten-character recognition
verification. In Proc. 7th Int. Conf. on Document Analysis
and Recognition, pages 278–282, 2003.

[20] R. Plamondon and G. Lorette. Automatic signature veri-
fication and writer identification – the state of the art. In
Pattern Recognition, volume 22, pages 107–131, 1989.

[21] R. Plamondon and S. Srihari. On-line and off-line hand-
writing recognition: A comprehensive survey. IEEE
Trans. on Pattern Analysis and Machine Intelligence,
22:63–84, 2000.

[22] L. R. Rabiner. A tutorial on hidden Markov models and
selected applications in speech recognition. In Proc. of the
IEEE, volume 77, pages 257–285, 1989.

[23] D. A. Reynolds. Speaker identification and verification
using Gaussian mixture speaker models. Speech Commu-
nication, 17:91–108, 1995.

[24] D. A. Reynolds, T. F. Quatieri, and R. B. Dunn. Speaker
verification using adapted Gaussian mixture models. Dig-
ital Signal Processing, 10:19–41, 2000.

[25] A. E. Rosenberg, J. Delong, C. H. Huang, and F. K. Soong.
The use of cohort normalized scores for speaker verifica-
tion. In Proc. Int. Conf. on Spoken Language Processing,
pages 599–602, 1992.

[26] H. E. S. Said, T. Tan, and K. Baker. Personal identification
based on handwriting. Pattern Recognition, 33:149–160,
2000.

[27] A. Schlapbach and H. Bunke. Using HMM based recog-
nizers for writer identification and verification. In Proc.
9th Int. Workshop on Frontiers in Handwriting Recogni-
tion, pages 167–172, 2004.

[28] L. Schomaker and M. Bulacu. Automatic writer identi-
fication using connected-component contours and edge-
based features of uppercase western script. IEEE Trans. on
Pattern Analysis and Machine Intelligence, 26:787–798,
2004.

[29] L. Schomaker, M. Bulacu, and K. Franke. Auto-
matic writer identification using fragmented connected-
component contours. In Proc. 9th Int. Workshop on Fron-
tiers in Handwriting Recognition, pages 185–190, 2004.

[30] S. Young, G. Evermann, D. Kershaw, G. Moore, J. Odell,
D. Ollason, D. Povey, V. Valtchev, and P. Woodland. The
HTK Book. 2002.

[31] B. Zhang, S. N. Srihari, and S. Lee. Individuality of hand-
written characters. In Proc. 7th Int. Conf. on Document
Analysis and Recognition, volume 7, pages 1086–1090,
2003.

[32] E. N. Zois and V. Anastassopoulos. Morphological wave-
form coding for writer identification. Pattern Recognition,
33:385–398, 2000.



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

  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


