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[1] Current estimates of gross primary productivity (GPP)
of the terrestrial biosphere vary widely, from 100 to 175 Gt
C year�1. Ecosystem GPP cannot be measured directly, and
is commonly estimated using models. Among the many
parameters in those models, three leaf parameters have
strong influences on the modelled GPP: leaf mass per area,
leaf lifespan and leaf nitrogen concentration. The first two
parameters affect the modelled canopy leaf area and the last
two determine the maximal leaf photosynthetic rate. Eco-
logical studies have firmly established that these three
parameters are significantly correlated at regional to global
scales, but this knowledge is yet to be used in predicting
global GPP. We hypothesize that incorporating multi-trait
covariance can reduce uncertainties of model predictions in a
way likely to provide improved realism. Using the Austra-
lian community land surface model (CABLE), we find that
correlations among these three parameters reduce the vari-
ance among GPP estimates by CABLE by over 20% for
shrub, C4 grassland and tundra, and by between 5% and
20% for most other PFTs, as compared with the simulated
GPP without considering the correlations. Globally the cor-
relations do not alter the mean but reduce the variance of
modeled GPP by CABLE by 28% and result in fewer
extremely high or extremely low (and unlikely) global GPP
predictions. Therefore correlations among the three leaf
parameters, and possibly other parameters, can be used as a
significant constraint on the estimates of model parameters
or predictions by those models. Citation: Wang, Y. P., X. J.
Lu, I. J. Wright, Y. J. Dai, P. J. Rayner, and P. B. Reich (2012),
Correlations among leaf traits provide a significant constraint on
the estimate of global gross primary production, Geophys. Res.
Lett., 39, L19405, doi:10.1029/2012GL053461.

1. Introduction

[2] Each year photosynthesis by the land biosphere fixes
about one sixth of total atmospheric CO2 and a similar

amount is released back to the atmosphere by respiration.
Because these two fluxes occur simultaneously it has not
been possible to measure photosynthesis separately from
respiration in the field at ecosystem scale. The gross primary
production (GPP) of the land biosphere defined as the total
amount of carbon fixed by photosynthesis can be estimated
using various approaches. Process-based models calculate
GPP using either the biochemical model of leaf photosyn-
thesis [see Farquhar et al., 1980] or the light use efficiency
model [Turner et al., 2006]. Another approach is to use the
relationships between various environmental variables and
GPP derived from eddy flux measurements [e.g., Beer et al.,
2010]. A third approach is to use other tracers, such as oxy-
gen isotopes in CO2 or carbonyl sulfide, to infer GPP of
the terrestrial biosphere [see Campbell et al., 2008; Welp
et al., 2011]. Because of the large uncertainties in both the
process-based and empirical models, GPP predictions
obtained by the first approach vary widely, e.g. from 100 to
150 Gt C year�1 [Piao et al., 2010]. Using the second
approach, Beer et al. [2010] estimated global annual GPP to
average 123� 8 Gt C year�1 between 1990 to 2008, which is
far lower (and indeed inconsistent) with the very recent
estimates of 150 to 175 Gt C year�1, made by Welp et al.
[2011] using the third approach.
[3] Total canopy leaf area and maximum photosynthetic

rate (photosynthetic “capacity”) are two major drivers of
GPP for terrestrial ecosystems [see Schulze et al., 1994;
Reich, 2012]. Photosynthetic capacity is closely related to
leaf nitrogen per unit leaf area that is the product of leaf
nitrogen concentration, n in g nitrogen/g dry matter and leaf
mass per unit area m in g dry matter m�2) [Evans, 1989;
Reich et al., 1997]. Total canopy mass is largely a function of
the fraction of plant carbon allocated to leaves, and of leaf
lifespan [Reich et al., 1992]. In turn, total canopy leaf area is
a function of canopy mass and leaf mass per area. Over the
last decade or so, globally-consistent correlations have been
demonstrated among leaf N concentration (n), leaf lifespan
(t) and leaf mass per area (m) [Reich et al., 1997; Wright
et al., 2004]. They are: t and m being positively correlated,
and both t or m being negatively correlated to n. Because
these three traits are key parameters in global models for
estimating GPP, we expected that their correlations would
help us narrow down the range of estimates of GPP for
different plant functional types (PFTs) and globally. This
had not been explored before. We hypothesize that this can
be useful in a modelling context because most studies on
parameter estimation using global land models have
assumed, a priori, that model parameters are independent,
and showed that current observations can constrain only a
small fraction of the large numbers of parameters in those
models [Rayner et al., 2005; Wang et al., 2009; Ziehn et al.,
2011]. If instead, incorporating multi-trait covariance can
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reduce uncertainties of model parameter estimates, predic-
tions made by models may have improved realism, as cap-
tured by reduced variance in those predictions.
[4] The objectives of this study are (1) to quantify the

degree to which correlations among the three leaf traits
constrain GPP estimates for different PFTs, individually and
in total; (2) to quantify the probability of global GPP being
150 to 175 Gt C year�1 at present. We used a process-based
global land surface model, the Australian community land
surface model (CABLE) to estimate GPP. While keeping all
other model parameters unchanged, we use CABLE to
compute GPP for given values of three leaf traits (t, m, n)
that are generated using a random number generator with or
without taking account of the correlations. By comparing the
differences in variance of the estimated GPP for the uncor-
related or correlated values of three leaf traits, we can esti-
mate how much the correlations among the three leaf traits
can reduce the uncertainties of the estimated GPP for dif-
ferent PFTs, or globally.

2. Method

[5] The CABLE model (see Kowalczyk et al. [2006] and
Wang et al. [2010, 2011] for further details) is used to sim-
ulate GPP. In CABLE the vegetation is divided into 10 dif-
ferent PFTs based on the 1� by 1� International Geosphere
and Biosphere Program vegetation classification [Loveland
et al., 2000]. The meteorological forcing from the global
soil wetness project II (GSWPII) [see Dirmeyer et al., 2006]
for 1990 was used as input to CABLE. Values for vegetation
and soil model parameters used in this study are listed in
Kowalczyk et al. [2006] except m, t and n.
[6] Using the means, variance of means and co-variances

of the three leaf parameters as estimated for each of 10 PFTs
based on the GLOPNET dataset [Wright et al., 2004] (see
Table S1 in Text S1 of the auxiliary material), we used a
random number generator to generate 500 different combi-
nation of m, t and n by either setting all covariances to zero
(“uncorrelated case”) or using the covariances from the
observed data (see Table S1 in Text S1), the “correlated
case”.1 Here variance of a model parameter is estimated as
the standard deviation of the mean, or standard error of
observations for the corresponding leaf trait.
[7] To generate a random realization of each parameter set,

we constructed a covariance matrix C using the prescribed
correlations and variances (see Table S1 in Text S1). A
matrix is calculated as such that C =MTM.M is often called
matrix square root of C, and may not be unique. Here we
calculated it asM ¼ ffiffiffiffi

L
p

Ywhere
ffiffiffiffi

L
p

is a diagonal matrix of
the eigen-values ofC andY the corresponding eigen-vectors.
We generate a realization~vi ¼~v0 þM~z where~v0 the vector
of estimated trait values and~z a vector of independent uni-
variate normal random numbers. It can be shown that the
population mean and covariance of these realization are ~v0
and C respectively.
[8] For each of 500 combinations, we ran CABLE by

recycling the meteorological forcing from GSWPII for 1990
until annual GPP at every land cell reached its steady state
value, which is defined as the difference in GPP between two
successive runs is less than 0.01% for any land point. All

estimates of GPP presented in this paper are steady state
annual values.

3. Dependence of GPP on the Leaf Traits

[9] Gross primary production, GPP depends on canopy leaf
area, and maximum carboxylation rate (vcmax) and maximum
rate of potential electron transport ( jmax) at a leaf temperature
of 25�C. Canopy leaf area in CABLE is modelled as

d Lmð Þ
dt

¼ flNPP=c� Lm=tfT ð1Þ

where L is canopy leaf area index,m is the leaf mass per area (g
dry matter m�2), NPP is net primary production (g Cm�2 d�1),
c is the carbon fraction of dry biomass (=0.5 in this study), fl
is the fraction of NPP allocated to leaf and depends on leaf
phenology [see Wang et al., 2010], fT is the function
describing the dependence of leaf lifespan on leaf tempera-
ture [seeWang et al., 2010]. Here we estimated the mean leaf
turnover rate constant as the inverse of leaf life span, or 1/t.
NPP is estimated as

NPP ¼ GPP L; vcmax; jmaxð Þ � Rm L;mnð Þ � Rg ð2Þ

where Rm and Rg are the maintenance and growth respiration
of leaf, wood and roots.
[10] Parameters vcmax and jmax are estimated as a function

of leaf nitrogen per unit leaf area. That is

vcmax ¼ aþ bmn ð3Þ

jmax ¼ 2vcmax ð4Þ

where a and b are two empirical coefficients with the values
from Kattge et al. [2009] for different PFTs except C4 plants
and tundra. We used the values of a and b of C3 grass as no
estimates were provided byKattge et al. [2009] for C4 plants,
and values of Shrub for Tundra (see Table S2).
[11] In CABLE, GPP and Rm are calculated hourly, Rg is

calculated daily. Equation (1) is integrated forward at daily
time step.
[12] Total variance of the simulated GPP is calculated for

each land cell, each PFT or globally. The total variance of
GPP can also be decomposed into the contribution of vari-
ance from each leaf trait and the covariance among three leaf
traits (see Text S1 in Text S1). For the uncorrelated case, the
covariance always is zero.

4. Results

[13] We evaluated the variance and co-variance terms for
each PFT by computing the first derivatives using the finite
difference method. The covariance is negative for all PFTs
(see Figure 1), suggesting that taking the correlation struc-
ture into account will reduce the uncertainty of the estimated
GPP for all PFTs. The absolute reduction in total variance
due to the correlations is relatively larger for deciduous
needleleaf forest, C3 and C4 grasslands than other PFTs.
However the results as shown in Figure 1 are quantitatively
accurate only around mean GPP for each PFT, and can be
biased for other values of GPP if the first derivatives in
equation (S3) vary with the independent variables. In the
following, we will present the mean and variance of the

1Auxiliary materials are available in the HTML. doi:10.1029/
2012GL053461.
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simulated GPP by CABLE from 500 sets of leaf trait values,
for both the correlated or uncorrelated cases.
[14] The global pattern of the mean GPP as calculated by

CABLE for the uncorrelated case (see Figure 2a) is quite
similar to Beer et al. [2010] using empirical models (see
Figure 2b) except evergreen needle leaf forest, C3 crops and
barren land. The mean GPP as estimated by CABLE for the
uncorrelated case is quite similar to those for the correlated
case for all 10 PFTs. The tropical evergreen forest has the
highest mean annual GPP, about 3200 g C m�2 year �1,
similar to the estimate by Kattge et al. [2009] or Beer et al.
[2010] (see Figure 2b).
[15] As compared with the estimates of Beer et al. [2010]

for evergreen needle leaf forest and C3 crop, the differences
in the mean GPP largely result from the differences in the
mean leaf lifespan. The arithmetic mean leaf life span as
estimated by Wright et al. [2004] is 3.78 years for evergreen
needle leaf forest and 0.29 years for C3 crop (see Table S1 in
Text S1), as compared with 2 years and 0.46 years as the
default values in CABLE that was calibrated using the GPP
estimates of Beer et al. [2010]. The relative differences
between the default values in CABLE and the means of those
three leaf traits fromWright et al. [2004] often are largest for
t. In general, the default values of t in CABLE are smaller
for forest types, and larger for other vegetation types than
those from Wright et al. [2004].
[16] However the uncertainties of the estimated GPP are

quite large, particularly for the regions in Brazil, Central Africa
and south China, and south-east USA (see Figure 3a), where
the mean GPPs also are quite high (>1200 g C m�2 year�1)
(see Figure 2a). Therefore the uncertainties in the estimated
GPPs in those regions contribute to a significant fraction
(>40%) of the total variance of global GPP for the uncorrelated

case. If the correlations among the three leaf traits are con-
sidered, the variance of simulated GPP by CABLE is reduced
by more than 50% for some shrub lands in Northern Australia
and South Africa, or by more than 20% for most tropical C4
grassland in South America, Africa and Australia, as well as
tundra at northern high latitudes (see Figure 3b). The reduction
in variance by taking into account the correlations among the
three leaf traits is significant at 99% level for much of the
global land surface (see Figure 3c).
[17] Figure 4 (top) shows that the frequency distribution of

global GPP estimates from the uncorrelated case is higher
than that from the correlated case at GPP > 160 Gt C year�1

or <130 Gt C year�1, and is lower than that from the corre-
lated case at GPP between 130–145 Gt C year�1. Overall the
correlations among the three leaf traits reduce the variance of
estimated global GPP by CABLE by 28%. The global GPP
for the uncorrelated case is 137.3 � 9.2 Gt C year�1, as
compared to 137.5 � 7.8 Gt C year�1 for the correlated case
as simulated by CABLE.
[18] For different PFTs, the correlations among the three

leaf traits reduces the total variance of the estimated GPP by
CABLE by over 20% for shrub, C4 grassland and tundra, and
by 5% to 20% for evergreen broadleaf forest, deciduous
broadleaf forest, C3 grass, cropland and barren land. The
variance reduction from the correlations is quite large for C4
grasslands that only have very few observations of three leaf
traits. As a result, the variance of the estimated GPP is still
quite large for the correlated case (211 g C m�2 year�1).
[19] Our results (Figure 2b and Figure 4, bottom) show that

the correlations among the leaf traits reduce the total variance
of the estimated GPP but only have small influences on the
mean of estimated GPP by CABLE for all different PFTs and
global land biosphere. However the reduction in the total

Figure 1. Total variance, variance and covariance of the estimated mean GPP for different plant functional types as calcu-
lated using equation (S3). See Table S1 in Text S1 for the definitions of all acronyms in the x-axis label.
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variance of GPP for each PFT as shown in Figure 4 (bottom)
is much larger than that in Figure 1b, because the relationship
between GPP and each of the three leaf traits is nonlinear.

5. Implications

[20] Using the observed mean, variance and the correla-
tions among the three key leaf traits for canopy photosyn-
thesis, we simulated that global GPP of land biosphere is
137.5 � 7.8 Gt C year�1, which is higher than the estimated
GPP by CABLE using default values for the three leaf traits.
However the estimated mean GPP in this study is not statis-
tically significantly different from the estimate of Beer et al.
[2010] using empirical models, but is significantly lower than
the best estimate of 150 to 175 Gt C year�1 by Welp et al.

[2011]. Based on our results, the probability is less than 9%
for GPP being from 150 to 175 Gt C year�1, and would be
even lower if all other parameters in CABLE were recali-
brated against the GPP estimates of Beer et al. [2010]. A full
analysis of the uncertainty of GPP for different PFTs or
global land biosphere will need to bring in additional con-
straints, such as latent heat flux and leaf area index. This will
be explored in the future.
[21] Results from this study have several implications. The

first one is that our results provide further support for the
need of developing a trait-based classification of PFTs for
global land surface models, as advocated by Reich et al.
[2007]. Global land surface models use plant functional
types to represent different land surface types, and each plant
functional type is given a set of values for different model

Figure 2. (a) The mean estimate of the simulated GPP by CABLE for the uncorrelated case, and (b) mean GPP of different
plant functional types for the correlated and uncorrelated cases in comparison with the results from Beer et al. [2010].
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Figure 3. (a) Variance of the estimated mean GPP for the uncorrelated case in (g C)2 m�4 year�2, (b) fractional reduction in
the variance when the correlations among the three leaf traits are considered and (c) the region with variance reduction being
significant at 10%, 5% or 1% levels (F test).
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parameters, including the three parameters we studied here.
Because of the large number of model parameters and their
uncertainties, those models have high degrees of freedom,
which makes model calibration quite difficult and predictions
by those models are highly uncertain. By taking into account
the known correlations among different model parameters
we can thus reduce the degrees of freedom in the model
parameter space as well as the uncertainty associated with
model predictions, therefore PFT-specific effects on model
output can then be better distinguished from another in global
land surface modeling. The second type of implication is that
use of covariance among key leaf traits can reduce uncer-
tainties of model parameter estimates and predictions by
those models. Most studies on parameter estimation using
global land models have assumed, a priori, that model param-
eters are independent, and found that current observations
can be used to constrain only a small fraction of the large

numbers of parameters in those models [Rayner et al., 2005;
Wang et al., 2009; Ziehn et al., 2011]. On the other hand,
field observations of key leaf traits are quite comprehensive
as in the GLOPNET and other datasets [see Wright et al.,
2004; Kattge et al., 2011.]. There is an increasing trend
towards firmly establishing at regional to global scales the
general relationships among key functional traits of plants
[e.g., Reich et al., 1997; Wright et al., 2004; Cornwell et al.,
2008, 2009; Chave et al., 2009]. Results from this study
suggest that correlations among the three leaf traits, and
possibly other traits [see Ziehn et al., 2011] can be used as a
significant constraint on the estimates of model parameters
or predictions by those models to regional to global scales.
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WANG ET AL.: CORRELATIONS OF LEAF TRAITS ON GPP L19405L19405

6 of 7



Research Council for Future Fellowship funding to Ian Wright (project
FT100100910) and to the Australian Research Council Professorial Fellow-
ship to Peter Rayner (project DP1096309), and to the U.S. NSF (DEB
0620652) and Wilderness Research Foundation to Peter Reich.
[23] The Editor thanks the anonymous reviewer for assistance in evalu-

ating this paper.

References
Beer, C., et al. (2010), Terrestrial gross carbon dioxide uptake: Global distri-
bution and covariation with climate, Science, 329, 834–838, doi:10.1126/
science.1184984.

Campbell, J. E., et al. (2008), Photosynthetic control of atmospheric car-
bonyl sulfide during the growing season, Science, 322, 1085–1088,
doi:10.1126/science.1164015.

Chave, J., et al. (2009), Towards a worldwide wood economics spectrum,
Ecol. Lett., 12, 351–366, doi:10.1111/j.1461-0248.2009.01285.x.

Cornwell, W. K., et al. (2008), Plant species traits are the predominant
control on litter decomposition rates within biomes worldwide, Ecol.
Lett., 11, 1065–1071, doi:10.1111/j.1461-0248.2008.01219.x.

Cornwell, W. K., et al. (2009), Plant traits and wood fates across the global:
Rotted, burned, or consumed?, Global Change Biol., 15, 2431–2449,
doi:10.1111/j.1365-2486.2009.01916.x.

Dirmeyer, P. A., X. Gao, M. Zhao, Z. H. Guo, T. Oki, and N. Hanasaki
(2006), GSWP-2- multimodel analysis and implications for our percep-
tion of the land surface, Bull. Am. Meteorol. Soc., 87, 1381–1397,
doi:10.1175/BAMS-87-10-1381.

Evans, J. R. (1989), Photosynthesis and nitrogen relationship in leaves of
C3 plants, Oecologia, 78, 9–19, doi:10.1007/BF00377192.

Farquhar, G. D., S. von Cammerer, and J. A. Berry (1980), A biochemical
model of photosynthetic CO2 assimilation in leaves of C3 species, Planta,
149, 78–90, doi:10.1007/BF00386231.

Kattge, J., W. Knorr, T. Raddatz, and C. Wirth (2009), Quantifying photo-
synthetic capacity and its relationship to leaf nitrogen content for global-
scale terrestrial biosphere models, Global Change Biol., 15, 976–991,
doi:10.1111/j.1365-2486.2008.01744.x.

Kattge, J., et al. (2011), TRY—A global data base of plant traits, Global
Change Biol., 17, 31 pp., doi:10.1111/j.1365-2486.2011.02451.x.

Kowalczyk, E. A., Y. P. Wang, and R. M. Law (2006), The CSIRO Atmo-
spheric Biosphere Land Exchange (CABLE) model for use in climate
models and as an offline model, Pap. 013, Commonw. Sci. and Ind.
Res. Organ. Mar. and Atmos. Res., Aspendale, Vic., Australia. [Avail-
able at http://www.cmar.csiro.au/e-print/open/kowalczykea_2006a.pdf.]

Loveland, T. R., B. C. Reed, J. F. Brown, D. O. Ohlen, Z. Zhu, L. Yang, and
J. W. Merchant, (2000), Development of a global land cover

characteristics database and IGBP DISCover from 1 km AVHRR data,
Int. J. Remote Sens., 6–7, 1303–1330.

Piao, S. L., et al. (2010), Forest annual carbon cost: A global-scale analysis
of autotrophic respiration, Ecology, 91, 652–661, doi:10.1890/08-2176.1.

Rayner, P. J., M. Scholze, W. Knorr, T. Kaminski, R. Giering, and
H. Widmann (2005), Two decades of terrestrial carbon fluxes from a car-
bon cycle data assimilation system, Global Biogeochem. Cycles, 19,
GB2026, doi:10.1029/2004GB002254.

Reich, P. B. (2012), Key plant traits drive forest productivity, Proc. R. Soc.
B, 279, 2128–2134.

Reich, P. B., M. B. Walters, and D. S. Ellsworth (1992), Leaf life-span in
relation to leaf, plant, and stand characteristics among diverse ecosys-
tems, Ecol. Monogr., 62, 365–392, doi:10.2307/2937116.

Reich, P. B., M. B. Walters, and D. S. Ellsworth (1997), From tropics to
tundra: Global convergence in plant functioning, Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci.
U. S. A., 94, 13,730–13,734, doi:10.1073/pnas.94.25.13730.

Reich, P. B., I. J. Wright, and C. H. Lusk (2007), Predicting leaf physiology
from simple plant and climate attributes: A global GLOPNET analysis,
Ecol. Appl., 17(7), 1982–1988, doi:10.1890/06-1803.1.

Schulze, E.-D., F. M. Kelliher, C. Korner, J. Lloyd, and R. Leuning (1994),
Relationships among maximum stomatal conductance, ecosystem surface
conductance, carbon assimilation rate, and plant nitrogen nutrition: a
global ecology scaling exercise, Annu. Rev. Ecol. Syst., 25, 629–662,
doi:10.1146/annurev.es.25.110194.003213.

Turner, D. P. et al. (2006), Evaluation of MODIS NPP and GPP products
across multiple biomes, Remote Sensing of Environment, 102, 282–292.
Wang, Y. P., C. T. Trudinger, and I. G. Enting (2009), A review on
applications of model-data fusion to studies of terrestrial carbon fluxes
at different scales, Agric. For. Meteorol., 149, 1829–1842, doi:10.1016/
j.agrformet.2009.07.009.

Wang, Y. P., R. M. Law, and B. Pak (2010), A global model of carbon,
nitrogen and phosphorus cycles for the terrestrial biosphere, Biogeos-
ciences, 7, 2261–2282, doi:10.5194/bg-7-2261-2010.

Wang, Y. P., E. Kowalczyk, R. Leuning, G. Abramowitz, M. R. Raupach,
B. Pak, E. van Gorsel, and A. Luhar (2011), Diagnosing errors in a land
surface model (CABLE) in the time and frequency domains, J. Geophys.
Res., 116, G01034, doi:10.1029/2010JG001385.

Welp, L. R., et al. (2011), Interannual variability in the oxygen isotopes of
atmospheric CO2 driven by El Niňo, Nature, 477, 579–582, doi:10.1038/
nature10421.

Wright, I. J., et al. (2004), The worldwide leaf economics spectrum, Nature,
428, 821–827, doi:10.1038/nature02403.

Ziehn, T., J. Kattge, W. Knorr, and M. Scholze (2011), Improving the
predictability of global CO2 assimilation rates under climate change,
Geophys. Res. Lett., 38, L10404, doi:10.1029/2011GL047182.

WANG ET AL.: CORRELATIONS OF LEAF TRAITS ON GPP L19405L19405

7 of 7



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (None)
  /CalRGBProfile (ECI-RGB.icc)
  /CalCMYKProfile (Photoshop 5 Default CMYK)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.6
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 524288
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo false
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Preserve
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
    /Courier
    /Courier-Bold
    /Courier-BoldOblique
    /Courier-Oblique
    /Helvetica
    /Helvetica-Bold
    /Helvetica-BoldOblique
    /Helvetica-Oblique
    /Symbol
    /Times-Bold
    /Times-BoldItalic
    /Times-Italic
    /Times-Roman
    /ZapfDingbats
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /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 false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /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 false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 400
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects true
  /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

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /ENU ()
  >>
  /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
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToRGB
      /DestinationProfileName (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
      /DestinationProfileSelector /UseName
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements true
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MarksOffset 6
      /MarksWeight 0.250000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [600 600]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


