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Abstract 
In their 2019 study, Molina et al. evaluate a cell proliferation assay that fluorescently 
quantifies DNA for assessing ballast water treatment efficacy of organisms ≥ 10 to 
50 µm. Because of concerns with the overall experimental design, procedures, and 
authors’ interpretations, their conclusions do not appear to be justified and the assay 
used to arrive at those conclusions is not proven appropriate. Specific concerns we 
highlight include UV and chlorine dose calculations and exposure conditions, bacterial 
contamination issues, poor agreement between controls, high detection limit of the 
assay, and mismatch between conclusions in the abstract and statistical significance 
of the data. Their conclusions that “population maintenance or growth was evident 
… after UV treatment” and “photoreactivation could have been attributed to increased 
mean DNA concentrations” are therefore not scientifically defensible without further 
experimentation and verification. These concerns call into serious question the use 
of this study by the US Coast Guard or other governing bodies to (1) determine the 
applicability of this cell proliferation assay for assessing ballast water disinfection 
or (2) make conclusions regarding the suitability of UV treatment for inactivating 
organisms in ballast water. 
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Introduction 

In the experiments used by Molina et al. (2019) to assess a DNA quantification 
assay (CyQuant®) for quantifying ballast water treatment efficacy of ≥ 10 to 
50 µm organisms there are several issues with experimental design, procedures, 
and interpretation. Given these issues, the conclusions presented are not 
supported and the ability to reproduce this work in another lab for 
verification is not possible. 

Experimental Design Concerns 

Consistency: The experimental design lacks consistency in parallel of 
application of experimental conditions, making it nearly impossible to 
compare between treatments, incubation conditions (light/dark), filtration 
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of treated samples, and taxa. The inconsistent design limits the utility of 
the study to determine the appropriateness of the assay for these ballast 
water treatment technologies and standard test organisms.  

Bacterial Contamination and Controls: Filtration experiments were 
conducted to “reduce bacterial contamination”. Bacterial contamination 
will be unavoidable in field samples just as bacteria were seemingly present 
in both the 5 µm filtered seawater used for treatments and the 0.22 µm 
filtered seawater used for dilutions. For example, for all the T. marina 
experiments (Figure 1 and Figure 2A), the Day 0 controls differ vastly and 
there was little signal for controls in Figure 1B. Additionally, in filtration 
experiments there was an unexplained increase in fluorescence in chlorine 
treated samples vs. controls. These differences could indicate the extent 
that bacterial contamination confounds results. These differences could 
also indicate that experimental conditions were not well controlled 
between experiments, or that n = 3 trials were technical replicates rather 
than independent experimental replicates. When comparing Figures 1B 
and C, greater fluorescence signal was reported in both controls and all 
samples treated with the higher UV dose in Panel C, negating the provided 
reasoning that adaptation, nutrients, or temperature impacted the results. 
Instead, results were confounded by bacterial contamination and/or 
inadequate control between experiments. 

Experimental Procedure Concerns 

UV Treatment: Authors make no mention of measuring sample UV 
absorbance, which is essential to accurately calculate UV dose. This is 
especially problematic with their setup, where 10 cm petri dishes and 30 mL 
sample volumes would result in a sample depth of 0.38 cm. In a similar study 
(Hull et al. 2017) absorbance of 60,000 T. suecica cells/mL was 0.1 cm-1, 
which is a UV transmittance of 80%. It is unclear whether a separate 
radiometer with NIST-traceable calibration was used to measure irradiance, 
or if the built-in sensor (which can be less accurate and may not be 
regularly calibrated) of the UV apparatus was used. Additionally, the UV 
exposure apparatus only has one small lamp, which will result in uneven 
distribution of irradiance across the sample surface. However, authors 
don’t indicate that spatially integrated irradiance measurements were used 
to correct for nonuniformity, nor do they report the “petri factor” (Bolton 
and Linden 2003). Authors also don’t mention stirring samples, which is 
essential for uniform dose distribution. Nonuniform dose distribution 
coupled with no stirring may have resulted in zones of samples that were 
not evenly treated by UV, resulting in living organisms capable of growth 
in proliferation assays. Additionally, the limited height (8 ¾”) of the UV 
apparatus (https://www.uvp.com/ultraviolet-crosslinkers) dictates that 
light divergence, and/or reflection or absorption off the collimating tube of 
unidentified material, may have impacted UV dose. As a result of these 
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factors, the UV doses applied are effectively unknown and were definitely 
not uniform throughout samples. 

Chlorine Treatment: The chlorine treatments are expressed as TRO (total 
residual oxidant) concentration but not as CT (concentration × exposure 
time). CT is common practice in water treatment studies and is necessary 
to compare between studies because TRO includes both free and combined 
chlorine species which have vastly different inactivation efficacies. It is not 
possible to accurately describe or reproduce the chlorine dose without CT 
for individual chlorine species. Additionally, chlorine methods do not 
indicate any quenching of the remaining oxidant, indicating that much 
higher and undetermined chlorine doses were applied during incubations. 
In a control experiment with no cells, authors report a chlorine residual of 
6 mg/L after the 30 min treatment, indicating that oxidant was present and 
may have provided additional disinfection during subsequent incubations. 
There was no reported temperature or pH, which are known to impact 
chlorine disinfection kinetics. Authors present no control studies to 
determine if chlorine or quenchants (if they were used) interfered with the 
fluorescence-based assay. 

Light and Dark Incubations: Given that most experimental conditions 
were in the dark and the only comparison of dark versus light (Figure 1A 
and B) was inconclusive due to control concerns, the results obtained by 
the authors cannot be attributed to photorepair after UV exposure. In 
addition to large error bars found throughout the results, almost no significant 
differences were found in any subset of the data, so the statement that 
“T. marina exhibited cell proliferation in all UV treatments, although no 
cell proliferation was detected for T. marina or P. micans in any ClO- 
treatment” is unfounded. Additionally, using a simple light vs. dark 
experimental design is insufficient to solely detect photorepair for the 
tested phototrophic T. marina, given the confounding additional metabolic 
processes that are impacted by photosynthetically active radiation and the 
potential dark repair processes that would happen during either incubation 
condition. Before incubations, the 30 min room temperature incubation in 
ambient light (assuming there was emission in the active region of the 
photoreactivating enzyme photolyase, which was not reported) would be 
sufficient to initiate rapid enzymatic light and dark repair processes (Hull et 
al. 2017) and impact the ability of the experimental design to solely assess 
dark repair mechanisms. Additionally, although dark 14-day incubations 
were selected to simulate ballast tank conditions and incubations for the 
most probable number (MPN) serial dilution assay, light incubations 
would typically be used for MPN enumeration of photosynthesizers. 

CyQuant® Assay: The RNA component of fluorescence is known to impact 
CyQuant measurements (Invitrogen 2006) but was totally unaccounted in 
this study. This interference may explain the slight increase in fluorescence 
in UV treated samples at day 0 as cells may have responded by upregulating 
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transcription of stress response genes (Moeller et al. 2007). Similarly, 
authors present no control studies or statistics to assess whether UV 
treatment may have increased dye intercalation into DNA, which might 
explain increased day 0 fluorescence. Authors present no validation 
indicating appropriateness of this assay developed for mammalian cell 
lines for these marine flagellates. At a minimum, a standard curve is 
needed to show the relationship between cell numbers and fluorescence 
and to account for RNA contributions. Without this standard, there is no 
context as to how changes in fluorescence relate to changes in cell 
numbers. This standard is especially important for untreated controls and 
is standard laboratory practice; without it the authors cannot address the 
purpose of the study. Also, the sensitivity of the DNA assay is very low for 
these organisms, where detection limit issues were encountered for 5% 
dilution of samples in preliminary experiments, which would equate to 
450 cells/mL for the reported mean T. marina concentration of 9000 cells/mL. 
Moreover, authors did not calculate these detection limits even though one 
of their stated objectives was to “determine optimal cell proliferation 
thresholds and detection limits”. This detection limit is well above the 
International Maritime Organization (IMO) limit of < 10 viable organisms 
upon discharge in this size fraction. The detection limits here and the 
interference of bacterial contamination indicate that this type of assay may 
not be useful for BWTS testing for organisms in this size fraction. 

Author Interpretation Concerns 

Undue Emphasis on UV Treatment and Photorepair: Although authors 
state that “Surprisingly, population maintenance or growth was evident … 
after UV treatment”, it is a well-defined characteristic that a single viable 
cell can reproduce to carrying capacity in growth media. In fact, growth 
kinetic studies have been used recently to assess UV-C treatment of ballast 
water (e.g., Romero-Martínez et al. 2016; MacIntyre et al. 2018). Instead of 
being an indication of any of the proposed repair phenomena in the 
discussion, the differences between their data could be explained by single 
viable cells colonizing microwells, lack of experimental controls and 
consistency, or by bacterial contamination. In general, the study incubations 
cannot distinguish between proliferation of viable cells capable of repair versus 
replication of undamaged survivors. Authors also state that “photoreactivation 
could have been attributed to increased mean DNA concentrations in tests 
incorporating light incubation (Figure 1A)” although this is not supported 
by their data in Figure 1 or by any statistical test. 

Unsupported Comparison to Growth Assays: Without experimental 
comparison to a cell concentration standard curve, a traditional growth 
assay that more appropriately uses light incubation for photosynthesizers, 
or calculating a most probable number (MPN) from their results, authors 
claim that “This type of assay allows for increased sample replication, 
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smaller sample volumes, quicker preparation, and faster measurement than 
traditional growth assays.” However, there are several issues with this 
statement. First, traditional growth assays with other endpoints besides 
DNA concentration (e.g., turbidity, autofluorescence, etc.) have been 
adapted into other formats with replication and volume advantages 
(MacIntyre et al. 2018). Although minimal dilutions were used in this 
study, this is because responses were only measurable at high detection 
limits (≈ 450 cfu/mL). On the other hand, diluting a sample to 1 viable 
organism per replicate is needed to resolve an MPN calculation, so the 
detection limit (which can be as low as 0.2 cfu/mL) and the range of the 
MPN assay are better. Related to detection limits is the assay incubation 
time, which depends both on growth rates and detector sensitivity for the 
assay endpoint. Both the assay presented here and traditional growth 
assays rely on amplifying viable cells to detection. Because the detection 
limit of the DNA-based measurement was so high, early measurements 
were not that useful. The conventional way of monitoring phytoplankton 
MPN assays uses chlorophyll autofluorescence, which can be non-destructively 
(allowing repeated kinetic monitoring for photoreactivation) and quickly 
read by common microplate readers. Additionally, autofluorescence of 
phototrophs is a more selective measurement for organisms in this size 
fraction than a DNA-based measurement, which can be contaminated by other 
organisms including bacteria. Increasing DNA concentration as bacteria 
proliferate during incubations will negatively impact implementation of 
this assay for assessing ballast water treatment systems for organisms in the 
≥ 10 to 50 µm organisms size fraction, as in this study. Finally, culture-
based assays with a non-specific endpoint such as total DNA concentration 
will be negatively impacted by varying treatment sensitivity, cultivability, 
and growth kinetics of diverse ballast water organisms. 

Conclusions 

Overall, the conclusions and interpretations stated by the authors do not 
align with their data, and the experiments are poorly controlled. The 
authors are urged to reconsider their findings, rescind conclusions that are 
not supported by their data, and repeat their experiments with proper 
controls and experimental design. In particular, authors’ strong language 
that “unexpectedly, results nevertheless revealed an increase in DNA 
concentration after UV treatment” (which their data do not support) and 
discussion of UV as potentially “ineffective” (based on unsupported 
interpretations) largely promote misconceptions about UV treatment 
mechanisms and efficacy. For example, the IMO and the United States 
Coast Guard (USCG) differ in requirements for assessing ballast water 
management system efficacy – IMO guidelines are based on determining 
viability (including by culture-based assays measuring ability to reproduce 
such as MPN) whereas the USCG protocol requires a “living” determination 
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(by microscopy observations of movement and by fluorescent staining of 
enzymatic esterase activity). Given the differences between IMO and 
USCG, promoting these misconceptions serves to further confuse the issue 
and undermine evidence-based discourse to help resolve this difference on 
an important issue in international policy. The authors also ignore recent 
literature (the most recent citation for this 2019 article was from 2016) and 
a wealth of water treatment literature (including mechanistic studies of 
growth assays and studies of light and dark repair relevant to ballast water 
UV treatment). This is especially troubling because the USCG seeks “best 
available science” to approve protocols for testing ballast water treatment 
systems for type approval. As the current staining protocol is inappropriate 
for UV treatment, and the comment period on the Vessel Incident Discharge 
Act (VIDA) ended on September 30, 2019 (USCG 2019), the concerns with 
this article need to be addressed immediately for the benefit of the UV 
treatment industry, the ballast water community, and the USCG. 

References 
Bolton JR, Linden KG (2003) Standardization of Methods for Fluence (UV Dose) 

Determination in Bench-Scale UV Experiments. Journal of Environmental Engineering 
129: 209–215, https://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)0733-9372(2003)129:3(209) 

Hull NM, Isola MR, Petri B, Chan P-S, Linden KG (2017) Algal DNA repair kinetics support 
culture-based enumeration for validation of ultraviolet disinfection ballast water treatment 
systems. Environmental Science and Technology Letters 4: 192–196, https://doi.org/10. 
1021/acs.estlett.7b00076 

Invitrogen (2006) CyQUANT® Cell Proliferation Assay Kit Protocol. https://assets.thermofisher. 
com/TFS-Assets/LSG/manuals/mp07026.pdf 

MacIntyre HL, Cullen JJ, Whitsitt TJ, Petri B (2018) Enumerating viable phytoplankton using a 
culture-based Most Probable Number assay following ultraviolet-C treatment. Journal of 
Applied Phycology 30: 1073–1094, https://doi.org/10.1007/s10811-017-1254-8 

Moeller R, Stackebrandt E, Douki T, Cadet J, Rettberg P, Mollenkopf HJ, Reitz G, Horneck G 
(2007) DNA bipyrimidine photoproduct repair and transcriptional response of UV-C 
irradiated Bacillus subtilis. Archives of Microbiology 188: 421–431, https://doi.org/10.1007/ 
s00203-007-0263-4 

Molina V, Riley SC, Robbins-Wamsley SH, First MR, Drake LA (2019) Applicability of a cell 
proliferation assay to examine DNA concentration of UV- and chlorine-treated organisms. 
Management of Biological Invasions 10: 255–266, https://doi.org/10.3391/mbi.2019.10.2.03 

Romero-Martínez L, Moreno-Andrés J, Acevedo-Merino A, Nebot E (2016) Evaluation of ultraviolet 
disinfection of microalgae by growth modeling: application to ballast water treatment. 
Journal of Applied Phycology 28: 2831–2842, https://doi.org/10.1007/s10811-016-0838-z 

USCG (2019) United States Coast Guard. Draft Policy Letter on the Coast Guard’s Process to 
Accept Proposed Type-Approval Testing Protocols for Ballast Water Management Systems 
(BWMS) That Render Organisms in Ballast Water Nonviable. A Notice by the United 
States Coast Guard on 07/31/2019, https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2019/07/31/2019-16305/ 
draft-policy-letter-on-the-coast-guards-process-to-accept-proposed-type-approval-testing-protocols 

https://doi.org/10.3391/mbi.2021.12.2.02
https://www.invasivesnet.org
https://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)0733-9372(2003)129:3(209)
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.estlett.7b00076
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.estlett.7b00076
https://assets.thermofisher.com/TFS-Assets/LSG/manuals/mp07026.pdf
https://assets.thermofisher.com/TFS-Assets/LSG/manuals/mp07026.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10811-017-1254-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00203-007-0263-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00203-007-0263-4
https://doi.org/10.3391/mbi.2019.10.2.03
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10811-016-0838-z
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2019/07/31/2019-16305/draft-policy-letter-on-the-coast-guards-process-to-accept-proposed-type-approval-testing-protocols
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2019/07/31/2019-16305/draft-policy-letter-on-the-coast-guards-process-to-accept-proposed-type-approval-testing-protocols


<<

  /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 /LeaveColorUnchanged

  /DoThumbnails false

  /EmbedAllFonts true

  /EmbedOpenType false

  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true

  /EmbedJobOptions true

  /DSCReportingLevel 0

  /EmitDSCWarnings false

  /EndPage -1

  /ImageMemory 1048576

  /LockDistillerParams false

  /MaxSubsetPct 100

  /Optimize true

  /OPM 1

  /ParseDSCComments true

  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true

  /PreserveCopyPage true

  /PreserveDICMYKValues true

  /PreserveEPSInfo true

  /PreserveFlatness true

  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false

  /PreserveOPIComments 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 false

  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic

  /ColorImageResolution 300

  /ColorImageDepth -1

  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1

  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000

  /EncodeColorImages true

  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode

  /AutoFilterColorImages false

  /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 false

  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic

  /GrayImageResolution 300

  /GrayImageDepth -1

  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2

  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000

  /EncodeGrayImages true

  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode

  /AutoFilterGrayImages false

  /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 (None)

  /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 <>

    /SKY <>

    /SLV <>

    /SUO <>

    /SVE <>

    /TUR <>

    /UKR <>

    /RUS <>

    /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



