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Abstract

Cotton leafroll dwarf disease (CLRDD), caused by Cotton leafroll dwarf virus (CLRDV), is an emerging disease in
U.S. cotton. Impact of CLRDD on the lint yield was assessed in 2019 and 2020 at Alabama Agricultural Experiment
Stations (AAES) in Southwest, Central and North East Alabama along with two production fields in Baldwin Co. To
establish CLRDD incidence, apex mature leaves on the central leader were collected from symptomatic and
asymptomatic plants and tested for CLRDV using PCR. Plant height, along with the numbers of open, unopened,
locked and rotted, counts of terminal nodes above the last mature boll, fruiting, and total nodes, as well as stand counts
were recorded. Bolls from plants were hand harvested and weighed. At SMREC in 2019, plots were mechanically
harvested to determine seed cotton yield. In 2019 at the Northeast AL site, CLRDV+ (positive) infected PhytoGen
440 W3FE plants were shorter, produced fewer bolls and fruiting nodes, and had lower seed yield with an estimated
yield loss was 117 Ib/A or 10.8% of anticipated yield. At the Central AL site, accentuated verticality was noted on
14.3% plants of Deltapine 1646 B2XF, all of which tested positive for CLRDV. Significantly greater counts for total
and additional terminal nodes but with fewer total bolls, fruiting nodes, and a reduced seed yield of 41 1b lint/A or
4.3% of expected yield were recorded for the plants displaying accentuated verticality compared with the CLRDV-
(negative) plants with normal terminal growth. For NexGen 5007 B2XF in the production field in Baldwin Co., plants
displaying accentuated verticality, comprising 33.1% of the total stand, had greater terminal node counts compared
with asymptomatic plants, which produced more bolls and fruiting nodes, along with greater seed yield. Here,
estimated yield was 512 1b lint/A or 22.8% of anticipated yield. Finally, all symptomatic and asymptomatic plants
sampled were (100%) CLRDV+. While plant height and total node counts were greater, yield losses attributed to
CLRDD were not observed in the second producer field in Baldwin Co. For 2020, CLRDD incidence was lower
statewide than in the preceding year. At a Central AL site, symptomatic CLRDV+ PhytoGen 480 W3FE plants were
taller and had greater total, but not fruiting, and additional terminal node counts. Individual plant yield was also similar
for the CLRDV+ and CLRDV- plants. When comparing CLRDV+ and CLRDV- PhytoGen 500 W3FE plants in
southwest AL, significantly greater total node but not fruiting and terminal node counts along with individual plant
yields were recorded. With a significant PCR test x Sampling date interaction, CLRDV- plant(s) sampled at 2
September produced significantly greater yields compared with CLRDV+ plants collected on that same date, but
results are questionable due to low sample numbers. Yield for the 2 September CLRDV+ plants along with both the
CLDRV+ and CLRDV- plants sampled on 20 August were similar. Overall, survey results, particularly from 2019,
indicate that CLRDD is associated with sizable losses in cotton yield.

Introduction

Cotton leafroll dwarf virus (CLRDV) (genus Polerovirus, family Luteovirdae) is the causal agent of cotton blue
disease (Correa et al. 2005), which is vectored to cotton primarily by the cotton aphid (4phis gossypii Glover) (Cauquil
and Vaisayre 1971). First reported in the Central African Republic in 1949, cotton blue disease is widely distributed
across sub-Saharan and central Africa (Cauquil 1977) as well as Brazil (Costa and Carvalho 1962; Correa et al. 2005)
and Argentina (Campagnac et al. 1986) where two CLRDV strains, typical and atypical occur (Silva et al. 2015;
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Agrofoglio et al. 2017). In Brazil over the 2013 to 2015 production seasons, Galbieri et al (2017) reported that the
atypical strain accounted for 97.3% of the CLRDYV isolated from Fibermax 975WS. Recently, CLRDYV has also been
detected in symptomatic cotton in India (Mukherjee et al 2012), Thailand, (Sharman et al 2015) and Timor-Leste (Ray
et al 2016).

A new strain of the cotton leafroll dwarf virus, CLRDV-AL, which causes cotton leafroll dwarf disease (CLRDD),
was recovered from cotton displaying leaf distortion, curling, rolling along with bluish green discoloration, vein-
clearing, and shortened internodes in the fall 2017 in Alabama (Avelar et al. 2019) where disease incidence, based on
the occurrence of accentuated verticality symptom pattern, approached 100% in a few southwest Alabama production
fields in 2018 (Hagan et al. 2019). Subsequently, CLRDV-AL was identified in symptomatic cotton in Florida (Iriarte
et al. 2020), Georgia (Tabassum et al. 2019), Kansas (Ali and Mokhatari 2020), Louisiana (Price et al. 2020),
Mississippi (Aboughanem-Sabanadzovic et al. 2020), North Carolina (Thiessen et al. 2020), Oklahoma (Ali et al.
2020), and Texas (Alabi et al. 2020).

For cultivars susceptible to the typical CLRDV strain, yield losses, which are attributed to severe stunting along with
reduced bloom set and boll size, shedding of immature squares and bolls, have been estimated at 68% (Santos et al.
2004) to 80% (Silva et al. 2008) compared with a resistant cultivar such as Delta Opel. Yield losses of 13.4 to 21.5%
due to the atypical CLRDV strain have been reported for cultivars resistant to the typical strain of the same virus
(Galberi et al. 2017). Galberi et al. (2017) also noted that cultivars from the U.S. and Australia are highly susceptible
to cotton blue disease. Based on a CLRDD incidence of 3 to 30%, Avelar et al. (2019) estimated yield reduction of
560 kg/ha over 25% of Alabama’s 2018 cotton acreage, which translates into a statewide farm-gate income loss of
$19 million. Trials were conducted in 2019 and 2020 at AAES research units, as well as in production fields, to assess
the impact of CLRDD on the plant growth and yield-related parameters of cotton in Alabama.

Production Methods

In 2019, Deltapine 1646 B2XF at the Plant Breeding Unit (PBU) in Tallassee, AL, and PhytoGen 440 W3FE at the
Sand Mountain Research and Extension Center (SMREC) in Crossville, AL, along with production fields of NexGen
5007 in Malbis and Belforest (Baldwin Co.), AL, were sampled PhytoGen 500 W3FE and Stoneville 5471 GLTP at
Brewton Agricultural Research Unit (BARU) and PhytoGen 480 W3FE at the Prattville Agricultural Research Unit
(PARU) in Prattville, AL were sampled in 2020. Recommendations of the Alabama Cooperative Extension System
for fertility along with insect and weed control, canopy management, and harvest preparation were followed at all
locations. The BARU, PBU, PARU, and SMREC study sites were irrigated as needed. The experimental design was
arandomized complete block with each plant sampled as an individual experimental unit except for the Sentinel Trial
at BARU where a split plot design with planting date as the main plot and cultivar as the split plot treatment. To
establish CLRDD incidence, an apex mature leaf on the central terminal was collected from symptomatic and
asymptomatic plants at each location and tested for CLRDV using PCR. Plant height, numbers of open, unopened,
locked, and rotted bolls, which are presented as total bolls along with counts of fruiting, terminal nodes above the
apex mature boll, and total nodes, as well as stand counts were recorded. Bolls from individual plants were hand
harvested and weighed. At SMREC in 2019 and BARU in 2020, plots were mechanically harvested to determine seed
cotton yield. In the study at BARU and PARU in 2020, significance of PCR result x sampling date and planting date
x PCR result interactions, respectively, were determined using PROC GLIMMIX in SAS. Statistical analyses were
done on rank transformations for non-normal values. Non-transformed data are reported. Means were separated using
Fisher’s protected least significant difference (LSD) test (P<0.05).

Results

In 2019 at SMREC in Northeast AL, the CLRDV+ (positive) PhytoGen 440 W3FE plants displaying node stacking
in the terminal shoots along with maroon discoloration of the apex mature leaves were significantly shorter in stature,
produced fewer bolls and fruiting nodes along with lower individual plant yield compared with the taller and more
productive CLRDV- (negative) plants (Table 1). Incidence of symptomatic plants was 15%. Estimated yield loss was
105 kg/ha or 10.8% below estimated yield in the absence of CLRDD of 972 kg/ha.

For the Central AL PBU site, 14.3% of Deltapine 1646 B2XF planted in early June displayed the accentuated
verticality symptom pattern associated with CLRDD, all of which were CLRDV+ in mid-November. In addition,
2.4% of plants, which were stunted with limited or no bolls set, also tested positive for this virus. While plant height
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along with counts of nodes above the apex boll and total nodes were greater for the CLRDV+ plants, counts of total
bolls and fruiting nodes were significantly reduced (Table 1). Estimated yield, which was calculated from the mean
of four stand counts taken in each of the four sampled blocks, was 883 kg/ha for the CLRDV- compared with 846
kg/ha for the symptomatic and CLRDV+ cotton for an estimated yield loss of 37 kg/ha or 4.3%.

At the Belforest production field in Baldwin Co in Southwest AL, accentuated verticality was recorded in mid-
November 2019 on 33.1% for early-June planted NexGen 5007 B2XF plants, which were significantly taller with
greater counts of nodes above the apex mature boll but fewer total bolls and fruiting nodes (Table 1). Individual plant
yield for the symptomatic and asymptomatic plants was 33.6 and 107.6 g, respectively, which translates into an
estimated yield loss of 461 kg/ha or 22.8%. All symptomatic and asymptomatic plants tested positive for CLRDV.

For the production field located in Malbis, AL in Baldwin Co., accentuated verticality was the diagnostic CLRDD
symptom observed. Symptomatic plants were significantly taller with greater total node counts compared with plants
with a ‘normal’ growth pattern (Table 1). Similar individual plant yield was recorded for both the symptomatic
compared with asymptomatic plants.
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Table 1. Impact of CLRDD as indicated by CLRDV virus presence or diagnostic symptom patterns on plant
dimensions, growth, boll set, and productivity of individual cotton plants at four survey sites across Alabama in
2019.

Nodes

above Individual
Visual Plants CLRDV Plant Total Fruiting mature Total plant
symptoms Sampled PCR height bolls Nodes apex boll nodes yield
Survey site # +/- M # # # # g
SMREC
Stunting 9 + 1.08b* | 17.7b 11.9b --- --- 33.6b
Normal 15 - 1.24 a 34.6a 152a --- -—- 107.6 a
PBU
Accentuated
Verticality 24 + 1.32a 103b 8.7b 56a 24.6 a 29.4b
Normal 36 - 1.26 b 156a | 11.0a 1.8b 20.5b 41.8a
Belforest
Accentuated
Verticality 21 + 1.03a 8.8b 6.6b 83a 21.5a 33.6b
Normal 15 + 0.90 b 27.6 a 13.3 a 2.1b 20.6 a 107.6 a
Malbis
Accentuated
Verticality 15 --- 133 a 313 a 159a --- 25.0a 122 a
Normal 26 --- 1.23b 379a 172 a -—- 21.3b 145 a

z Means followed by the same letter are not significantly different according to Fisher’s protected least significant
difference (LSD) test (P<0.05).

At the PARU in 2020, PhytoGen 480 W3FE was significantly taller with greater numbers of fruiting and total nodes
as well as individual plant yield when sown at the May| than 1 June planting date (Table 2). Nodes above the apex
boll and open boll counts (data not shown) recorded at both planting dates were similar. In addition, CLRDV+ plants
were taller with greater numbers of total nodes, which is an indication of accentuated verticality, but fruiting node and
nodes above the apex boll along with individual plant yield did not significantly differ by PCR reaction. For PhytoGen
480 W3FE % gin out and lint yield values were 42.5% and 207 kg lint/ha.

At BARU, two tropical storms, which occurred after cut out, separated the lint and seed from the bolls, thereby
delaying harvest by nearly a month and causing loss of 35 to 40% below historical yields. Total nodes but not fruiting
node or nodes above the apex boll counts were greater for the CLRDV+ compared with CLRDV- PhytoGen 500
W3FE (Table 3). Also, these same variables did not differ by the date mature apex leaves were collected for PCR
analysis for CLRDV. Individual plant yield did differ significantly by CLRDV status and sampling date. Greatest
yield was noted for CLRDV- plants sampled at 2 September as compared with 20 August as well as the CLRDV+
plants sampled at both the above dates. Yield for PhytoGen 500 W3FE was 877 kg lint/ha.
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Table 2. Impact of CLRDV on plant height, growth, and individual plant yield of PhytoGen 480 W3FE at the
Prattville Agricultural Research Unit in 2020.

Plants Plant Nodes Yield

o sampled height Fruiting Above apex boll Total /plant
Source of Variation m m 2 2 2 o
Planting date <0.0001*** 0.0053** 0.0034** 0.3625 0.0015%*
CLRDV — 0.0119* 0.0644" 0.3315 0.4038 0.7299
Planting date x CLRDV --- 0.8971 0.2499 0.7037 0.8753 0.6459
Planting date
May 1 15 122 a 10.0 a 49 a 23.6a 343 a
June 1 41 1.05b 7.5b 55a 21.4b 21.7b
CLRDV Status
+ 32 1.17a 9.1a 55a 232a 28.7 a
- 24 1.09b 8.4a 4.9 a 21.8 b 27.4 a

# Significance of F values at the 0.10, 0.05, 0.01, and 0.001 levels is indicated by *, *, **, or *** respectively.
YMeans in each column followed by the same letter are not significantly different according to Fisher’s protected
least significant difference (LSD) test (P<0.05) unless otherwise indicated.

Table 3. Impact of CLRDV on plant height, growth, and individual plant yield for PhytoGen 500 W3FE at the
Brewton Agricultural Research Center in 2020.

Plants Plant Nodes Yield

o sampled | height Fruiting | Above apex boll Total /plant
Source of Variation 2 m m 4 2 o
CLRDV - 0.3819 0.0794" 0.3866 0.1657 | 0.1522
Sampling date --- 0.2274 0.9172 0.9743 0.9230 | 0.1068
Sampling date x CLRDV -—- 0.4518 0.1480 0.1919 0.3994 | 0.0581"
CLRDV Status
+ 35 1.10 10.5a 44 a 210a ---
- 12 1.16 11.9 a 25a 16.8b ---
Sampling date
20 August 41 1.08 a 11.2a 34a 19.0a ---
2 September 6 1.17a 11.2a 35a 18.8 a -—-
CLRDV x Sampling date
CLRDV- 20 August 11 --- --- - - 37.1b
CLRDV+ 20 August 30 --- --—- -—- - 42.7b
CLRDV- 2 September 1 --- --- --- --- 77.8 a
CLRDV+ 2 September 5 -—- -—- -—- --- 39.3b

z Significance of F values at the 0.10, 0.05, 0.01, and 0.001 levels is indicated by *, *, ¥*, or ***  respectively.
YMeans in each column followed by the same letter are not significantly different according to Fisher’s protected
least significant difference (LSD) test (P<0.05) unless otherwise indicated.

Summary

While CLRDD is distributed throughout all U.S. cotton producing states except for Arizona and California, the impact
of this disease along with Cotton Blue Disease in Brazil and Argentina on lint yield and quality factors is not well
documented. Since first documented in U.S. cotton, southwestern Alabama is the epicenter of CLRDD with
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accentuated verticality symptoms displayed by 100% of plants observed in multiple cotton fields in several central
Baldwin Co communities (Hagan, personal observation). In that area of Alabama, disease incidence, as indicated by
positive PCR tests, was nearly 100% in 2019 compared with approximately 50% at multiple south and central AL
sites in 2020; thus, a sharp decline in CLRDD occurred in the latter than the former production year. In Brazil,
incidence of cotton blue disease with the atypical CLRDYV strain is positively correlated with populations of the aphid
vector, while a negative correlation was noted between yield and aphid populations (Galbieri et al. 2017).

In Brazil and Argentina, Santo et al. (2004) and Silva et al. (2008) reported yield losses of 68 and 80%, respectively,
to Cotton Blue Disease incited by the typical strain of CLRDV. While losses of that magnitude have not been reported
in the U.S., Avelar et al. (2019) estimated a yield reduction of 560 kg/ha over 25% of Alabama’s 2018 cotton acreage,
which translates into a statewide farm-gate income loss of $19 million. Estimated yield loss to CLRDD in 2019 and
particularly 2020 was much lower compared with 2018 (Hagan, personal observation).

Here, an attempt was made to define the potential for yield loss due to CLRDD in cotton. In 2019, disease related
yield loss as indicated by CLRDV status was 4.3% for Deltapine 1646 B2XF in Central AL and 10.8% for PhytoGen
440 W3FE in Northeast AL. Unfortunately, the cotton was not ginned and lint quality traits were not recorded. In
2020 at BARU, a yield loss was noted for CLRDV+ compared with CLRDV- plants at the 2 September sampling
dates. However, the number of plants sampled (5 CLRDV+ and 1 CLRDV-) was small resulting in questionable
results. Finally, a sizable 33.1% yield loss for plants displaying accentuated verticality compared with a normal
terminal growth pattern in Belforest, AL was recorded at a location near those where 100% accentuated verticality
symptoms were noted the previous year. Notably, all plants sampled, regardless of symptom pattern, were CLRDV
positive. Such a result is not surprising given that the cotton aphid (4. gossypii) vector was widely distributed in
Alabama cotton into mid-November and virus transmission will likely continue until the cotton is defoliated. Infection
timing often has a sizable impact on the impact of CLRDV-incited diseases on plant growth and ultimately yield
(Agrofoglio et al. 2017). Prior to pin head square, cotton infected with the typical strain of CLRDV is severely stunted
with severely deformed leaves and no boll set (Sharman. 2015), while plants infected during flowering and early boll
set are symptomatic only on leaves in the shoot terminals (Agrofoglio et al. 2017). For mature plants infected during
boll maturation, such as those at production field in Belforest, impacts on yield are likely minimal.

Over the past three years, CLRDD has emerged as a widespread and potentially damaging disease in Alabama cotton.
While disease incidence declines from southwest to north Alabama, yield losses were recorded at a northeast and
central Alabama sites in 2019. To date, however, CLRDD incidence has been negligible in sentinel trials in the
Tennessee Valley, a major cotton production region in Alabama. The risk of significant yield loss is greatest in late
May- or early June- planted cotton in Baldwin, Escambia, Mobile, and Monroe counties in southwest Alabama. In the
absence of resistant cultivars, recommended control strategies should focus on cotton stalk destruction, and winter
weed control in and around fields slated to be cropped to cotton, and early planting (Hagan et al. 2019).

References

Aboughanem-Sabanadzovic, N., T. W. Allen, T. H. Wilkerson, K. N. Conner, E. J. Sikora, R. L. Nichols, and S.
Sabanadzovic. 2019. First report of Cotton leafroll dwarf virus in upland cotton (Gossypium hirsutum) in
Mississippi. Plant Dis. 103:1798-1799

Agrofoglio, Y, V. C. Delfosse, M. F. Casse, H. E. Hopp, 1. B. Kresic, and A. J. Distefano. 2017. Identification of a
new cotton disease caused by an atypical cotton leafroll dwarf virus in Argentina. Phytopathology 107:369-376.

Alabi, O. J., T. Isakeit, R. Vaughn, D. Stelly, K. N. Conner, B. C. Gaytan, C. Villegas, C. Hitzeberger, L. De
Santiago, C. Monclova-Santana, and J. K. Brown. 2020. First report of Cotton leafroll dwarf virus infecting upland
cotton (Gossypium hirsutum) in Texas. Plant Dis. 104:998-999.

Ali, A., and S. Mokhatari. 2020. First report of Cotton leafroll dwarf virus infecting cotton (Gossypium hirsutum) in
Kansas. Plant Dis. 104:1880-1881.

Ali, A., S. Mokhtari, and C. Ferguson. 2020. First report of Cotton leafroll dwarf virus from cotton (Gossypium
hirsutum) in Oklahoma. Plant Dis. 104:2531-2532.

339



2021 Beltwide Cotton Conferences, Virtual, January 5-7, 2021 340

Avelar, S., D. W. Schrimsher, K. Lawrence, and J. K. Brown. 2019. First report of Cotton leafroll dwarf virus
associated with cotton blue disease symptoms in Alabama. Plant Dis. 103:592-593.

Campagnac, N. A., R. Bonacic Kresic, and J. Poisson. 1986. Mal de Misiones: nueva enfermedad del algodo'n de
probable origen viro'sico. VI Jornadas fitosanitarias Argentinas t I1:503-511.

Cauquil, J. 1977. Etudes sur une maladie d'origine virale du cotonnier: la maladie bleue. Cot. Fib. Trop. 32 (3):259-
278.

Cauquil, J., and M. Vaissayre. 1971. La “maladie bleue” due cotonnier en Afrique: Transmission de cotonnier a
cotonnier par Aphis gossypii Glover. Cot. Fib. Trop. 26:463-466.

Corréa, R. L., T. F. Silva, J. L. Simdes-Aratjo, P. A. V. Barroso, M. S. Vidal, and M. F. S. Vaslin. 2005. Molecular
characterization of a virus from the family Luteoviridae associated with cotton blue disease. Archives of Virology,
150:1357-1367.

Costa A. S., and A. M. B. Carvalho. 1962. Moléstia e virus do algodoeiro. Bragantia 21:50-51.

Galbieri, R., A. S. Boldt, L. B. Scoz, S. M. Rodrigues, D. O. Rabei, J. L. Belot, M. Vaslin, T. da Franca Silva, L.
Kobayasti, and L. G. Chitarra. 2017. Cotton blue disease in central-west Brazil: Occurrence, vector (Aphis gossypii)
control levels and cultivar reaction. Trop. plant pathol 42:468-474.

Hagan, A. K., K. N. Conner, K. L. Lawrence, J. Koebernick, A. Jacobson, K. L. Bowen, E. J. Sikora, and R. Smith.
2019. A new virus disease in Alabama cotton. Alabama Cooperative Extension System ANR-2539.

Iriarte, F. B., K. K. Dey, I. M. Small, K. N. Conner, G. K. O’Brien, L. Johnson, C. Savery, E. Carter, D. Sprague, R.
L. Nichols, D. L. Wright, M. J. Mulvaney, and M. Paret. 2020. First Report of Cotton leafroll dwarf Virus in
Florida. Plant Dis. 104:2744

Mukherjee, A. K., P. R. Chahande, M. K. Meshram, and K. R. Krathi. 2012. First report of Polerovirus of the family
Luteoviridae infection cotton in India. New Dis. Rep. 25:22.

Price, T., R. Valverde, R. Singh, J. David, S. Brown, and H. Jones. 2020. First Report of Cotton Leafroll Dwarf
Virus in Louisiana. Plant Dis. Prog. 21:142-143.

Ray, J. D., M. Sharman, V. Quintao, B. Rossel, J. Westaway, and C. Gambley, 2016. Cotton leafroll dwarf virus
detected in Timor-Leste. Australasian Plant Disease Notes, 11(1), 29.

Santos, K. B. dos, P. M. I. Neves, and W. J. Santos dos. 2004. Resistance of cotton cultivars to the Vein Mosaic
Virus transmitted by the aphid Aphis gossypii (Glover) (Hemiptera: Aphididae). Neotrop. Entomol. 33:481-486.

Sharman, M. 2015. Cotton Blue Disease. Department of Primary Industries, New South Wales Insect and Plant
Disease Primefact 1409.

Sharman, M., S. Lapbanjo, P. Sebunruang, J.-L. Belot, R. Galbieri, M. Giband, and N. Suassuna. 2015. First report
of Cotton leafroll dwarf virus in Thailand using a species-specific PCR validated with isolates from Brazil.
Australasian Plant Dis. Notes 10:24.

Silva, T. F., R. L. Corréa, Y. Castilho, P. Silvie, J. L. Bélot, and M. F. S. Vaslin. 2008. Widespread distribution and
a new recombinant species of Brazilian virus associated with cotton blue disease. Virol. J. 5:1-13.

Tabassum, A., S. Bag, P. Roberts, N. Suassuna, P. Chee, J. R. Whitaker, K. N. Conner, J. Brown, R. L. Nichols, and
R. C. Kemeriat. 2019. First report of Cotton leafroll dwarf virus infecting cotton in Georgia, U.S.A. Plant Dis.
103:1803-1804.



2021 Beltwide Cotton Conferences, Virtual, January 5-7, 2021 341

Thiessen, L., D. T. Schappe, M. Zaccaron, K. Conner, J. Koebernick, A. Jacobson, and A. Huseth. 2020. First report
of Cotton leafroll dwarf virus in cotton plants affected by cotton leafroll dwarf disease in North Carolina. Plant Dis.
104:3275.




<<
  /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 false
  /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 false
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages false
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /None
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages false
  /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 false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages false
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /None
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages false
  /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 false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages false
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /None
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages false
  /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 (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier (CGATS TR 001)
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /ENU ([Based on 'Hi_Res for Print'] [Based on 'Hi_Res for Print'] [Based on 'Hi_Res for Print'] [Based on 'Hi_Res for Print'] [Based on 'Hi_Res for Print'] [Based on '[High Quality Print]'] 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
      /BleedOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName (U.S. Web Coated \(SWOP\) v2)
      /DestinationProfileSelector /UseName
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MarksOffset 9
      /MarksWeight 0.250000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /UseName
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice




