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ABSTRACT: The study presented in this paper builds upon previous research into system
identification using multiple models at EPFL. This identification methodology is based on the
selection of sets of candidate models such that differences between measurements and their
predictions are below a certain threshold value. The threshold value is a function of modeling
and measurement errors. This paper presents results from a preliminary study on the estimation
of modeling errors in structural system identification. Modeling errors have many sources, such
as uncertainty in parameter values and finite element discretization. In addition to defining the
threshold value, evaluating errors may also help minimizing errors and choosing better
measurement locations. Two types of modelling errors are studied. The first is the error
introduced by neglecting the effect of secondary structural elements such as roadway barriers
and the second is due to element discretization. A composite truss bridge is used as a case study.
Results from the study show that the errors due to exclusion of a secondary structural element
may be significant and in such cases, they must be taken into account for system identification.
Therefore displacement or rotation measurements are better for structural identification than
strain measurements near beam-slab interfaces. The approach used and the results described are
expected to contribute to increasing the accuracy of probabilistic studies on full scale bridges.

1 INTRODUCTION

Most existing bridges have been prudently designed using modeling assumptions that lead to
safe and economical structures. However, when taking management decisions such as repair and
augmenting the load-carrying capacity, design models may not be appropriate. On-site
measurement often reveals important differences between measurement data and predictions of
design models. A systematic approach to interpretation of measurement data employs
methodologies developed in the field of system identification (Ljung 1999). Since system
identification is an inverse engineering approach, many models may predict the same measured
behaviour. Raphael and Smith (1998) observed that errors coming from model and
measurements may compensate each other, leading to the identification of wrong candidate
behavioural models. To overcome this difficulty, the authors have proposed a multi-model
approach which involves the generation of thousands of possible behavioural scenarios.
Candidate models are selected by comparing the difference between values from measurement
and from predictions with a threshold value that is determined using estimates of modeling and
measurement errors (Kripakaran et al. 2007; Raphael and Smith 1998; Raphael and Smith 2003;
Robert-Nicoud et al. 2005).

This paper focuses on the estimation of modeling errors. Accurate simulations require features
such as appropriate mesh refinement, adequate element types and correct representation of the
structure and physical parameters such as material proprieties. The effects of modeling
parameters have to be ascertained in order to estimate and minimize modeling errors. The few
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studies that consider modeling errors examine only aleatory variations which include statistical
uncertainties in modeling parameters (Cheung and Beck 2009; Frangopol et al. 2008; Lee et al.
2005; Mahadevan and Rebba 2006; McFarland and Mahadevan 2008; Sanayei et al. 2001).
Epistemic errors that are caused by inadequate modeling assumptions are seldom considered.
Current probabilistic approaches are often not reliable because epistemic errors are not known.
A multiple model probabilistic approach to structural identification (Ravindran et al. 2007) must
incorporate both epistemic and aleatory uncertainties in order to assess the behavior of complex
coupled systems such as bridges.

Epistemic uncertainties arise due to modeling assumptions made during the identification
process. One assumption could be that secondary structural elements have a negligible
contribution to the structural stiffness. Design models usually do not include secondary
structural elements since their purpose is to lead to a safe structure designed for limit states.
However, the goal of structural identification is to identify the model that represents the true
state of the structure. Hence the influence of secondary elements has to be evaluated. Several
authors have already assessed the influence of secondary structural elements on the strength and
on transverse load distribution (Akinci et al. 2008; Chung et al. 2006; Conner and Huo 2006;
Eamon and Nowak 2002; Eamon and Nowak 2004; Mabsout et al. 1997a). However, none of
these authors have studied the influence of secondary elements in order to improve structural
system identification. Furthermore, the elements studied by these authors are principally barriers
and sidewalks. While performing system identification, other parameters (ex: a sloped profile of
the deck, haunch, pavement and concrete reinforcement), may also influence the response of the
structure. Excluding the effects of such parameters may lead to the identification of wrong
candidate models.

System identification using the multi-model approach requires evaluations of thousands of
candidate models. Consequently, the solution time for an evaluation has to be kept to a
minimum. Element types and mesh size affect the solution time. Practitioners seldom use
models with solid elements due to computing constraints. A combination of beam and shell
elements is commonly used to simulate bridges. Users must employ these elements with care
since all element types have limitations. Each element type is based on specific fundamental
hypotheses and is not suitable for all situations (ANSYS 2007; Chapelle and Bathe 1998; Cook
et al. 2007; Macneal 1994). For example, shells are bi-dimensional elements that may
adequately simulate the behavior of components that have a small thickness compared to its
other dimensions. Model discretization may also be an important source of modeling errors.
When using a combination of shells or beams and shell elements to form a composite section,
results may be inaccurate if a sufficiently refined mesh is not used (Crisfield 1991; Gupta and
Ma 1977; Miller 1980).

The objective of this paper is to estimate modelling errors so that reliable threshold values can
be found for candidate models. Two sources of modelling errors are studied. The first is the
exclusion of secondary structural elements and the second is model discretization. A composite
truss bridge is used to illustrate these two types of errors.

2 SYSTEM IDENTIFICATION

The framework of multiple-model system identification research at EPFL is shown in Figure 1.
The identification strategy is an iterative process that employs measurements for identification
of candidate behavioral models and then information from candidate models to improve the
measurement system. At the beginning, modeling assumptions and measurements from the
initial measurement system are provided by engineers. Modeling assumptions define the
parameters to be employed within the identification task. The set of model parameters consists
of quantities such as elastic constant, connection stiffness and moment of inertia. Each set of
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values for the model parameters corresponds to a model of the structure. The model generation
module compares measurement values with model predictions in a stochastic search to generate
sets of candidate models. Candidate models are those for which the difference between the
measurement at each location and the corresponding prediction lies below a threshold.

Setting an appropriate threshold value is important for generating the set of candidate models. A
simple way to compute the threshold is to add the absolute value of the measurement and
modeling errors. However, this may lead to a large threshold value and therefore a large set of
candidate models. On the other hand, if the threshold value is too low (i.e. assuming errors are
smaller than they actually are), the right model may not be included in the candidate set.

Complex structures have large numbers of candidate models. These models are input for the
data mining and feature extraction module. Data mining techniques are used to extract
relationships between models and cluster similar models. The measurement system design
module uses the entropy among predictions of representative models from model clusters as a
criterion to determine locations for subsequent measurements. This module also has algorithms
for designing the initial measurement system for a structure. The model generation module, data
mining module and measurement system design module involve human interaction and this
interaction is accommodated within the engineer-computer interaction module. For example,
this module has visualization tools for displaying results from the data mining module.
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Figure 1 — System identification methodology using multiple models

This paper focuses on the incorporation of modeling errors into the system identification
process. Modeling errors are classified into two classes - epistemic and aleatory. Epistemic
errors arise from the lack of knowledge about the behavior of a structure, the use of simplified
hypothesis, or modeling assumptions. Aleatory error describes uncertainties that are related to
the parameter values. For example this type of error is associated with statistical variations in
physical parameters such as Young’s modulus, plate thicknesses, and loading values. Modeling
errors are evaluated in three steps.

1. Identify parameters that introduce aleatory and epistemic uncertainties.

2. Evaluate the sensitivity of model predictions such as strains and displacements to the
parameters.

3. Combine uncertainties associated with modeling parameters to find a threshold value
for selection of candidate models.

This paper evaluates the epistemic uncertainties that originate from modeling assumptions such
as the exclusion of secondary structural elements and the level of model discretization. The
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objective is to investigate the effects of modeling assumptions on the model predictions. The
following section describes the evaluation of modeling errors through a case study of a
composite truss bridge.

3 CASE STUDY

The example presented here is a preliminary study carried out on a multi-span composite truss
bridge. The model is composed of six continuous spans covering a total length of 300 meters. A
finite element model of the bridge is given in Figure 2. Because of the size of the structure, it is
not feasible to use solid elements. Therefore, a combination of beam and shell elements is used.

Figure 2 — Finite element model of the multi-span composite truss bridge

As the system identification process requires thousands of evaluations of the model, a mesh
with 150,000 elements is chosen so that the solution time is reasonable (< 10 min per
evaluation).

Only a part of the full bridge is used to assess the impact of modeling errors. This substructure
represents a 20 m single span of the bridge. In addition to the concrete slab and main truss, the
model includes secondary elements that are often neglected during design such as secondary
beams, sloped deck, pavement, haunch, sidewalk barrier and concrete reinforcement. The model
as analyzed in the ANSYS software is presented in Figure 3. This modeling approach using
beams and shells has already been extensively tested by previous researchers and has been
shown to adequately represent the behavior of composite members (Chiewanichakorn et al.
2004; Chung and Sotelino 2006; Dall'Asta and Zona 2004; Mabsout et al. 1997b). To show the
influence of secondary elements, models that do not include a given type of secondary element
are analyzed and the results are then compared with the results from the analysis of a model that
includes all secondary elements. This approach brings out the influence of each parameter.

The other aspect of the study is the relation between predictions at a given location and mesh
refinement. Sampled locations are presented in Figure 4. Strain predictions at the intersections
of axis S3-T3, S5-T3 and S6-T1 are recorded at four different locations, namely, the upper side
of the truss top chord, the haunch bottom chord, the haunch top chord and the bottom chord of
the slab. In order to ensure that a modeling error is not introduced by the use of beam and shell
elements to create a composite structure, the strains at the upper side of the truss top chord and
the bottom part of the haunch are compared. These strain values should be the same since those
two points coincide.



4th International Conference on Structural Health Monitoring on Intelligent Infrastructure (SHMII-4) 2009

22-24 July 2009, Zurich, Switzerland

SHMII-4
2009

Figure 3 — Finite element model used in the case study
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Figure 4 — Sampled locations used in the case study

4 RESULTS

4.1 Influence of secondary elements

The first part of the study on the influence of secondary elements indicates that the inclusion of
these features is important. If these elements are not included (mass and stiffness) in the model,
the engineer should increase the value of the threshold in order to account for the error caused
by neglecting a given feature. According to the sensor locations studied, the averaged relative
errors taken over the minimum and maximum prediction values for each type of prediction
(rotation, displacement and strains) are presented in Table 1. A model containing all secondary
elements is taken to be the reference (error = 0). Strain predictions located in the concrete deck
are more sensitive to the omission of secondary structural elements. Relative errors from these
strain predictions also show more variability (ranging from less than 4% to more than 160%),
compared to other prediction types or locations. The behavior of a secondary element is often
not understood. For example in the case of a partial interaction between the barrier and the
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concrete slab, strain predictions from the slab will have larger errors than other types of
predictions.

Table 1 — Estimated error (%) caused by neglecting secondary elements

Averaged relative error (%)

Strains

ex-Steel Truss Strains

Model feature excluded ~ Displacement Rotation  (Bottom chord) ~ €x-Slab

No element excluded =0

Slope 34 35 3.8 14.1

Haunch 6.5 7.8 2.6 13.2

Sidewalk 16.3 17.9 13.6 53.7

Barrier 22.2 19.1 22.3 33.2

Pavement 13.6 13.3 10.9 39.6

Concrete Reinforcement 1.3 1.2 1.2 3.2
All elements above excluded 57.8 54.3 43.1 167.6

4.2 Influence of mesh discretization

The second part of this paper describes a study on the error due to mesh refinement. The
objective is to evaluate the relationship between mesh refinement and the errors in prediction
types and locations. Figure 5 presents the relative errors in strain predictions with respect to the
level of mesh refinement defined in terms of the number of elements used in the model. Figure 6
similarly presents the errors in displacement and rotation predictions. In each graph it is
indicated the maximum number of elements to use in order to keep solving time reasonable (<
10 min per simulation for the full bridge). Since the full bridge require 30 times more elements
than the substructure studied, the number of elements used must remain in this case below
5,000.

Strain predictions located at the point of application of the load (eX-S4T2) and along the
longitudinal axis of beam-shell interface (eX-S6T1) have a slow rate of convergence. Strain
results taken in the concrete deck and at locations far from discontinuities (eX-S2T2) or at
locations perpendicular to them (eX-S6T2) have an acceptable rate of convergence (error = 1%).
Finally, predictions for the bottom chord of the truss (eX-S4T4) show a fast rate of convergence
(error <<1%)).

The stress discontinuity at the beam-shell interface results in a relative error that reaches up to
8% when using 5,000 elements. A model composed of 250 elements shows a relative error that
exceeds 700% at the discontinuities. Results presented in Figure 6 show that displacement and
rotation predictions at all locations have a relatively low error (<<1%).
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Figure 5 — Relative error in strain predictions in relation to the number of elements used for discretization
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Figure 6 — Relative errors in displacement and rotation predictions in relation to the number of elements
used for discretization

4.3 Discussion

The results presented here give only a qualitative description of the locations where errors are
too high. The relation between the influence zone and the size of the geometric or element type
discontinuity will be assessed in future work. While results are applicable for all truss bridges,
the influence of discontinuities and secondary elements may vary with the geometry and
material properties. Similar behaviour is also observed on others types of structures. Future
work will identify the extent of the phenomenon. Another result from this study is that regions
where truss members are joined together should not be selected for measurement. These regions
are usually associated with high stress gradients and therefore model predictions are unlikely to
be robust.

5 CONCLUSIONS
The conclusions of this research are:

e Secondary structural features such as haunch, pavement, sloped deck profile, concrete
reinforcement, barrier and sidewalks have a significant influence on the response.
Therefore system identification tasks must take into account modelling errors due to the
omission of secondary elements when they are not included in the analysis. Moreover,



4th International Conference on Structural Health Monitoring on Intelligent Infrastructure (SHMII-4) 2009

22-24 July 2009, Zurich, Switzerland

SHMII-4
2009

strain predictions located in the deck are more sensitive to the omission of secondary
elements.

e For the composite truss bridge studied in this paper, the omission of secondary elements
results in strain predictions in the concrete deck that are more erroneous than
displacement or rotation predictions when using the same mesh density. Consequently,
strain measurements may necessitate the use of a highly-refined finite element model
that is computationally expensive for multiple-model structural identification.

e Evaluating modelling errors with respect to different response types can support
decisions related to sensor types to be chosen for measurement. For the composite truss
bridge, displacement and rotation predictions support structural identification using
finite element models of lower mesh densities compared with strain predictions from
within the interface zone in the concrete deck.

e Strain predictions near connections between beams and slabs are inaccurate unless the
numerical model for the structure uses a highly refined mesh. This conclusion is also
valid for predictions at the position of application of a large concentrated load such as
near truck wheels.

e The research improves the knowledge of errors involved when performing numerical
simulations on composite bridges. Results are expected to improve the quality of
methods for probabilistic system identification by having explicitly showed potential
inaccuracy caused by epistemic modelling errors.

Future work will determine quantitatively the influence zone of the discontinuities as mentioned
above. This study will also be applied to other types of structures.
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	1. Identify parameters that introduce aleatory and epistemic uncertainties.
	2. Evaluate the sensitivity of model predictions such as strains and displacements to the parameters. 
	3. Combine uncertainties associated with modeling parameters to find a threshold value for selection of candidate models. 
	This paper evaluates the epistemic uncertainties that originate from modeling assumptions such as the exclusion of secondary structural elements and the level of model discretization. The objective is to investigate the effects of modeling assumptions on the model predictions. The following section describes the evaluation of modeling errors through a case study of a composite truss bridge.
	3 CASE STUDY

	The example presented here is a preliminary study carried out on a multi-span composite truss bridge. The model is composed of six continuous spans covering a total length of 300 meters. A finite element model of the bridge is given in Figure 2. Because of the size of the structure, it is not feasible to use solid elements. Therefore, a combination of beam and shell elements is used.
	/
	Figure 2 – Finite element model of the multi-span composite truss bridge 
	As the system identification process requires thousands of evaluations of the model, a mesh with 150,000 elements is chosen so that the solution time is reasonable (< 10 min per evaluation).
	Only a part of the full bridge is used to assess the impact of modeling errors. This substructure represents a 20 m single span of the bridge. In addition to the concrete slab and main truss, the model includes secondary elements that are often neglected during design such as secondary beams, sloped deck, pavement, haunch, sidewalk barrier and concrete reinforcement. The model as analyzed in the ANSYS software is presented in Figure 3. This modeling approach using beams and shells has already been extensively tested by previous researchers and has been shown to adequately represent the behavior of composite members (Chiewanichakorn et al. 2004; Chung and Sotelino 2006; Dall'Asta and Zona 2004; Mabsout et al. 1997b). To show the influence of secondary elements, models that do not include a given type of secondary element are analyzed and the results are then compared with the results from the analysis of a model that includes all secondary elements. This approach brings out the influence of each parameter. 
	The other aspect of the study is the relation between predictions at a given location and mesh refinement. Sampled locations are presented in Figure 4. Strain predictions at the intersections of axis S3-T3, S5-T3 and S6-T1 are recorded at four different locations, namely, the upper side of the truss top chord, the haunch bottom chord, the haunch top chord and the bottom chord of the slab. In order to ensure that a modeling error is not introduced by the use of beam and shell elements to create a composite structure, the strains at the upper side of the truss top chord and the bottom part of the haunch are compared. These strain values should be the same since those two points coincide.
	/
	Figure 3 – Finite element model used in the case study
	/
	Figure 4 – Sampled locations used in the case study 
	4 RESULTS
	4.1 Influence of secondary elements


	Table 1 – Estimated error (%) caused by neglecting secondary elements 
	Model feature excluded 
	Averaged relative error (%)
	Displacement
	Rotation
	Strains
	x-Steel Truss
	(Bottom chord)
	Strains
	x-Slab
	No element excluded
	 0
	Slope
	3.4
	3.5
	3.8
	14.1
	Haunch
	6.5
	7.8
	2.6
	13.2
	Sidewalk
	16.3
	17.9
	13.6
	53.7
	Barrier
	22.2
	19.1
	22.3
	33.2
	Pavement
	13.6
	13.3
	10.9
	39.6
	Concrete Reinforcement
	1.3
	1.2
	1.2
	3.2
	All elements above excluded
	57.8
	54.3
	43.1
	167.6
	4.2 Influence of mesh discretization

	Figure 5 – Relative error in strain predictions in relation to the number of elements used for discretization 
	Figure 6 – Relative errors in displacement and rotation predictions in relation to the number of elements used for discretization 
	4.3 Discussion
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	6 ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
	7 REFERENCES

	Akinci, N. O., Liu, J., and Bowman, M. D. (2008). "Parapet Strength and Contribution to Live-Load Response for Superload Passages." Journal of Bridge Engineering, 13(1), 55-63.
	ANSYS. (2007). "Elements Reference." ANSYS, Inc., Southpointe.
	Chapelle, D., and Bathe, K. J. (1998). "Fundamental considerations for the finite element analysis of shell structures." Computers & Structures, 66(1), 19-36.
	Cheung, S. H., and Beck, J. L. (2009). "Bayesian Model Updating Using Hybrid Monte Carlo Simulation with Application to Structural Dynamic Models with Many Uncertain Parameters." Journal of Engineering Mechanics, 135(4), 243-255.
	Chiewanichakorn, M., Aref, A. J., Chen, S. S., and Ahn, I.-S. (2004). "Effective Flange Width Definition for Steel--Concrete Composite Bridge Girder." Journal of Structural Engineering, 130(12), 2016-2031.
	Chung, W., Liu, J., and Sotelino, E. D. (2006). "Influence of Secondary Elements and Deck Cracking on the Lateral Load Distribution of Steel Girder Bridges." Journal of Bridge Engineering, 11(2), 178-187.
	Chung, W., and Sotelino, E. D. (2006). "Three-dimensional finite element modeling of composite girder bridges." Engineering Structures, 28(1), 63-71.
	Conner, S., and Huo, X. S. (2006). "Influence of Parapets and Aspect Ratio on Live-Load Distribution." Journal of Bridge Engineering, 11(2), 188-196.
	Cook, R. D., Malkus, D. S., Plesha, M. E., and Witt, R. J. (2007). Concepts and Applications of Finite Element Analysis, John Wiley \& Sons.
	Crisfield, M. A. (1991). "The Eccentricity Issue in the Design of Plates and Shell Elements." Communications in Applied Numerical Methods, 7(1), 47-56.
	Dall'Asta, A., and Zona, A. (2004). "Comparison and validation of displacement and mixed elements for the non-linear analysis of continuous composite beams." Computers & Structures, 82(23-26), 2117-2130.
	Eamon, C. D., and Nowak, A. S. (2002). "Effects of Edge-Stiffening Elements and Diaphragms on Bridge Resistance and Load Distribution." Journal of Bridge Engineering, 7(5), 258-266.
	Eamon, C. D., and Nowak, A. S. (2004). "Effect of secondary elements on bridge structural system reliability considering moment capacity." Structural Safety, 26(1), 29-47.
	Frangopol, D. M., Strauss, A., and Kim, S. (2008). "Bridge reliability assessment based on monitoring." Journal of Bridge Engineering, 13(3), 258-270.
	Gupta, A. K., and Ma, P. S. (1977). "Error in Eccentric Beam Formulation." International Journal for Numerical Methods in Engineering, 11(9), 1473-1477.
	Kripakaran, P., Ravindran, S., Saitta, S., and Smith, I. F. C. "Measurement System Design Using Damage Scenarios." ASCE International Workshop on Compution in Civil Engineering, 615-623.
	Lee, J. J., Lee, J. W., Yi, J. H., Yun, C. B., and Jung, H. Y. (2005). "Neural networks-based damage detection for bridges considering errors in baseline finite element models." Journal of Sound and Vibration, 280(3-5), 555-578.
	Ljung, L. (1999). "System Identification Theory for User." P. Hall, ed., New Jersey.
	Mabsout, M. E., Tarhini, K. M., Frederick, G. R., and Kobrosly, M. (1997a). "Influence of Sidewalks and Railings on Wheel Load Distribution in Steel Girder Bridges." Journal of Bridge Engineering, 2(3), 88-96.
	Mabsout, M. E., Tarhini, K. M., Frederick, G. R., and Tayar, C. (1997b). "Finite-Element Analysis of Steel Girder Highway Bridges." Journal of Bridge Engineering, 2(3), 83-87.
	Macneal, R. H. (1994). "Finite elements: their design and performance." M. Dekker, ed., Marcel Dekker, New-York.
	Mahadevan, S., and Rebba, R. (2006). "Inclusion of model errors in reliability-based optimization." Journal of Mechanical Design, 128(4), 936-944.
	McFarland, J., and Mahadevan, S. (2008). "Error and variability characterization in structural dynamics modeling." Computer Methods in Applied Mechanics and Engineering, 197(29-32), 2621-2631.
	Miller, R. E. (1980). "Reduction of the Error in Eccentric Beam Modeling." International Journal for Numerical Methods in Engineering, 15(4), 575-582.
	Raphael, B., and Smith, I. (1998). "Finding the right model for bridge diagnosis." Artificial Intelligence in Structural Engineering in Computer Science, Springer, Heidelberg, 308-319.
	Raphael, B., and Smith, I. F. C. (2003). "A direct stochastic algorithm for global search." Applied Mathematics and Computation, 146(2-3), 729-758.
	Ravindran, S., Kripakaran, P., and Smith, I. F. C. (2007). "Evaluation reliability of multiple-model system identification." 14th EG-ICE workshop in Maribor, Slovenia.
	Robert-Nicoud, Y., Raphael, B., Burdet, O., and Smith, I. F. C. (2005). "Model identification of bridges using measurement data." Computer-Aided Civil and Infrastructure Engineering, 20(2), 118-131.
	Sanayei, M., Wadia-Fascetti, S., Arya, B., and Santini, E. M. (2001). "Significance of modeling error in structural parameter estimation." Computer-Aided Civil and Infrastructure Engineering, 16(1), 12-27.


<<

  /ASCII85EncodePages false

  /AllowTransparency false

  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true

  /AutoRotatePages /None

  /Binding /Left

  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)

  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)

  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)

  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)

  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error

  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4

  /CompressObjects /Tags

  /CompressPages true

  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true

  /PassThroughJPEGImages true

  /CreateJobTicket false

  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default

  /DetectBlends true

  /DetectCurves 0.0000

  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK

  /DoThumbnails false

  /EmbedAllFonts true

  /EmbedOpenType false

  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true

  /EmbedJobOptions true

  /DSCReportingLevel 0

  /EmitDSCWarnings false

  /EndPage -1

  /ImageMemory 1048576

  /LockDistillerParams false

  /MaxSubsetPct 100

  /Optimize true

  /OPM 1

  /ParseDSCComments true

  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true

  /PreserveCopyPage true

  /PreserveDICMYKValues true

  /PreserveEPSInfo true

  /PreserveFlatness true

  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false

  /PreserveOPIComments true

  /PreserveOverprintSettings true

  /StartPage 1

  /SubsetFonts true

  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply

  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve

  /UsePrologue false

  /ColorSettingsFile ()

  /AlwaysEmbed [ true

  ]

  /NeverEmbed [ true

  ]

  /AntiAliasColorImages false

  /CropColorImages true

  /ColorImageMinResolution 300

  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK

  /DownsampleColorImages true

  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic

  /ColorImageResolution 300

  /ColorImageDepth -1

  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1

  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000

  /EncodeColorImages true

  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode

  /AutoFilterColorImages true

  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG

  /ColorACSImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /ColorImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /AntiAliasGrayImages false

  /CropGrayImages true

  /GrayImageMinResolution 300

  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK

  /DownsampleGrayImages true

  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic

  /GrayImageResolution 300

  /GrayImageDepth -1

  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2

  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000

  /EncodeGrayImages true

  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode

  /AutoFilterGrayImages true

  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG

  /GrayACSImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /GrayImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /AntiAliasMonoImages false

  /CropMonoImages true

  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200

  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK

  /DownsampleMonoImages true

  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic

  /MonoImageResolution 1200

  /MonoImageDepth -1

  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000

  /EncodeMonoImages true

  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode

  /MonoImageDict <<

    /K -1

  >>

  /AllowPSXObjects false

  /CheckCompliance [

    /None

  ]

  /PDFX1aCheck false

  /PDFX3Check false

  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false

  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true

  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

  ]

  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true

  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

  ]

  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()

  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()

  /PDFXOutputCondition ()

  /PDFXRegistryName ()

  /PDFXTrapped /False



  /CreateJDFFile false

  /Description <<



    /BGR <>

    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>

    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>

    /CZE <>

    /DAN <>

    /DEU <>

    /ESP <>

    /ETI <>

    /FRA <>

    /GRE <>



    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)

    /HUN <>

    /ITA <>

    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>

    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>

    /LTH <>

    /LVI <>

    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)

    /NOR <>

    /POL <>

    /PTB <>

    /RUM <>

    /RUS <>

    /SKY <>

    /SLV <>

    /SUO <>

    /SVE <>

    /TUR <>

    /UKR <>

    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)

  >>

  /Namespace [

    (Adobe)

    (Common)

    (1.0)

  ]

  /OtherNamespaces [

    <<

      /AsReaderSpreads false

      /CropImagesToFrames true

      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue

      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false

      /IncludeGuidesGrids false

      /IncludeNonPrinting false

      /IncludeSlug false

      /Namespace [

        (Adobe)

        (InDesign)

        (4.0)

      ]

      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false

      /OmitPlacedEPS false

      /OmitPlacedPDF false

      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy

    >>

    <<

      /AddBleedMarks false

      /AddColorBars false

      /AddCropMarks false

      /AddPageInfo false

      /AddRegMarks false

      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK

      /DestinationProfileName ()

      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK

      /Downsample16BitImages true

      /FlattenerPreset <<

        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution

      >>

      /FormElements false

      /GenerateStructure false

      /IncludeBookmarks false

      /IncludeHyperlinks false

      /IncludeInteractive false

      /IncludeLayers false

      /IncludeProfiles false

      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings

      /Namespace [

        (Adobe)

        (CreativeSuite)

        (2.0)

      ]

      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK

      /PreserveEditing true

      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged

      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile

      /UseDocumentBleed false

    >>

  ]

>> setdistillerparams

<<

  /HWResolution [2400 2400]

  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]

>> setpagedevice



