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Abstract

In Australia, the presence of a large-scale, nationally funded, English 
language program for migrants has provided a unique site for research
into a range of aspects of language learning. This paper explores the con-
tribution that participation in research can make to teacher professional
development, using as an example a large-scale investigation of the 
competency-based assessment practices which are used in the Australian
Adult Migrant English Program (AMEP). The project illustrates the ways 
in which research can involve teachers in investigative and reflective
activities which enhance their understanding of assessment issues while
at the same time offering concrete ‘findings’ which can inform teaching
and assessment practice.

Introduction

With the increasing emphasis that is now given to accountability and
outcome reporting in language learning programs, assessment issues have
assumed a much higher profile in language learning programs. It is thus
becoming important for teachers to have a quite detailed and in-depth
understanding of the principles and practice of assessment. However, as a
number of researchers have noted in the context of both general educa-
tion and language education, teacher preparation in assessment is not
always sufficient to enable them to handle the responsibilities associated
with developing and administering their own assessments with confi-
dence (Brindley 1997; Doherty et al 1996; Fager et al 1997).

One way of addressing this issue is to provide formal specialist lan-
guage testing and assessment courses into teacher training at both the
pre-service and post-training level (Bailey and Brown 1996). However, the
content of such courses is frequently focused on technical issues of mea-
surement and thus may not always be perceived by teachers as relevant to
what they do in the classroom (Whittington 1999: 20). As Brindley (in
press) argues, what is needed is an approach that:

❖ Links preparation in assessment closely to student behaviour in the
classroom

❖ Capitalises on existing practices, focusing on what teachers already
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know and on the relationship between assessment and learning,
rather than on theoretical or measurement issues

❖ Encourages a research orientation to professional development
through involving practitioners in research projects in their own
workplace.

This paper reports on a research project based on these principles that
set out to investigate aspects of the assessment system that is used within
the Australian Adult Migrant English Program (AMEP). The project was
designed and conducted with the dual aim of enhancing teachers’ skills
and knowledge through involving them in the process of the research
and ensuring that the product was of practical use in the classroom.

Assessment in the AMEP

The Certificates in Spoken and Written English (CSWE)

During the 1980s, in response to demands for more systematic learner
pathways into further education and more transparent reporting of learn-
ing outcomes, a nationally accredited curriculum framework — the
Certificates in Spoken and Written English (CSWE) — was adopted by the
Adult Migrant English Program in Australia. The CSWE consists of certifi-
cates corresponding to four levels of English language proficiency and
provides statements of learning outcomes in the form of language com-
petencies in oral interaction, reading and writing (NSW AMES 1998).
Each competency consists of elements, describing the skills and knowledge
involved in the performance, the performance criteria against which the
learner will be assessed and range statements that specify the key features
of the text to be produced or understood and the conditions under which
the performance will occur.

In the CSWE system, learners may obtain a Certificate at each level
once they have successfully completed a specified set of competency
requirements. Competency attainment is assessed on the basis of learners’
performance on tasks that are designed to elicit the behaviours described
in the competency statements. A binary rating system is used, whereby
the performance criteria for each competency are rated by teachers as
achieved or not achieved. For any competency, the task used for assess-
ment purposes may be selected from a range of tasks designed for the pur-
poses of assessing that particular competency, or alternatively, the task
may be developed by the teacher.

Assessment and reporting in the AMEP curriculum

The CSWE system of assessment is designed to allow teachers, students
and other stakeholders to determine levels of competence in the language,
and subsequently to describe competency gains following given periods
of instruction. Thus, the system allows learners to assess their own 
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language gains in terms of their ability to perform particular activities,
while teachers have a common framework within which they are able to
assess and report individual learner performances (Feez, in press).

As Brindley (1998: 52) notes, outcomes-based systems such as the
CSWE allow assessment and reporting to be closely tied to classroom
learning:

... since there is a direct link between attainment targets, course objec-
tives and learning activities, assessment is closely integrated with instruc-
tion: what is taught is directly related to what is assessed and (in theory
at least) what is assessed is, in turn, linked to the outcomes that are
reported.

For the learner, there are also considerable advantages to this type of
achievement assessment. It does not take place under rigid test con-
ditions, the assessment is generally performed in a familiar situation,
with a familiar teacher, and the assessment reflects real-world activities in
which the learner may reasonably expect to take part in their daily lives.
Thus the pragmatic aspects of the assessment procedures are clear for the
student.

The requirements of funding bodies, however, are rather different
from those of teachers and learners and tend to be politically and eco-
nomically motivated (Brindley 1998). Funding authorities now require
increasingly more precise information on competency achievement in
order to report on program outcomes for accountability purposes (Ross
2000). Since a learner’s access to future language learning opportunities
may depend on the number of competencies he or she has achieved, it is
important that this information is dependable. However, for this to hap-
pen, there needs to be an assurance of comparability across different
assessment exercises, across different teachers’ ratings, and across the dif-
ferent tasks which may be used to assess a single competency.

Teachers as assessment task developers

CSWE assessment requires teachers to select or develop tasks with which
to assess students on a range of competencies. They may need to assess a
group of learners on up to eighteen competencies across different lan-
guage skills, each competency requiring a different assessment task.
However, since assessment tasks in the CSWE are closely related to the
learning activities that are used in the classroom, teachers need to know
not only how tasks work as teaching tools but also how they work as
assessment instruments. In this regard, the following questions are critical:

❖ Are different tasks, used for the assessment of the same competency
by different teachers, comparable in difficulty?

❖ To what extent, and how, do the different conditions under which
the tasks are administered affect the outcome on the tasks?



❖ To what extent can different characteristics inherent in the tasks affect
the language outcome for the learner?

❖ Do learners interact differently with different types of tasks?

❖ What is the role of the interlocutor in the administration of the oral
tasks?

❖ To what degree do different teachers interact differently when rating
different types of tasks?

In the context of the AMEP, the answers to these questions can assist
teachers in a number of ways:

❖ They can help to inform the decisions teachers must make about
which task to use for which competency assessment.

❖ They can develop teacher awareness of a range of issues which pertain
to assessment practice in general, and assessment practice within the
AMEP in particular.

❖ They can provide guidelines to assist in the development of similar
tasks for both assessment and classroom practice.

In summary, AMEP teachers require extensive knowledge about tasks
and how they behave under different conditions if they are to use them
for assessment purposes and provide dependable information that can be
used to report program outcomes. In addition, it is important that investi-
gation of the way these assessment tasks function within the AMEP takes
place under operational conditions to ensure that the findings are rele-
vant to the reality in which teachers work

Tasks and variability

As we have seen, assessment procedures used throughout the AMEP
involve the assessment of competencies through task-based activities.
Tasks must therefore be designed with a view to providing an adequate
sample which allows an appropriate assessment of the learner’s perfor-
mance. However, research into task performance in language assessment
suggests that not only do tasks vary in terms of their difficulty, but that
they may also elicit variable samples of language under the influence of a
range of factors (Wigglesworth 2000). For example, the role taken by the
interlocutor in an oral interview may affect both the quality and quantity
of the language produced by learners (O’Loughlin 1997; Morton et al
1997). This variability is of particular concern with the CSWE competen-
cies since tasks are not standardised across teaching locations (teachers
may either choose from a set of pre-written tasks, or develop for them-
selves the tasks which they use to assess their students). Thus there is great
potential for variability in the tasks used for similar assessment purposes.

These findings regarding task variability are consistent with emerging
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evidence from studies which have involved detailed analyses of the 
language of second language learners on a variety of tasks and task types.
In a wide-ranging examination of task-based approaches to teaching and
assessment, Skehan (1998) found that performance on tasks may be influ-
enced by either the characteristics of the task (features inherent to the
task) or the conditions of the task (related to how they are administered).
Findings from a number of studies suggest that even quite small differ-
ences in the way the task is designed or delivered may affect both the
quantity of linguistic output, and its quality in terms of fluency, accuracy
and/or complexity (Foster and Skehan 1996; Robinson forthcoming,
Robinson et al 1995; Skehan and Foster 1997; Wigglesworth 1997).

Investigating CSWE assessment tasks

Given the potential for variability in assessment task design and the need
for teachers to be able to provide dependable information on learner per-
formance, a research project was initiated which had two principal aims:

1. To investigate the effects of a range of variables on learner perfor-
mance in CSWE assessment tasks, with a view to providing a research
base which could assist teachers to develop their own tasks for CSWE
assessment, as well as for the classroom.

2. To develop teacher awareness of issues in assessment task design
through involvement in the project.

In pursuit of the first of these aims, four separate but related sub-
projects were initiated, each focusing on one of the four skill areas of
reading, writing, speaking and listening. These projects set out to exam-
ine how different competency-based tasks function when administered
under normal assessment conditions. In particular, they were concerned
with establishing the extent to which task difficulty could be affected by
variations in task conditions or task characteristics. To address the second
aim, the projects were designed so that teachers would be involved
throughout in developing and administering the tasks to learners while at
the same time reflecting upon the empirical results which emerged from
the project. It was hoped that these results would help them to focus on
the key variables that need to be considered when designing competency
assessment tasks.

Research procedures

For this investigation, a range of assessment tasks was developed for each
skill area. To avoid confounding effects, the tasks were developed so as to
be identical in all but one variable. The variables chosen often reflected
key aspects of the range statements corresponding to the competency in
question which specify the conditions of administration and the features
of the elicitation procedure or text to be used for assessment. The range
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statements were targeted in this way, since it was important to establish
whether the full range of factors affecting task outcomes was included. If
the results of the investigations revealed significant variability in relation
to some variables or suggested that other key variables were absent, this
information could then be incorporated into the assessment tasks and,
ultimately, into the competency specifications themselves. For example,
in two of the oral competencies, the same task could be administered by
either a native speaker or a non-native speaker. If it emerged from the
investigation that having a different interlocutor affected learners’ perfor-
mance, and hence their chances of achieving the competency in question,
then this would need to be explicitly recognised in the design of assess-
ment tasks in order for learners to have an equal chance of success.

Other key variables which were investigated related to the nature of
the task itself. For example, for some of the oral and written tasks, struc-
tured prompts were provided (for example, indications of specific points
to be addressed in a letter), while in others the structure was not pro-
vided. Another variable which was examined in relation to the writing
tasks was the effect of pre-task classroom activities on the performance of
the task: for example, was there a difference depending on whether there
was a teacher-fronted discussion first, or a pair-work exercise? In the read-
ing tasks, the variables related to either the type of question (for example,
short answer responses versus true/false responses), or the length of time
allowed to complete the exercise, or to the passage (for example, whether
the passage was written in the first or third person). The investigation of
listening tasks examined features of the input (for example, speed of
delivery, text type, live versus recorded input) and of the assessment task
itself (for example, item format).

Teacher involvement in the research project

The involvement of teachers in AMEP centres throughout Australia was a
crucial element of these research projects. This involvement took a num-
ber of different forms. For the productive skills, oral and written, AMEP
providers throughout Australia were asked to submit a number of exem-
plars of oral and written tasks for the selected competencies. These were
used as a basis from which to develop the series of tasks employed in the
project which were then returned to the AMEP centres where there were
teachers who had volunteered to be involved in the project. These teach-
ers acted as the interviewer for the oral tasks, administering the series of
tasks to the learners, and recording the responses on tape. The written
tasks were also administered by the teachers in their classes. In the case of
the written tasks, the differences were often related to a pre-task activity.
Thus, one teacher might conduct a teacher-fronted group activity related
to the task before the learners wrote their responses to the task, whilst
another teacher would organise the learners to do a pair-work activity
related to the task prior to responding to the task. The teachers carried
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out the activities in their classes, and then collected the written responses
from the learners.

For the development of the reading and listening tasks, full day work-
shops were held for small groups of volunteer teachers in a number of
states throughout Australia. These workshops introduced teachers to
issues and problems involved in the development of reading and listening
tasks and provided them with an opportunity to look critically at a range
of assessment tasks. At the beginning of the workshop, teachers them-
selves responded to a reading or listening test. These exercises were
designed to encourage teachers to reflect upon a variety of issues which
relate to assessment tasks. Teachers were asked to comment on the follow-
ing aspects of the test:

❖ Were the rubrics clear and adequate? Did they provide enough con-
textual support and relate well to the items?

❖ Were the texts appropriate for the target group? Were they authentic?
Were they appropriate in length and complexity?

❖ Were the items too easy or too difficult? Were they appropriate to the
text? Did the response depend on skills other than the one being
tested? Were they culturally biased?

❖ Were the questions comprehensible? Was ambiguity avoided? Did
they include difficult vocabulary?

❖ How salient were the answers in the text?

This activity was used to motivate further discussion and to develop
and discuss the features of tasks which contribute to making a good read-
ing or listening test, and to identify the basic faults which can be made in
item design. From this point, the activities focused more specifically on
the competency tasks, with a variety of sample tasks being examined and
discussed. For example, teachers were asked to rank the tasks in order of
relative difficulty, to reflect upon their reasons for their ranking, and to
identify tasks which they felt would be appropriate for use as competency
assessment tasks, with or without modification.

The second half of the workshops consisted of teachers working in
pairs or small groups and selecting appropriate texts, adapting them if
necessary, and then developing items which were appropriate to the text
for assessment of the relevant CSWE competency. Thus the workshop
activities allowed a variety of reading and listening assessment tasks to be
developed, and these formed the basis of the tasks which were then
piloted nationally.

Once the final set of tasks had been selected, the teachers adminis-
tered them, and collected the learner responses. In the case of the produc-
tive competencies, another group of teachers rated the responses in order
to identify any differences in the performances by the learners according

Prospect Vol. 15 No. 3 December 200058



to the variables. Quantitative and qualitative analyses were carried out,
which were conducted by the researchers involved in the project, and
these allowed the effects of the variables on the tasks to be identified.
Detailed discussion of the procedures used, and the results and conclu-
sions of these investigations to date can be found in Brindley (2000) and
Wigglesworth (in press).

Professional development outcomes

Findings from the various projects described here have been incorporated
into a number of professional development workshops and presentations
for teachers on assessment task design and evaluation (Brindley and
Slatyer 1999). Workshops are designed to encourage teachers to evaluate
and reflect critically on task differences which may result from the differ-
ent characteristics of the task, or the conditions under which they are
administered. For example, in workshops related to the oral tasks, teach-
ers were provided with examples of all the tasks used in the project, and
asked to discuss them in relation to their level of difficulty. They were
then asked to rank the set of tasks within each competency in relation to
their perceived difficulty, and to provide reasons for their ranking. Once
the teachers had completed this activity, the variables which had been
used were introduced and discussed. The task used for this activity is
included in Appendix 1. In groups, teachers reflected upon how they con-
sidered the variables might influence the difficulty levels of the various
tasks, and the language elicited by the tasks. Once this had been com-
pleted, the empirical results from the project itself were presented, then
discussed in relation to the variables.

The next part of the workshop provided teachers with transcribed
samples of discourse from a range of tasks. These examples provided a
mechanism for discussing specific learner performances on different tasks,
and for examining other factors which impact upon the task. Samples of
data from two different learners doing the same competency task with
different interviewers are provided in Appendix 2. Teachers were able to
examine these data, and to identify reasons why the same task could elicit
such different responses. From these activities teachers were able to
observe the effect the interviewer can have on the task. As the examples
in Appendix 2 show, the interactive nature of the task can change quite
dramatically depending upon how the interviewer approaches the activ-
ity. Additional discourse examples allowed teachers to identify other fea-
tures of interviewer performance which can affect the difficulty of the
task, such as the complexity of the structures used, the amount of support
provided to the learner, or the level of vocabulary used. The issues which
emerged from these activities were then discussed in relation to task
design, and consideration was given to the ways in which tasks could be
constrained to reduce the variability.
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Building on the materials used in these workshops, a set of profes-
sional development resources is being developed which will be used to
complement existing training kits, such as that produced by Christie and
Delaruelle (1997). These resources will include relevant professional read-
ings from the research literature, along with a range of sample assessment
tasks for different CSWE levels, accompanied by examples of learner per-
formance that illustrate the different outcomes elicited by different kinds
of assessment tasks. In addition, during 2000 a national group of teachers
has been involved in ongoing development and trialling of assessment
tasks through the kinds of workshops described above. When trialling has
been completed and the tasks have been modified in the light of 
the results, a bank of fully piloted assessment tasks will be available to
teachers which can be used in their present form or as models for task
development.

Teacher involvement in research-based projects

Teachers involved in the projects have reported in positive terms on the
value of their participation. For example, one teacher reported as follows:

... I’d like to say that I have developed in many ways during this project.
Obviously I have become more proficient at designing and evaluating
assessments. As I have increased my own awareness, I’ve had some oppor-
tunities to work with others and contribute to their gains in awareness.
This has included working informally with colleagues and more formal
moderation sessions. (Oettel 1999)

More generally, teachers can relate to these findings at the practical
level because the findings of such studies feed directly into classroom
learning and enhance their understanding both of assessment practice in
general and CSWE assessment practice in particular. Critical scrutiny of
assessment tasks, for example, can help to focus teachers on the types of
language that are elicited by different types of tasks and draw their atten-
tion to those factors which may help or hinder learner performance, both
in teaching and assessment contexts.

The enthusiastic response from teachers exemplified above and the
interest from the research community in the issues discussed here (see, for
example, Norris et al 2000), has been testament to the value of research
which aims to involve teachers in investigating their own practices and
using the results to help improve teaching and learning (cf also Burns,
this issue).

Conclusion

The American Federation of Teachers, the National Council on Measure-
ment and Education, and the National Education Association have identi-
fied seven standards for teacher development in the area of assessment.
Two of these are that, first, teachers should be skilled in choosing assess-

Prospect Vol. 15 No. 3 December 200060



ment methods appropriate for instructional decisions and second, that
they should be skilled in developing assessment methods appropriate for
instructions and decisions (American Federation of Teachers 1990).

Given the assessment and reporting requirements of the CSWE, it is
essential for teachers working within the Australian AMEP to have the
opportunity to acquire these skills. The type of research-based profes-
sional development described in this article constitutes an important and
necessary first step in this direction.
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APPENDIX 1

Consider the following variables and try to decide what effect, if any, they might
have on the difficulty of a task they were assigned to:

Variable Operationalisation

Structure five specific questions or pieces of information to
collect rather than a general prompt

Comment _________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________

Familiarity of activity an activity which it was considered would be
familiar to the participants (that is, frequently
carried out) rather than one which was not 
(that is, infrequently carried out)

Comment _________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________

Complexity obtaining information about something related to
self (less complex) versus obtaining information
about something related to someone else 
(more complex)

Comment _________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________

NS vs NNS interlocutor is a native speaker of English, or
interlocutor is a non-native speaker of English.
Non-native speaker may be another student.

Comment _________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________

Planning five minutes is provided for preparation of the task,
or no time is provided

Comment _________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________
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APPENDIX 2

Example 1 [Certificate II, Competency 5: Can give spoken instructions]
I: Oh Vinh, can you help me, I don’t know how to use this card.
S: Yeah. Er, if er if you you have an automatic teller machine card
I: No
S: You want you want the er push the push out the money?
I: Yes [I want to]
S: [in] Commonwealth Bank?
I: Yes
S: Er you um you can you /can/ um the start and start you can push the button,

um, your PIN number
I: My PIN number
S: Your PIN number
I: Oh yes I [remember] my [PIN number] yes
S: [yeah] [PIN number] yeah [/?/]
I: [so I]
S: You put PIN number again
I: Yeah
S: Then you er you put OK [OK]
I: [yes] yes
S: /a/ and withdraw and push the withdraw button
I: Um where’s that withdraw, oh yes
S: On the on the on the left [on the left]
I: Yes [right OK]
S: And you push the saving or the mm /depend you/ [saving] [/??/ 

[saving] yeah
I: Oh [right ] er I er[ yeah I have a savings] account yes
S: You push the button saving
I: Savings account, yes
S: Yeah and then you push the, and number the money er
I: OK I want to take out fifty dollars
S: Yeah how many money and how
I: Fifty dollars
S: Yeah how much
I: So where do I put fifty dollars
S: Then yeah you push the er final you push OK you er you wait, you wait
I: OK OK yes and now what I wait
S: Yeah you wait then the machine, er, pay you the card er card and er the paper

the write the mm the mo/the money of you
I: Oh yeah
S: And er you you put the money {laughs}
I: OK
S: You get money
I: Oh thank you, that’s easy
S: Yeah
I: Thank you very much, for your help /?/
S: Oh no problem
I: Bye

Example 2 [Certificate II, Competency 5: Can give spoken instructions]
S: Put into ... ATM card inside the machine. ... Press your /private/ number. ...

Look at the machine er er look at the /?/. Choose choose what do you want
first er, ... Receive money or your card. Finish.

Prospect Vol. 15 No. 3 December 200064



<<
  /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
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /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

  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /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 <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /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


