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SUMMARY 
 

Evaluation is the most important field of efficacy in clinical education. Since know-
ledge of the current situation is one of the most essential requirements for planning a 
desirable one and students' and tutors' viewpoints act as a facilitator in this regard, we 
conducted this study to compare the current and desirable situation of clinical evaluation 
from the students' and tutors' point of view  at Mashhad Faculty of Nursing and Midwifery.  

In this cross-sectional study, midwifery students and tutors of the Mashhad University 
of medical sciences were assessed. The researcher – designed questionnaires "current and 
desirable situation of criteria and methods in clinical evaluation" were approved by content 
validity and Cronbach's alpha. Descriptive and analytic statistics were used. 

Total score means of current and desirable criteria in clinical evaluation were: 55.2± 
18.0 and 68.4±19.3 (of 100) from students' view, respectively; and: 47.0±18.3 and 72.3± 
20.4 (of 100) from tutors' view, respectively.  Mean total scores of current and desirable me-
thods in clinical evaluation from students' point of view were: 51.5±17.9 and 56.5±18.3, 
respectively, and tutors': 55.6±16.0 and 69.5±14.4 (of 100), respectively.  

The findings showed that the current situation of criteria and methods in midwifery 
clinical evaluation differs from the desirable situation, i.e. the current status score of criteria 
and methods is lower than the desirable ones. Therefore, we can improve the current situati-
on with criteria and methods in clinical evaluation by using desirable situation. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 

Evaluation has been considered as the most im-
portant area of effectiveness in clinical evaluation (1, 2). 
It aims to supervise and collect data for educational im-
provement. Students’ clinical evaluation is crucial to ke-
ep clinical standards (2). Therefore, knowledge about the 
current situation of evaluation is the most basic need for 
desired planning (3). Medical education and evaluation 
in undergraduate and postgraduate programs are chal-
lenging (4). Hence, it is necessary to know the strengths 
and weaknesses of the current situation to enhance the 
quality of clinical evaluation (5). Naseri et al. (2009) stu-
died evaluation methods of nursing students in Ardebil 
University; the majority of students (58%) reported it to 
be at the moderate level (49.48±12.23) (6). Valizadeh 
et al. (2006) conducted a qualitative study in nursing 
and midwifery schools of Mashhad, Tabriz, Orumieh, Sab-
zevar. They reported dominancy of personal inclinations 
in clinical evaluation as one of challenges of nursing stu-
dents (7). Hadizadeh Talasaz et al. (2005) reported mo-
derate level of clinical evaluation (37.6±27.7) in nur-
sing School of Gonabad (8). Zahn et al. (2003) indica-
ted the methods used for Gynecology and midwifery 
students’ assessment and the weight assigned to these 
methods in determining a student grade (4). Desired si-
tuation is expected situation and performance (9). In or-
der to achieve the desired educational situation, it is ne-
cessary to evaluate the current educational situation 
continuously and recognize its strengths and weaknes-
ses. A very important way of recognizing the problems of 
clinical education and offering solutions from viewpoints 
of learners is to know the current problems of educatio-
nal planning from students' viewpoints (10, 11). Al-
though there are some studies about dissatisfaction 
with the current methods and errors in clinical evaluati-
on of midwifery students (12, 13), no study has been 
found to assess the desired situation of clinical evalua-
tion. Determining criteria and methods of current and 
desired clinical evaluation of midwifery students from 
students’ and teachers’ point of view is crucial to offer a 
compiled and proper evaluation program and prevent 
from using different personal inclination tools. Therefore, 
this study aimed to compare the current and desired si-
tuation of clinical evaluation midwifery students' clinical 
evaluation from tutors' & students' viewpoints of Mash-
had school of Nursing & Midwifery. 

 
MATERIAL  AND METHODS 

 
This descriptive cross-sectional study was con-

ducted on 67 midwifery students and 9 of their tutors in 
Mashhad School of Nursing and Midwifery, Iran, in 2011. 
Participants entered the study by census sampling. This 
study was approved by the Vice Chancellery for Resear-
ch and Ethics committee of MUMS (Mashhad University 
of Medical Sciences). Informed consents were obtained 
from all participants. Demographic data questionnaire 

and questionnaires of current and desired clinical eva-
luation were completed by the participants, at their rest 
time, maximally 1 week after the determined training in 
School of Nursing and Midwifery. 

The inclusion criteria were as follows: midwifery 
students being trained clinically at least one course and 
teachers with a past clinical history. Samples were ex-
cluded if the questionnaires were not completed. Re-
search tools include: demographic data questionnaire (in-
cluding personal data, educational data), researcher-ma-
de questionnaire for the assessment of the current and 
desired clinical evaluation methods (including two do-
mains of characteristics and names of clinical evaluation 
methods) and researcher-made questionnaire for the 
assessment of the current and desired clinical evaluati-
on criteria of midwifery students (including two domains 
of 'clinical skills' and 'professional performance' [26 
statements in 9 sections]) in a 0-6 score scale  (nothing 
=0 to very high=5) and 2 open-ended questions. The 
minimum and maximum scores of the questionnaire for 
the assessment of the current and desired methods we-
re 0 and 130, and for the assessment of the current 
and desired criteria were 0 and 160. Total and doma-
ins scores of methods and criteria questionnaires were 
calculated using a 100-score scale to provide compari-
son and better understanding. Score of any section of 
criteria questionnaire were calculated on a 10-score 
scale. Mean score of criteria and methods questionnai-
res and their domains were classified into 3 classes: not 
desired =0-33, relatively desired=33.1-66, and desi-
red=66.1-100. Research questionnaires were confir-
med by content validity. The components of desired 
clinical evaluation were determined after reviewing the 
latest books and scientific journals, searching data banks 
and using clinical evaluation program of nursing and mid-
wifery in University of Cincinnati (2007), and ranking sca-
le and competency-based clinical evaluation of Rock-
hurst University (2002). Ten experts revised the final co-
py and the questionnaire were finalized and devised. Re-
liability of criteria and methods questionnaires was con-
firmed by Cronbach's alpha (αcriteria=0.97 and α methods= 
0.92). Data were analyzed through descriptive (frequen-
cy, mean ±SD) and analytical (independent t-test, pai-
red t-test, Mann-whitney, ANOVA, Kraskalwalisand Wil-
coxon, Tucky tests, Pearson and Kendal tests) statistics 
by SPSS-11.5, P<0.05 was considered significant.  

 
RESULTS 

 
Sixty-seven students and 9 teachers inclined to 

participate in the study out of 75 students and 12 tea-
chers. Six students' questionnaires were not filled com-
pletely (more than 20% of questions related to the cur-
rent and desired situation were not answered); so, they 
were also excluded. All 9 teachers’ questionnaires were 
filled completely. Students' admission in MUMS inclu-
ded: initial admission in MUMS (88.5%), transfer from 
other universities to MUMS (8.2%), and the status of a 
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guest student (3.3%). They aged 21.3±1.4 and GPA 
(graduate-point average) of their last term was 16.92± 
0.95. All the students were studying in BSc section. 
Most of them were in the 5th and 7th educational term 
(34.4%) and the rest were in the 8th term (3.3%). They 
passed their clinical courses in the following wards:  pe-
diatrics, emergency clinics, maternity department, neo-
natal cardiology, oncology, prenatal, and health care 
centers. The largest and the smallest number of partici-
pants passed maternity department during the 7th term 
(16.4%), and the 5th term (3.3%) respectively. Teachers' 
field of study was midwifery (84.4%) and nursing. 39.3% 
of students were highly interested in midwifery and 1.6% 
of them showed low interest.  

Mean score of the current and desired criteria 
from students' point of view were respectively 55.2±18 
and 68.4±19.3, and from teachers' point of view were 
respectively 47±18.3 and 72.3±20.4 (out of 100). 
Mean score of the current and desired methods from 
students' point of view were 51.5±17.9 and 56.5± 
18.3, and from teachers' point of view were 55.6±16.0 
and 69.5±14.4, respectively. The majority of respon-
dents believed that the current criteria were "relatively 
desirable" (59%) and the desired criteria of clinical eva-
luation should be "desirable" (59%). Most students beli-
eved that these clinical evaluation methods were "rela-
tively desirable" (45.9%) in the current situation and 
should also be "relatively desirable" in desirable situation 
(37.7%) (Table 1).  

 
 

Table 1. Frequency and mean scores of total methods and criteria and methods' domains 
in the current and desired situation of clinical evaluation 

Desirability rate 

Desired Relatively 
desired 

Undesired Desirability rate 
field 

Group 
Mean ± SD 
(out of 100) 

N 
(percent) 

N 
(percent) 

N  
(percent) 

Total 

Students 55.0±18.1 17 (27.9) 36 (59.0) 8 (13.1) 61 (100.0) 
Current criteria 

Tutors 47.0±18.3 1 (11.1) 6 (66.7) 2 (22.2) 9 (100.0) 

Students 68.4±19.3 35 (57.4) 21 (34.49) 4 (6.6) 60 (98.4) 
Desired criteria 

Tutors 72.3±20.4 7 (77.8) 1 (11.1) 1 (11.1) 9 (100.0) 

Students 52.8±17.7 5 (8.2) 28 (45.9) 5 (8.2) 38 (62.3) 
Current methods 

Tutors 55.6±16.0 1 (11.1) 3 (33.3) 1 (11.1) 5 (55.6) 

Students 56.3±18.5 8 (13.1) 23 (37.7) 4 (6.6) 35 (57.4) 
Desired methods 

Tutors 69.5±14.4 3 (33.3) 2 (22.2) 0 (0.0) 5 (55.6) 

Students 51.8±19.9 4 (6.6) 27 (44.3) 7 (11.5) 38 (62.3) Name of 
current 

methods Tutors 50.0±19.1 1 (11.1) 4 (44.4) 0 (0.0) 5 (55.6) 

Students 53.1±21.6 7 (11.5) 23 (37.7) 5 (8.2) 35 (57.4) Name of 
desired 
methods Tutors 65.9±17.2 3 (33.3) 2 (22.2) 0 (0.0) 5 (55.6) 

Students 51.6±18.0 35 (57.4) 23 (37.7) 2 (3.3) 60 (98.4) Characteristics 
of current 
methods Tutors 64.7±11.4 4 (44.4) 4 (44.4) 1 (11.1) 9 (100.0) 

Students 59.1±19.8 21 (34.4) 32 (52.5) 7 (11.5) 60 (98.4) 
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Characteristics 
of desired 
methods Tutors 76.6±10.6 7 (77.8) 2 (22.2) 0 (0.0) 9 (100.0) 
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Table 2. Mean score of domains in the current and desired clinical evaluation criteria questionnaire  
from tutors' and students' viewpoints (out of 10) 

Current status of clinical 
evaluation 

Desired status of clinical 
evaluation 

student tutor student tutor 

Field of clinical evaluation criteria 

6.4 ± 2.0 6.1 ± 1.3 6.8 ± 2.0 8.2 ± 1.9 Student assessment skill 

4.7 ± 2.7 3.8 ± 2.5 5.8 ± 2.7 7.8 ± 3.1 Identifying the problem 

4.5 ± 2.7 3.1 ± 1.9 6.0 ± 2.6 7.6 ± 3.1 Planning and prioritization for 
performance 

5.6 ± 2.4 3.9 ± 2.3 6.9 ± 2.5 7.8 ± 3.0 Relationship and interpersonal 
skills 

5.6 ± 2.4 3.9 ± 2.3 6.9 ± 2.5 7.7 ± 3.0 Psychomotor skills 

5.7 ± 1.9 6.0 ± 1.8 7.4 ± 1.7 7.5 ± 2.0 Basic knowledge  

5.3 ± 2.4 4.9 ± 1.8 7.3 ± 2.3 7.7 ± 2.1 Case study  

5.8 ± 2.6 4.3 ± 2.4 7.2 ± 2.6 7.3 ± 3.3 Safety of student performance 

C
lin

ic
al

 s
ki

lls
 

5.3 ± 2.5 4.5 ± 3.9 7.3 ± 2.4 6.9 ± 3.9 Professional role Professional 
performance 

 

 
Figure 1. Mean score of applying clinical evaluation methods in the current and desirable situation  

from Students' viewpoints (out of 10)  
 

 
Figure 2. Mean score of applying clinical evaluation methods in the current and desirable situation 

from tutors' viewpoints (out of 10)  
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Table 3. Comparing mean of total and domains scores of current and desired situation  
of clinical evaluation from students' and tutors' viewpoints 

Mean± SD 

Comparison between 
current and 

desired status  
(Paired t-test/ 

Wilcoxon) 
Clinical evaluation Group 

Desired Current t/ Z df P 
value  

students 68.4 ± 19.3 55.0 ± 18.1 t=5.9 5
9 0.000 

Criteria 
tutors 72.3 ± 20.4 47.0 ± 18.3 Z= 2.7 - 0.007 

Comparison between students and 
tutors' opinions (Independent t-test) 

Z=0.8 
 

P value= 
0.438 

t=1.3 
df=68 

P value= 
0.208 

 
 
 

 

students 59.1 ± 19.8 51.6 ± 18.0 t=4.1 5
8 0.000 Characteristics of 

a method 
tutors 76.6 ± 10.6 64.7 ± 11.4 Z= 2.7 - 0.008 

Comparison between students 
and tutors' opinions  
(Independent t-test) 

t=2.5 
df=67 

P value= 
0.013 

Z=2.2 
P value= 

0.208 
 

students 53.1 ± 21.6 51.8 ± 19.9 t=0.3 3
3 0.759 Names of 

methods tutors 65.9 ± 17.2 50.0 ± 19.1 t=2.0 4 0.119 

Comparison between students 
and tutors' opinions  
(Independent t-test) 

t=1.3 
df=38 

P value= 
0.199 

t=0.0 
df=41  

P value= 
0.985 

 

students 56.3 ± 18.5 52.8 ± 17.7 t= 1.2 3
3 0.224 Total score of 

methods 
tutors 69.5 ± 14.4 55.6 ± 16.0 t=2.5 4 0.069 C
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Comparison between students 
and tutors' opinions  
(Independent t-test) 

t=1.5 
df=38 

P value= 
0.136 

t=0.5 
df=41 

P value=  
0.630 

 

P<0.05 is significant 

 
Mean score of "clinical skills" domain of the cur-

rent and desired criteria were respectively 47.9±15.7 
and 60.7±16.5 from students' point of view, and 37.5 
±24.3 and 51.1±33.2 from teachers’ point of view. 
Mean score of "professional performance" domain of the 
current and desired criteria were respectively 67.5± 
23.5 and 75.6±24.3 from students' point of view, and 
66.7±15.8 and 86.2±7.6 from teachers' point of view 
(Table 2). 

In relation to clinical evaluation methods, the hig-
hest score was related to oral test (8.1) in the current 

situation and clinical sample work (7.4) in the desired 
situation among students (Figure 1). There was a signi-
ficant difference between the current and desired situa-
tion of clinical evaluation methods just in written tests 
(P=0.000), oral test (P=0.012), clinical sample work 
(P=0.048), and log book (P=0.000), from students' vi-
ew points. 

However, the highest score was related to log 
book (8.7) in the current situation and DOPS (9.00) in 
the desired situation among tutors (Figure 2). There was 
a significant difference between the current and desired 
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situations just in Portfolio (P=0.005) and 360 degree 
evaluation (P=0.045), from tutors' viewpoints. Results 
showed a significant difference between the current with 
desired situation, just in total score of "criteria" and do-
main score of "methods' characteristics" from viewpoints 
of both students and teachers (P<0.05). However, com-
parison of the viewpoints of students with teachers show-
ed a significant difference between domain score of 
"methods' characteristics" only in the desired situation 
(P=0.013) (Table 3). 

Results showed that none of the demographic 
variables had a significant effect on the total score of 
methods and criteria except for educational term. Edu-
cational term had a significant effect just on domain sco-
re of methods' name in the current situation (P=0.002). 
Tucky test revealed that this significance was due to dif-
ference in means score of methods' name of 5th and 7th 
terms (P=0.001).  

No significant relationship was found between 
students' age with none of variables except for methods' 
name in the current situation (r=0.343, P=0.041). No 
significant relationship was also found between students' 
GPA with none of the variables except for methods' na-
me (r=0.392, P=0.035), and with total score of met-
hods in the current situation (r=0.372, P=0.047). 

 
DISCUSSION 

 
According to the results, current and desired situ-

ation of clinical evaluation had a significant difference 
just in criteria, and characteristics of methods; however, 
all scores of desired situation were higher than the cu-
rrent situation. This may be due to the lack of know-
ledge about names of methods. Unfortunately, since no 
course is offered in this regard for undergraduate stu-
dents, the participants had to mark alternatives of "not 
familiar" or "no use" in this section. 

Since we found no study to assess desired situa-
tion of clinical evaluation in literature review, we com-
pared the current clinical evaluation with other studies. 
In the present study, most students (45.9%) reported 
current method as "relatively good" (52.8±17.7), which 
was in agreement with Naseri et al (2009) (6), but it 
was not similar to Hadizadeh et al (2005) (5). It could be 
related to the time of research, 6 years before conduc-
ting the present research. According to Zahn's study 
(2003), the vast majority of programs (92%) reported 
assessment of students’ interpersonal skills with teac-
hers and residents, as well as relationship with patients, 
as an important component of evaluation. In the pre-
sent study, tutors scored 3.9 (out of 10) for applying 
these criteria. Zahn et al. applied written exam (29.1%), 
oral exam (1.9%), OSCE (16.9%), case log (6.5%) and 
checklist (10%) (4), which differs nearly from the pre-
sent study. Log book got a high score which is confir-
med by Hoseini et al. (2010) who introduced it as the 
current method of clinical evaluation in Mashhad uni-
versity of Medical Sciences (14). Mc Carthy et al. stated 

that teachers had a clear understanding from "giving 
feedback" and considered it as a useful characteristic 
for evaluation (15), which is in accordance with the pre-
sent study; however, 10% of students reported to rece-
ive no feedback and just 33.8% of students confirmed 
the high level of receiving feedback. This inconsistency 
between tutors' and students' views may be due to giv-
ing informal and oral, not written, feedbacks by the tu-
tors to the students. Therefore, the students do not con-
sider tutors' comments as a feedback.  

Educational terms showed a significant effect on 
the total score of the methods’ names in the current si-
tuation, due to mean difference of total score of the 
methods’ names in 5th and 7th term. It may be due to 
the fact that most students were studied in 5th and 7th 
term rather than the others. A direct significant relation-
ship was found between age and score of methods’ na-
mes in the current situation which is likely due to pas-
sing more specific clinical courses and application of dif-
ferent evaluation methods for them. Direct significant 
relationship was also found between students’ GPA and 
score of methods’ names and total score of methods. 
For describing several differences of studied fields in the 
current and desired situation from teachers’ and stu-
dents’ viewpoints, it should be noted that clinical eva-
luation is complex and includes several aspects. Clinical 
evaluation needs preparedness such as prerequisites, 
acquiring social and professional skills etc. (16). There-
fore, the tools which are applied should cover cognitive, 
affective and psychomotor domains and pay attention to 
cultural competencies and moral/ethical decisions (17). 
The increasingly growing midwifery system needs profes-
sional midwives who will be able to provide desired and 
moral care. It needs to train students who are capable 
not only in proper practical skills but also highly compe-
tent in moral/ethical reasoning and proper communica-
tion with patients. However, their evaluation still has not 
achieved their desirable level. One of new graduates’ 
problems in clinical settings is disability of idea presen- 
tation and having anxiety in communications (18). Un-
fortunately, most studies confirmed that physicians and 
nurses lack communication skills (19). These kinds of 
evidence indicate a large gap between the current situa-
tions and desired one in terms of evaluation of commu-
nication skills, professional role, problem definition and 
psychomotor domain and the most evaluated domain is 
cognitive area. 
 

CONCLUSION 
 

According to the findings, the current situation of 
clinical evaluation of midwifery students in Mashhad 
School of Nursing and Midwifery from the viewpoints of 
students and teachers is lower than the desired situa-
tion. Having knowledge about the current situation and 
its distance from the desired situation can be a base for 
planning the desired situation. We recommend applying 
the desired criteria and methods for current clinical eva-
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luation development in order to better control the reso-
urces and facilities and finally clinical competency deve-
lopment of midwifery graduates. 
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Saže tak  
 

Evaluacija je najvažnije polje efikasnosti kliničke edukacije. Kako je poznavanje trenutne situacije 
jedan od najvažnijih zahteva za planiranje željene sutuacije i kako nam mišljenje asistenata i studenata po-
maže u čitavom procesu, sproveli smo studiju da bi uporedili trenutnu i željenu situaciju sa stanovišta stu-
denata i tutora na Mašhad Fakultetu za obrazovanje akušerskih i medicinskih sestara. 

U ovoj unakrsnoj studiji, procenjivani su studenti akušerstva i asistenti. Upitnik u istraživačke svrhe 
sa temon ’’Trenutna i poželjna situacija  kriterijuma i metoda u kliničkoj evaluaciji’’ bio je odobren zbog va-
lidnosti sadržaja i primene Kronbah alfa koeficijenta. 

Ukupne srednje vrednosti trenutnih i poželjnih kriterijuma u kliničkoj evaluaciji iznosile su: 55.2±18.0 i 
68.4±19.3 (od 100) sa stanovišta studenata, respektivno, i 47.0±18.3 i 72.3±20.4 (od 100) sa stanovi-
šta asistenata, respektivno. Ukupne srednje vrednosti trenutnih i poželjnih metoda u kliničkoj evaluaciji sa 
stanovišta studenata bile su: 51.5±17.9 i 56.5±18.3, respektivno, i sa stanovišta asistenata 55.6±16.0 i 
69.5±14.4 (od 100), respektivno. 

Rezultati studije su pokazali da se trenutna situacija kriterijuma i metoda u kliničkoj evaluaciji aku-
šerstva razlikuje od poželjne situacije, odnosno, da je trenutni status skor kriterijuma i metoda niži od po-
željnog. Zato, trenutnu situaciju kriterijuma i metoda možemo poboljšati primenom poželjne situacije. 
 
Ključne reči: klinička evaluacija, trenutna situacija, poželjna situacija, studenti 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

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


