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On Variable Strength Quantum ECC

Salonik Resch™ and Ulya Karpuzcu

Abstract—Quantum error correcting codes (QECC) facilitate timely detection and
correction of errors to increase the robustness of qubits. Higher expected error
rates necessitate stronger (i.e., larger-distance) QECC to guarantee correct
operation. With increasing strength, however, QECC overhead can easily become
forbidding. Based on the observation that quantum algorithms exhibit varying
spatio-temporal sensitivity to noise (hence, errors), this article explores challenges
and opportunities of variable strength QECC where QECC strength gets adapted
to the degree of noise tolerance, to minimize QECC overhead without
compromising correctness.

<+

1 INTRODUCTION

Quantum noise is hard to model accurately as it is highly complex

and can have counter-intuitive impacts [4]. Additionally, the noise
present in a physical system can change over time [16], making it
difficult to properly characterize it via benchmarking procedures
[17].

Quantum error correcting codes (QECC) group collections of
physical qubits together to represent one logical qubit (each qubit
in a quantum algorithm corresponds to a logical qubit). The logical
qubit is much more resilient to noise than the individual physical
qubits it is made of. A key property of QECC is that it translates
the arbitrary noise on physical qubits into a discrete set of noise
events on logical qubits. This allows us to accurately model the
quantum noise acting on logical qubits with just a few types of
noise events (i.e., X and Z errors [15]).

For example, physical quantum noise can lead to slight over- or
under-rotations (considering individual qubit state representation
in polar coordinates) [1]. This noise is analog in nature, as the angle
of over- or under- rotation can be arbitrary. QEC involves measure-
ment, which introduces non-unitary transformations to the physical
quantum state (while leaving the computational quantum state
intact): Effectively, each measurement forces a binary decision on
the impact of noise — either the qubit snaps back to the uncorrupted
state, removing the noise, or a complete noise event is the case,
“flipping” the state of the qubit. This digitizes noise into a set of
discrete errors, enabling detection and correction.

QECC can only detect and correct errors on physical qubits if
the physical noise induced error rates are sufficiently low. An
excessive number of noise events on multiple physical qubits,
occurring simultaneously, may result in a logical error which is
either undetectable or uncorrectable. QECC is typically designed
with the target of removing logical noise events entirely. The maxi-
mum number of simultaneous physical errors QECC can tolerate is
called the code distance which determines the code strength.

Unfortunately, the cost of creating large distance QECC is very
high. The number of physical qubits required for each logical qubit
grows quadratically with the code distance, potentially reaching
thousands of physical qubits for each logical qubit [5] even for
modest error rates. The resource requirement quickly grows
beyond what currently available quantum hardware can realisti-
cally support.
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In this work we explore how opportunistically reducing the
code distance and thereby risking rare logical errors can help miti-
gate the hardware resource overhead required to build a (nearly)
fault-tolerant quantum computer. This strategy can prove effective
to the extent the quantum application can tolerate rare errors —i.e.,
can still produce the correct output with high probability. Two
basic methods span the entire design space:

1)  Lowering the code distance overall (for all logical qubits at
all times)
2)  Selectively lowering the code distance for a subset of the
qubits at specific times
Method 2) is especially suitable for Surface Codes [5] where
changing the number of physical qubits dedicated to each logical
qubit is possible. For both cases, we use statistical fault injection (i)
to accurately estimate the probability of success in the presence of
errors; (ii) to differentiate more noise-sensitive regions of the appli-
cation from the less noise-sensitive to allocate scarce QECC resour-
ces based on need.

2 BACKGROUND

Improving the reliability of quantum programs considering physi-
cal qubit characteristics is a well studied problem. Numerous
papers such as [16] explored application mapping strategies con-
sidering variation in the reliability of physical qubits, while others
focused on minimizing the number of gate evaluations to reduce
the exposure time to noise [3], [9]. Statistical fault injection based
studies of program sensitivity to physical noise, to optimize gate
scheduling and qubit placement, also exist [11]. An important dis-
tinction of our study from this lineage of work is that we operate at
the logical qubit level rather than the physical. Noise can be mod-
eled more accurately at the logical level as QECC effectively forces
noise to manifest as X and Z errors. This is in stark contrast to
modeling noise at the physical level, which involves many differ-
ent models. Worse, each noise model can result in a different out-
come [12], and the noise in a physical experiment changes over
time [17]. As a result, statistical fault injection at the physical level
can produce contradicting conclusions depending on the noise
model used [11]. At the same time, we primarily focus on fine-tun-
ing QECC distance according to algorithmic needs, as opposed to
common noise mitigation strategies at the physical level which
focus on application mapping/scheduling.

2.1 Surface Codes

Surface codes are a promising form of QECC. They logically
arrange qubits into a two-dimensional lattice, and only require
interactions between nearest neighbors [5], [10], allowing the
qubits to remain in place. This makes them easy to use with mod-
ern quantum computers, such as superconducting quantum com-
puters, which have stationary qubits and only allow interactions
between physically adjacent qubits. Surface codes can be conceptu-
ally visualized as “patches” of physical qubits, where patches can
move and interact with each other by performing operations and
measurements on the qubits [10]. This is referred to as lattice sur-
gery, and represents the state of the art [6], [10]. A surface code of
code distance d requires d* physical qubits per logical qubit. Logi-
cal gates on logical qubits require roughly d time cycles [10].
Changing d for each qubit also roughly takes d cycles. To increase
d: initialize more physical qubits and involve them in the next
round of error correction. To decrease d: measure a subset of the
physical qubits in the logical qubit, and then exclude them in the
next round [5]. For both, then perform d rounds of error correction
to remove any errors which occurred during the process.

1556-6056 © 2022 |IEEE. Personal use is permitted, but republication/redistribution requires IEEE permission.
See https://www.ieee.org/publications/rights/index.html for more information.

Authorized licensed use limited to: University of Minnesota. Downloaded on October 09,2023 at 19:45:51 UTC from IEEE Xplore. Restrictions apply.


https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9050-3685
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9050-3685
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9050-3685
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9050-3685
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9050-3685
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9238-4256
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9238-4256
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9238-4256
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9238-4256
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9238-4256
mailto:resc0059@umn.edu
mailto:ukarpuzc@umn.edu

94 IEEE COMPUTER ARCHITECTURE LETTERS, VOL. 21, NO. 2, JULY-DECEMBER 2022

2.2 Gate Decomposition

A qubit can be logically represented as a point on the unit sphere
(called Bloch sphere), where operations (gates) on it become rota-
tions around different axis. R.(9), R,(0), and R.(0) gates corre-
spond to rotations around the z, y, and z axes by an arbitrary angle
0. Such rotation gates are often used when operating quantum
computers without QEC, where logical gates correspond directly
to physical rotations on individual qubits. The specific gate set
available depends on the specific machine, but generally precise
rotations around at least two axes are typically available. However,
such rotations do not work directly with surface codes (or most
QECCQ). When the physical qubits are grouped together to form a
logical qubit, only a specific set of gates are possible [5]. In this
work we use the Clifford+T gate set, the most widely used univer-
sal gate set which can also be used on surface codes. It includes,
among others, X, Y, Z, H, S, and T gates, which all correspond to
rotations by =, /2, or /4 around various axes. Two-qubit varia-
tions of these gates exist, where a gate is performed on a target
qubit only if the control qubit is in a specific (i.e., the |1)) state. For
example, the CNOT gate is a controlled X gate. A controlled phase
gate is a controlled R, gate.

Logical versions of R, (), R,(0), and R.(6) gates are required for
many algorithms, hence it is still necessary to implement them. To
perform them on surface codes, they are approximated with sequen-
ces of gates. For this, we use the gridsynth algorithm [13], [14],
which converts R.(6) into sequences of X, H, S, and T gates. The
length of the sequence depends on the angle of rotation, 6, and the
precision to which we need to approximate it. For example, a rota-
tion by /3 can be approximated with Equation (1)

R.(n/3) ~ HSTHSHTHSHTST. )

There is also a trade-off between the sequence length and the
achieved accuracy. Shorter sequences take less time to perform but
can lead to errors in the program (even in the absence of noise) due
to the higher degree of approximation. We tested different
sequence lengths when performing a noiseless simulation of a
benchmark quantum algorithm (which we discuss in Section 3.2).
As an example, based on these experiments, we observe that for an
average sequence length of 34 gates per rotation, the correct output
was produced only 50% of the time. Increasing the sequence length
to an average of 44 gates increased the probability of correct output
t0 98.5%.

Luckily, it is sufficient to approximate R. rotations, as any
quantum operation U can be decomposed into a set of three R.
rotations (using angles B, y, and §) and H gates

U= Rz(ﬂ) RJT(V) Rz(‘s) = Rz(ﬂ) H Rz(y) H Rz(8)~ (2)

In our case study we use standard Clifford+T gates, however,
we note that further optimizations exist to tailor the operations spe-
cifically for surface codes [10].

3 THE CASE FOR VARIABLE STRENGTH QECC

3.1 Latency Versus Reliability Trade-Off

Reducing the QECC distance (i.e., making QECC weaker), by con-
struction reduces the overhead, and hence, the time it takes to com-
plete the program. On the other hand, a smaller code distance
reduces the probability of success. Most quantum algorithms, even
in the absence of noise, produce the correct result with some proba-
bility. Therefore, the algorithm has to be run multiple times before
the correct answer is produced statistically. The number of repeti-
tions depends on the probability of a successful trial (PST). 1/PST
runs are required to get the correct result, on average. Hence, mean
time to success is a key metric of interest. If the algorithm has a
latency of L, the mean time to success becomes L/PST. Let Ly

and PST,cq. denote the latency and probability of success of the
target algorithm using a weaker (i.e., smaller distance) QECC;
where L and PST denote the latency and probability of success of
the target algorithm with default strength (i.e., distance) QECC

L'u.'eak <L
PSTweuk' < PST7 (©)]

applies, and a weaker QECC would only work if

Lweak L
PSTear PST

(€Y
In the following, we quantitatively analyze this trade-off.

3.2 Sensitivity to Noise in Time and Space

The impact of a logical error on the success of a quantum program
depends on when (at which cycle in the execution) and where (in
which qubit) the error occurs [11]. We use statistical fault injection to
characterize this behavior, where we inject errors at different loca-
tions at different times and track the propagation to the output of
the program. Since we are working with QEC, we can assume that
errors are restricted to X and Z errors (Y errors are a combination
of X and Z errors). As a representative case study, we profile the
Quantum Phase Estimation (QPE) algorithm, which incorporates
the inverse Quantum Fourier Transform (QFT) as the main compu-
tational kernel. QPE is representative of algorithms a fault-tolerant
quantum computer (ie., a quantum computer which features
QEQ) is likely to run, and has important applications in quantum
chemistry [8]. The input to QPE is a quantum state which has a
phase angle difference between its constituent qubits. QPE detects
this difference and produces a bitstring representing the angle. To
produce the input quantum state, we perform noiseless state prep-
aration. A sequence of controlled-phase gates are performed with
qubits 0-4 as control and qubit 5 as the target. A noiseless QPE
implementation acting on this state produces a single output bit-
string with high probability (> 98%). This eases validation of the
output.

For statistical significance, we simulate each fault with 1,000,000
shots on Qiskit [2]. Each fault is a logical error on a single qubit at a
single moment in time, leaving all other qubits undisturbed. We
test with X error, Z error, and XZ error (both). To model realistic
noise, we assume the error is 50% X and and 50% Z, excluding the
rare case where both occur. We use this model for the remainder of
the paper.

This model is realistic because if the probability of X and Z
errors is p, the probability of X (without Z) and Z (without X) is
p(1 — p), but the probability of both is p*. For small p, p(1 —p) > >
p?. Thus, error is predominantly either X or Z.

We evaluate the quality of the output by comparing the proba-
bility of successful trial (PST) to that of the noiseless output. As we
set the input state so that there is only one correct answer, this met-
ric is Relative PST (Equation (5))

P, Sirnnisy

Relative PST = m

(5)

Fig. 1 depicts the relative PST as a heatmap, to help visually
inspect the significance of the error at each location and at each
point in time. The x-axis is time; the y-axis, space (i.e., different
qubits). Thick, red lines indicate sensitive regions. Some regions
are more tolerant to noise than others, enabling exploitation of vari-
able distance codes.

4 VARIABLE STRENGTH QEC

Knowledge about the underlying noise sensitivity of a quantum
rogram, both in time and space, makes variable strength (i.e.,
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Fig. 1. Noise sensitivity heatmap of six-qubit QPE alrogithm to different logical errors. Thin green lines represent insensitive; thick red lines, sensitive regions. Vertical
lines show single qubit gates. Arrows between qubits show two qubit gates. Qubit five has no operations on it after state preparation. In our noise model, an error on a

two-qubit gate affects both qubits.

distance) QEC possible, where different logical qubits get protected
by different levels (i.e., different code distances d) of QEC at differ-
ent times. If a logical qubit is less susceptible to logical noise at a
point in time, it can us lighter weight QEC than more susceptible
qubits.

We start by acknowledging a fundamental limitation to this
idea. The logical error rate decreases exponentially with d. The phys-
ical qubit count increases with d*. The time overhead increases lin-
early with d. Hence, we can save quadratic space and linear time, but
risk exponential increases in error rates. This suggests that variable-
strength QEC can easily backfire if applied too aggressively.

4.1 Success Rate as a Function of Code Distance

We estimate the probability of logical error, P, from the physical
error rate, p, for code distance d with the analytical formula pro-
vided by Fowler et al. for surface codes [5]

Py~ 0.03 x (p/0.0057) /2, (6)

The probability of successful trial (PST) is the probability of
measuring the correct result at the end of the quantum program.
With sufficiently high d, no logical errors would occur, and PST
would be 1 (for quantum programs that have a single correct out-
put). As d decreases, PST decreases exponentially until it hits
nearly 0. The smallest d that is acceptable is a function of the physi-
cal error rate.

Using information from Fig. 1, we know which logical qubits
are more sensitive to noise, which we leverage to designate a vari-
able distance QECC. We experiment with single- and two-distance
QECC: For example, 3,5 is a QECC which uses d =3 on less
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Fig. 2. PST of QPE for different (including variable) surface code distances, over a
range of physical noise rates.

susceptible qubits and d = 5 on more susceptible qubits. We con-
sider qubits to be susceptible if the PST is below 40% in Fig. 1d.
We estimate PST from the probability of two events:

1)  Nological error occurs
2) A single logical error occurs, but the output is the same as
in the case of no error

These two probabilities combined provide a lower bound on
PST. 1t is also possible that two or more logical errors occur and
the output remains the same. However, counting these possibilities
quickly becomes intractable because a total of (Ngates)N”r”” must be
considered, where Nyy.s is the number of quantum gates per-
formed in the algorithm and N, is the number of possible
errors. Hence, in our analysis, two or more errors represent a
failure.

The PST for all d are shown in Fig. 2. The dashed lines capture
the variable (two-) distance QECC, which achieve resilience in-
between their constituent code distances.

4.2 Time to Solution

We now combine the PST information from Section 3.2 with the
latency of each logic operation for a given code distance, to esti-
mate the time to solution. As noted in Section 3.1, the time to solu-
tion corresponds to L/PST. A gate on a logical qubit with distance
d takes d cycles to complete. Since the distance of each logical qubit
is known throughout the program, we can easily find the corre-
sponding latency, i.e., L/PST which provides the time to solution
as shown in Fig. 3. This is a best-case analysis for variable QEC,
considering only the overhead for (logical) gate times and code dis-
tance conversion. There are additional overheads in lattice surgery
or magic state distillation, see Section 4.3.
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Fig. 3. Time to solution for different code distances.
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TABLE 1
Physical Noise Ranges of Code Distance

Optimality

Noise Range Optimal Code Distance

< =D5e4 3

5.1e-4 - 7.6e-4 3,5

7.7e-4 - 1.0e-3 5

1.01e-3 - 1.38e3 5,7

1.39e-3 - 1.47e-3 7

1.48e-3 - 1.89¢-3 7,9

1.90e-3 - 2.26e-3 9,11

2.27e-3 - 2.58e-3 11,13

2.59e-3 - 2.95e-3 13,15

> 2.96e-3 15

It is noteworthy that the optimal code distance depends on the
error rate. As intuition suggests, at low error rates lower code
distances are preferable due to the lower overhead. However, as
the error rate increases the codes begin to fail. Since error suppres-
sion is exponential, once the codes begin to fail, the reliability
degrades dramatically and P,..css drops quickly. This necessitates
a larger number of trials to obtain the correct solution, causing
high latency.

Each variable distance code is optimal within a range of error
rates. For example, the QECC d = 3,5 is optimal at error rates
where d = 3 begins to fail. d = 3,5 can provide a faster solution
than d = 5, until it breaks down and d = 5 becomes necessary to tol-
erate errors. The range where each code distance is optimal is listed
in Table 1. It is possible to combine significantly different code dis-
tances. For example, using d = 7,15 instead of d = 7,9. However,
this is sub-optimal. When d = 7,9 is optimal, d = 7 is failing, but
d = 9 remains strong. Hence, the additional protection provided by
d = 15 is overkill, and consumes resources unnecessarily.

4.3 Practical Considerations

Variable distance QECC is promising, but practical limitations
exist. Superconducting quantum architectures, for which surface
codes are most appropriate, logical qubits are arranged next to
each other in a two-dimensional lattice [7]. This enables trading
physical qubits between neighboring logical qubits. In Fig. 1d,
qubit 3 can use more physical qubits initially, but then transfer
them to qubit 4 when qubit 4 becomes more sensitive. However,
trading qubits may create non-uniform layouts which do not match
well with the physical topology, possibly wasting qubits. Addition-
ally, latency of such state-of-the-art quantum computers is not lim-
ited by logic gates, but by the preparation of special quantum
states required to perform specific operations (such as magic state
distillation for T gates [10]). Hence, improvements in the gate
latency from variable strength QECC may not be significant. Also,
quantum fault injection is tractable only for small circuits. Obtain-
ing accurate sensitivity estimates for larger circuits poses a chal-
lenge, due to the inability to simulate such circuits. However, it
may be possible to identify patterns in small circuits (Fig. 1), and
use this to predict sensitive regions in larger circuits.

Finally, physical hardware noise rates will also impact optimal
code distances. Our analysis exploits “software” sensitivity at the
logical level. In practice, this information can be combined with
physical hardware noise rates to find the optimal distance, a
machine dependent optimization.

5 CONCLUSION

Our profiling analysis based on statistical fault injection shows
that quantum programs can be relatively insensitive to isolated
logical errors, and that variable distance QECC can reduce the
time to solution by exploiting the spatio-temporal differences
in noise sensitivity. However, any decrease in code distance
due to variable strength QECC creates an exponential increase
in logical failure rates, which may eliminate the benefits if not
carefully administered.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The authors acknowledge the Minnesota Supercomputing Institute
(MS]) at the University of Minnesota for providing resources that
contributed to the research results reported within this paper.
URL: http:/ /www.msi.umn.edu.

REFERENCES

[11  S.Bravyi et al., “Correcting coherent errors with surface codes,” NPJ Quan-
tum Inf., vol. 4, no. 1, pp. 1-6, 2018.

[2]  A. Cross, “The IBM Q experience and QISKit open-source quantum com-
puting software,” in Proc. APS March Meeting Abstr., 2018, pp. L58-003.

[3]  X.Dou and L. Liu, “A new qubits mapping mechanism for multi-program-
ming quantum computing,” in Proc. ACM Int. Conf. Parallel Archit. Compila-
tion Techn., 2020, pp. 349-350.

[4]  A. Erhard et al., “Characterizing large-scale quantum computers via cycle
benchmarking,” Nature Commun., vol. 10, no. 1, pp. 1-7, 2019.

[51  A.G. Fowler et al., “Surface codes: Towards practical large-scale quantum
computation,” Phys. Rev. A, vol. 86, no. 3, 2012, Art. no. 032324.

[6] C. Horsman et al., “Surface code quantum computing by lattice surgery,”
New J. Phys., vol. 14, no. 12, 2012, Art. no. 123011.

[71  A.Javadi-Abhari et al., “Optimized surface code communication in super-
conducting quantum computers,” in Proc. 50th Annu. IEEEJACM Int. Symp.
Microarchit., 2017, pp. 692-705.

[8]  B. P. Lanyon et al., “Towards quantum chemistry on a quantum com-
puter,” Nature Chem., vol. 2, no. 2, pp. 106-111, 2010.

[91  G. Li et al., “Tackling the qubit mapping problem for NISQ-era quantum
devices,” in Proc. 24th Int. Conf. Archit. Support Program. Lang. Oper. Syst.,
2019, pp. 1001-1014.

[10] D. Litinski, “A game of surface codes: Large-scale quantum computing
with lattice surgery,” Quantum, vol. 3, 2019, Art. no. 128.

[11] S. Resch, S. Tannu, U. R. Karpuzcu, and M. Qureshi, “A day in the life of a
quantum error,” IEEE Comput. Archit. Lett., vol. 20, no. 1, pp. 13-16, Jan.—
Jun. 2020.

[12] S. Resch and U. R. Karpuzcu, “Benchmarking quantum computers and
the impact of quantum noise,” ACM Comput. Surv., vol. 54, no. 7,
pp. 1-35, 2021.

[13] P. Selinger, Newsynth: Exact and approximate synthesis of quantum
circuits, Mar. 2014. Accessed: Jul. 3, 2022. [Online]. Available: https://
www.mathstat.dal.ca/~selinger/newsynth/

[14] P. Selinger, “Efficient clifford+ T approximation of single-qubit operators,”
2012, arXiv:1212.6253.

[15] A.M. Steane, “Introduction to quantum error correction,” Philos. Trans. Roy.
Soc. London. Ser. A: Math., Phys. Eng. Sci., vol. 356, no. 1743, pp. 1739-1758,
1998.

[16] S.S. Tannu and M. K. Qureshi, “Not all qubits are created equal: A case for
variability-aware policies for NISQ-era quantum computers,” in Proc. 24th
Int. Conf. Archit. Support Program. Lang. Oper. Syst., 2019, pp. 987-999.

[17] E. Wilson, S. Singh, and F. Mueller, “Just-in-time quantum circuit tran-
spilation reduces noise,” in Proc. IEEE Int. Conf. Quantum Comput.
Eng., 2020, pp. 345-355.

> For more information on this or any other computing topic,
please visit our Digital Library at www.computer.org/csdl.

Authorized licensed use limited to: University of Minnesota. Downloaded on October 09,2023 at 19:45:51 UTC from IEEE Xplore. Restrictions apply.


http://www.msi.umn.edu
https://www.mathstat.dal.ca/~selinger/newsynth/
https://www.mathstat.dal.ca/~selinger/newsynth/


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 0
  /ParseDSCComments false
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo false
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo true
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts false
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Remove
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
    /Algerian
    /Arial-Black
    /Arial-BlackItalic
    /Arial-BoldItalicMT
    /Arial-BoldMT
    /Arial-ItalicMT
    /ArialMT
    /ArialNarrow
    /ArialNarrow-Bold
    /ArialNarrow-BoldItalic
    /ArialNarrow-Italic
    /ArialUnicodeMS
    /BaskOldFace
    /Batang
    /Bauhaus93
    /BellMT
    /BellMTBold
    /BellMTItalic
    /BerlinSansFB-Bold
    /BerlinSansFBDemi-Bold
    /BerlinSansFB-Reg
    /BernardMT-Condensed
    /BodoniMTPosterCompressed
    /BookAntiqua
    /BookAntiqua-Bold
    /BookAntiqua-BoldItalic
    /BookAntiqua-Italic
    /BookmanOldStyle
    /BookmanOldStyle-Bold
    /BookmanOldStyle-BoldItalic
    /BookmanOldStyle-Italic
    /BookshelfSymbolSeven
    /BritannicBold
    /Broadway
    /BrushScriptMT
    /CalifornianFB-Bold
    /CalifornianFB-Italic
    /CalifornianFB-Reg
    /Centaur
    /Century
    /CenturyGothic
    /CenturyGothic-Bold
    /CenturyGothic-BoldItalic
    /CenturyGothic-Italic
    /CenturySchoolbook
    /CenturySchoolbook-Bold
    /CenturySchoolbook-BoldItalic
    /CenturySchoolbook-Italic
    /Chiller-Regular
    /ColonnaMT
    /ComicSansMS
    /ComicSansMS-Bold
    /CooperBlack
    /CourierNewPS-BoldItalicMT
    /CourierNewPS-BoldMT
    /CourierNewPS-ItalicMT
    /CourierNewPSMT
    /EstrangeloEdessa
    /FootlightMTLight
    /FreestyleScript-Regular
    /Garamond
    /Garamond-Bold
    /Garamond-Italic
    /Georgia
    /Georgia-Bold
    /Georgia-BoldItalic
    /Georgia-Italic
    /Haettenschweiler
    /HarlowSolid
    /Harrington
    /HighTowerText-Italic
    /HighTowerText-Reg
    /Impact
    /InformalRoman-Regular
    /Jokerman-Regular
    /JuiceITC-Regular
    /KristenITC-Regular
    /KuenstlerScript-Black
    /KuenstlerScript-Medium
    /KuenstlerScript-TwoBold
    /KunstlerScript
    /LatinWide
    /LetterGothicMT
    /LetterGothicMT-Bold
    /LetterGothicMT-BoldOblique
    /LetterGothicMT-Oblique
    /LucidaBright
    /LucidaBright-Demi
    /LucidaBright-DemiItalic
    /LucidaBright-Italic
    /LucidaCalligraphy-Italic
    /LucidaConsole
    /LucidaFax
    /LucidaFax-Demi
    /LucidaFax-DemiItalic
    /LucidaFax-Italic
    /LucidaHandwriting-Italic
    /LucidaSansUnicode
    /Magneto-Bold
    /MaturaMTScriptCapitals
    /MediciScriptLTStd
    /MicrosoftSansSerif
    /Mistral
    /Modern-Regular
    /MonotypeCorsiva
    /MS-Mincho
    /MSReferenceSansSerif
    /MSReferenceSpecialty
    /NiagaraEngraved-Reg
    /NiagaraSolid-Reg
    /NuptialScript
    /OldEnglishTextMT
    /Onyx
    /PalatinoLinotype-Bold
    /PalatinoLinotype-BoldItalic
    /PalatinoLinotype-Italic
    /PalatinoLinotype-Roman
    /Parchment-Regular
    /Playbill
    /PMingLiU
    /PoorRichard-Regular
    /Ravie
    /ShowcardGothic-Reg
    /SimSun
    /SnapITC-Regular
    /Stencil
    /SymbolMT
    /Tahoma
    /Tahoma-Bold
    /TempusSansITC
    /TimesNewRomanMT-ExtraBold
    /TimesNewRomanMTStd
    /TimesNewRomanMTStd-Bold
    /TimesNewRomanMTStd-BoldCond
    /TimesNewRomanMTStd-BoldIt
    /TimesNewRomanMTStd-Cond
    /TimesNewRomanMTStd-CondIt
    /TimesNewRomanMTStd-Italic
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-ItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPSMT
    /Times-Roman
    /Trebuchet-BoldItalic
    /TrebuchetMS
    /TrebuchetMS-Bold
    /TrebuchetMS-Italic
    /Verdana
    /Verdana-Bold
    /Verdana-BoldItalic
    /Verdana-Italic
    /VinerHandITC
    /Vivaldii
    /VladimirScript
    /Webdings
    /Wingdings2
    /Wingdings3
    /Wingdings-Regular
    /ZapfChanceryStd-Demi
    /ZWAdobeF
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 150
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 600
  /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 <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e55464e1a65876863768467e5770b548c62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc666e901a554652d965874ef6768467e5770b548c52175370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA (Utilizzare queste impostazioni per creare documenti Adobe PDF adatti per visualizzare e stampare documenti aziendali in modo affidabile. I documenti PDF creati possono essere aperti con Acrobat e Adobe Reader 5.0 e versioni successive.)
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020be44c988b2c8c2a40020bb38c11cb97c0020c548c815c801c73cb85c0020bcf4ace00020c778c1c4d558b2940020b3700020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken waarmee zakelijke documenten betrouwbaar kunnen worden weergegeven en afgedrukt. 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 PDFs that match the "Suggested"  settings for PDF Specification 4.0)
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [600 600]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


