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ABSTRACT 

This paper proposes a compiler-assisted 
technique to rapidly estimate performance of a 
wide range of FPGA processors without requiring 
actual execution on target processor or ISS. 
Experimental results show that this technique 
estimates performance of a widely-used FPGA 
processor with an average error of 2% in the order 
of seconds. 
 
 I. INTRODUCTION 

The lack of efficient design methodologies and 
software tools is recognized as a major 
impediment to the wide-spread adoption of FPGA 
technology in the industry. A number of design 
methodologies and design tools have been 
proposed and developed so as to exploit the 
computational capabilities and flexibility offered by 
modern platform FPGAs. It has now become 
apparent that electronic system-level approach is 
necessary to bridge the widening productivity gap 
between hardware design, software development 
and semiconductor technology. This has led to the 
development of high-level synthesis (HLS) tools 
that allow automatic compilation of algorithm 
description in high-level languages such as C, C++ 
and SystemC to register transfer level hardware. 
HLS approaches vary widely from hardware only 
implementations of high-level applications to 
processor-accelerator systems to heterogeneous 
multi-core systems. Some HLS tools have been 
developed for domain specific applications such as 
GAUT [1], ROCCC [2]. Quality of results and 
usability are two key criteria to measure capability 
and effectiveness of HLS tools. Recent BDTI 
evaluation results on two commercial HLS tools: 
AutoPilot from AutoESL and Synphony C from 
Synopsys show that current state-of-the-art HLS 

tools are capable of achieving both criteria. Such 
advancement plays a pivotal role in design space 
exploration for FPGA-based embedded systems. 

Design space exploration refers to evaluation 
of possible candidate design instances with varying 
design trade-offs on performance, hardware area, 
power, etc. to determine an optimal solution. 
Profiling software application on target processor 
and using cycle accurate instruction set simulator 
are two typical techniques for performance 
evaluation during design space exploration 
process to identify suitable configurations for 
processor customization. 

Profiling tools can be categorized into intrusive 
and non-intrusive methods. Intrusive profiling tools 
such as gprof [3] insert instrumentation code into 
the application executable and generate a statistics 
file upon execution. The insertion of the 
instrumentation code may lead to inaccuracies in 
performance evaluation. Non-intrusive tools rely on 
dedicated hardware peripherals such as 
performance counters. Both approaches require 
the application to run on target processor in order 
to enable the profiler to gather statistics of the 
application during program execution. Although 
application profiling could be carried out 
conveniently for standard desktop computers and 
workstations, the majority of profiling tools for 
embedded systems require a comprehensive 
software and hardware platform setup. 

Alternatively, instruction set simulators (ISS) 
has been used for performance evaluation. The 
ISS approach as well is time-consuming and 
imposes several limitations considering the advent 
of a wide variety of open-source and proprietary 
configurable FPGA processors. ISS may not be 
readily available for a selected target processor. 



The limitations of existing performance 
evaluation techniques have led us to develop a 
rapid and reliable processor performance 
estimation tool capable of facilitating processor 
customization for a wide range of FPGA 
processors. The proposed technique achieves 
rapid performance estimation in two steps. The 
application is first profiled with suitable input 
dataset on the standard desktop computer followed 
by cross-compilation of the application to generate 
target processor specific assembly code. In the 
second step, the profiling output, assembly code 
and instruction set architecture (ISA) description of 
the target processor are employed to estimate 
performance of the application. We choose the 
LLVM compiler infrastructure [4] due to its 
comprehensive features for profiling and backend 
code generation for a wide range of processors. 
Our estimation framework provides performance 
estimate of the application in terms of number of 
clock cycles for the selected target processor 
within seconds. 

The rest of this paper is organized as follows: 
Section II presents related work on performance 
evaluation using profiling tools and other 
performance estimation techniques. Section III 
introduces our proposed performance estimation 
framework followed by experimental results and 
discussions in Section IV. Finally, we conclude the 
paper in Section V. 
 
 II. RELATED WORK 

Performance evaluation is indispensible in the 
design space exploration process. Profiling tools 
and cycle accurate instruction set simulators are 
often employed in conventional approaches. Many 
application profiling tools have been proposed to 
facilitate design space exploration for applications 
targeting FPGA-based platforms. Most of them are 
hardware-assisted and support non-intrusive 
profiling capability. Profilers in LegUp framework 
[5], SnoopP [6] and Airwolf [7] profile the C 
application at the function level whereas FLAT 
profiler [8] detects most frequently executed loops 
of the program. Tong et. al. provided quantitative 
comparisons of profiling tools for FPGA-based 
embedded systems in [7]. FPGA vendors provide 
standard gprof tool for their proprietary processors. 
Altera has a set of comprehensive profiling utilities 
such as timestamp interval timer and performance 

counter peripherals. These profiling tools require 
the software application to run on the target 
hardware platform to obtain the profiling results. 
This necessitates a comprehensive setup and such 
profiling approach is possible only if the target 
hardware platform is available. 

Performance estimation is a promising solution 
to overcome the limitations imposed by the 
profiling tools. Early research efforts on 
performance estimation using POLIS hardware-
software co-design system could be found at [9, 
10]. Recently, a high-level approach to modeling 
and verification of digital systems known as 
transaction level modeling (TLM) has been 
presented [11, 12]. Performance estimation is 
achieved in the TLM approach at a high 
abstraction level and this could lead to high 
inaccuracies in the estimation. 

On the other hand, TotalProf profiler proposed 
by Gao et. al. bears the most similarity to our 
framework [13]. The TotalProf employed a virtual 
compiler backend to resemble the course of target 
compilation and many of standard yet intricate 
compiler passes such as code selector, pre-
register-allocation scheduler, etc are required by 
the virtual backend though they are well 
implemented and supported in LLVM. Instead of 
having such a virtual backend compiler, we rely 
mainly on the LLVM and its backend code 
generator in our proposed technique while 
achieving high estimation accuracy. Moreover, the 
performance estimation technique suggested in 
this paper overcomes the limitations of profiling 
tools by avoiding the need for ISS as well as the 
availability of target processor and associated 
hardware-software setup in order to carry out 
performance evaluation. The proposed technique 
can reliably estimate performance of the 
application within seconds enabling efficient design 
space exploration. 
 
 III. PROPOSED TECHNIQUE 

The proposed performance estimation 
framework is shown in Fig. 1. The framework relies 
on the LLVM compiler for application profiling and 
generating the target processor assembly code. 
Performance estimation is then performed using 
the execution profile of the application, target 
processor assembly code and ISA description of 
target processor. 
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Figure 1: Performance Estimation Framework 

 
A. Application Profiling 

The application C code is first compiled with 
the LLVM compiler into a bitcode file, which is a 
bitstream container format to store the encoded 
LLVM intermediate representation (IR). The 
bitcode file is then executed and profiled using just-
in-time compiler and profiling facility of LLVM 
respectively. The llvm-prof tool is used to extract 
the execution frequency of basic blocks as well as 
edges from those basic blocks.  

Consider a 32-tap finite impulse response 
(FIR) filter on 128 data values. The C code for FIR 
filter from [14] is given in Fig. 2. The output, y[i1], is 
a weighted sum of the current input sample, 
x[i1+i2], and 31 previous input samples. The basic 
block and edge profiling output of the FIR C code 
from the LLVM profiler is depicted in Fig. 3.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 2: C Code for FIR Filter 

 
Figure 3: Block and Edge Profiling Output of FIR Filter 

 
The entries in the first line of each node refer to the 
name and execution frequency of the basic block, 
whereas the second line provides the branch 
information of the basic block. The number beside 
the arrow refers to the edge frequency. 

 

B. Processor Specific Assembly Code 
Generation 

The LLVM compiler provides a backend code 
generator, llc, which can convert the LLVM IR to 
either assembly or binary code for a specified 
target processor. The latest LLVM 2.9 release 
supports 16 types of target processors, for 
example, x86, PowerPC, ARM, MIPS, SPARC, etc. 
Since the release 2.7, the LLVM distribution 
supports experimental Xilinx’s MicroBlaze 
processor backend code generator. 

 
C. Target Processor ISA 

The ISA definition file of target processor 
consists of a list of instruction mnemonics specific 
to the target processor with associated instruction 
class and execution cycles. The LLVM 
infrastructure uses its own TableGen description to 
capture details of target architecture. Similar to the 
machine description file in GCC compiler, LLVM 
utilizes the TableGen description file to convey 
information on processor with instruction 
itineraries. Each itinerary describes instruction 

/* #define N1 128 */ 
/* #define N2 32  */ 
for(i1=0; i1<=N1-N2; i1++){ 
  for(i2=0; i2<N2; i2++) 
    y[i1] = y[i1]+w[i2]*x[i1+i2]; 
} 



class, stages and operand cycles. The instruction 
stage represents a non-pipelined step in the 
execution of an instruction and is composed with 
length of the stage in terms of machine cycles and 
available choice of functional units. The LLVM 
relies on this description file during the instruction 
scheduling pass to construct the scheduled 
directed acrylic graph. The ISA description file for 
our proposed estimation technique is derived from 
the TableGen description file to represent the 
target processor architecture. 
 
D. Performance Estimation 

The estimation framework extracts the 
assembly code of each basic block by matching 
the names of basic blocks in the profiling output 
and assembly files. For the example in Fig. 3, the 
estimation tool looks for the corresponding basic 
block names (i.e. bb1, bb2, etc.) in the generated 
assembly file and the corresponding assembly 
codes are extracted. 

The total number of clock cycles required for 
each basic block is computed by summing the 
number of clock cycles required for all the 
instructions in each basic block as in (1) where 

kc denotes number of clock cycles required for 

instruction k . 

1

n

k
k

bb c


   (1) 

Performance of C functions in the application 
can then be estimated by multiplying the number of 
clock cycles required of each basic block with the 
respective execution frequency of that basic block, 
for all basic blocks in the function as in (2). kbb

 
and ( )kf bb  refer to the number of clock cycles and 

execution frequency of the basic block k  
respectively. 

1

( )
i

k k
k

func bb f bb


     (2) 

In addition, the performance estimation 
framework must also take into account the 
conditional branches and prediction penalties as 
the number of clock cycles required for 
unconditional branches, conditional branches and 
branch prediction penalties differs depending upon 
the branch characteristics. The proposed 
framework estimates conditional branches by 
means of utilizing basic block edge frequency 
information from the LLVM profiling output and 

static branch prediction flag encoded into the 
assembly. Branch predictions for our FIR filter 
example are shown in Fig. 3. There are two 
conditional branches in the application in which the 
'+' sign indicates predicted-taken branch whereas 
the '−' sign indicates predicted not-taken branch. 
When the application includes calls to standard C 
library functions, performance estimates of those 
library functions for the target processor are also 
required [15]. By taking into consideration the 
conditional branches, prediction penalties and 
standard C library function calls, the basic block 
performance estimation equation in (1) is modified 
as shown in (3). This has been incorporated in our 
proposed framework to estimate the performance 
of the target FPGA-based processor. ( )jc a

 
and 

( )jc l  refer to number of clock cycles required for 

nested application function ja
 

and standard C 

library function jl . br denotes the number of 

additional clock cycles required for branch 
instructions. 

1 1 1

( ) ( )
p qn

k j j
k j j

bb c c a c l br
  

       (3) 

 
IV. RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS 
 
A. Experimental Results 

Our experiments are based on the Xilinx 
Virtex-4 FX60 FPGA. The reference system on 
FPGA is a PowerPC 405 processor with 64KB of 
data memory, 128KB of instruction memory and 
UART peripheral. The benchmark applications 
considered in our experiments are: adpcm, aes, 
blowfish, FIR, gsm, mips, motion and sha. All but 
the FIR application are from the CHStone 
benchmark suite [16]. The LLVM generated 
assembly code of the application for target 
processor is compiled to produce the executable, 
which is initialized to instruction and data 
memories. We have written an assembly code 
routine that accesses the time-base registers 
available on the PowerPC processor for execution 
time measurement. This measured execution time 
is used for comparison with the performance 
estimate from the framework. 

Our proposed framework relies on (2) and (3) 
to estimate performance of the benchmark 
applications. The PowerPC 405 processor 



executes majority of instructions in one clock cycle 
and unconditional branch instruction takes three 
clock cycles. The number of clock cycle required 
for conditional branches are obtained by system 
simulation with ModelSim and [17]. Performance 
estimation results in terms number of clock cycles 
for the benchmark applications, performance 
measurements from the reference system and 
absolute estimation error are shown in Fig. 4. 
Detailed measurement and estimation results are 
provided in Table 1. The proposed technique is 
able to estimate performance of all benchmark 
applications with an average estimation error of 2% 
and maximum estimation error of 11%. 
 
B. Discussions 

In this section, we would like to discuss several 
issues that will be addressed in our future work. As 
mentioned in Section III, the availability of LLVM 
backend for a specific target processor is crucial 
for our approach. We used the generic 32-bit 

PowerPC backend, ppc32, for our experiments as 
there is no exact LLVM backend for PowerPC 405 
processor. If there is no LLVM backend available 
for a specific target processor, there are two 
possible approaches to carry out processor 
performance estimation: generate LLVM backend 
for the target processor and estimating processor 
performance at the LLVM virtual instruction level. 
Due to the modular and reusable nature of LLVM 
compiler infrastructure, the former approach is 
manageable and less time-consuming compared to 
writing a backend for other compiler such as GCC 
compiler. On the other hand, since the LLVM 
compiler is capable of describing the application 
using a RISC-like virtual instruction set [4], 
performance estimation could also be carried out 
at the virtual instruction level. We are interested to 
investigate this in future and conduct comparisons 
on the estimation accuracy with our proposed 
technique. 
 

 
Figure 4. Reference System Performance vs. Estimation Results 

 
Table 1. Detailed Reference System Performance and Estimation Results 

Benchmarks Reference 
Hardware 

(# clock 
cycles) 

Performance 
Estimation 

Results 

adpcm 417890 441972 (106%) 
aes 158802 166947 (105%) 
blowfish 2806789 2892417 (103%) 
FIR 123505 120592 (98%) 
gsm 100407 111254 (111%) 
mips 61005 60884 (100%) 
motion 64638 62966 (97%) 
sha 2234678 2209550 (99%) 
Average 100%  102%



In addition, we plan to consider cache events 
in our framework. The benchmark applications in 
our experiments execute from on-chip data and 
instruction memories thus eliminating the effect of 
cache hits and misses on the performance 
measurement from our reference system.  

The proposed technique is also suited for rapid 
design exploration to identify optimal configurations 
for soft-core processors as it can take into account 
performance improvements or penalties resulting 
from the inclusion or exclusion of configurable units 
by using the LLVM’s llc static compiler to disable or 
enable the selection of specific features of the 
target processor. 
 
 V. CONCLUSION 

In this paper, we presented a framework for 
rapid processor performance estimation, which 
relies on the open-source LLVM compiler 
infrastructure. The proposed technique overcomes 
the limitations of existing methods as it does not 
require the execution of the application on the 
target processor or ISS. Using the profiling output, 
ISA description and assembly code of target 
processor, the framework provides performance 
estimate of the application in terms of number of 
clock cycles for the selected target processor. In 
addition, the proposed method takes into account 
standard C library function calls and other runtime 
characteristics e.g. conditional branches and 
prediction penalties. When compared to the 
measured performance on the actual target 
processor, the average estimation error is less 
than 2% for the applications considered and the 
estimation can be achieved within seconds. Our 
proposed technique can also facilitate efficient 
space exploration to enable application-aware 
customization of FPGA-based configurable 
processors. 
 
 REFERENCES 
 
1. P. Coussy and A. Morawiec, "GAUT: A high-level synthesis 

tool for dsp applications," in High-level synthesis : From 
algorithm to digital circuit: Springer, 2008, pp. 147-170. 

2. J. Villarreal, A. Park, W. Najjar, and R. Halstead, "Designing 
modular hardware accelerators in c with ROCCC 2.0," in 
Field-Programmable Custom Computing Machines (FCCM), 
2010 18th IEEE Annual International Symposium on, 2010, 
pp. 127-134. 

3. S. L. Graham, P. B. Kessler, and M. K. McKusick, "gprof: A 
call graph execution profiler," SIGPLAN Not., vol. 39, pp. 
49-57, 2004. 

4. C. Lattner and V. Adve, "LLVM: A compilation framework for 
lifelong program analysis & transformation," in Proceedings 
of the international symposium on Code generation and 
optimization: feedback-directed and runtime optimization, 
Palo Alto, California, 2004, p. 75. 

5. A. Canis, J. Choi, M. Aldham, V. Zhang, A. Kammoona, J. 
H. Anderson, S. Brown, and T. Czajkowski, "LegUp: High-
level synthesis for fpga-based processor/accelerator 
systems," in Proceedings of the 19th ACM/SIGDA 
international symposium on Field programmable gate 
arrays, Monterey, CA, USA, 2011, pp. 33-36. 

6. L. Shannon and P. Chow, "Using reconfigurability to achieve 
real-time profiling for hardware/software codesign," in 
Proceedings of the 2004 ACM/SIGDA 12th international 
symposium on Field programmable gate arrays, Monterey, 
California, USA, 2004. 

7. J. G. Tong and M. A. S. Khalid, "Profiling tools for FPGA-
based embedded systems: Survey and quantitative 
comparison," JCP, vol. 3, pp. 1-14, 2008. 

8. A. Gordon-Ross and F. Vahid, "Frequent loop detection 
using efficient non-intrusive on-chip hardware," in 
Proceedings of the 2003 international conference on 
Compilers, architecture and synthesis for embedded 
systems, San Jose, California, USA, 2003. 

9. K. Suzuki and A. Sangiovanni-Vincentelli, "Efficient software 
performance estimation methods for hardware/software 
codesign," in Proceedings of the 33rd annual Design 
Automation Conference, Las Vegas, Nevada, United States, 
1996, pp. 605-610. 

10. M. Lajolo, M. Lazarescu, and A. Sangiovanni-Vincentelli, "A 
compilation-based software estimation scheme for 
hardware/software co-simulation," in Proceedings of the 
seventh international workshop on Hardware/software 
codesign, Rome, Italy, 1999, pp. 85-89. 

11. T. Kempf, K. Karuri, S. Wallentowitz, G. Ascheid, R. 
Leupers, and H. Meyr, "A sw performance estimation 
framework for early system-level-design using fine-grained 
instrumentation," in Proceedings of the conference on 
Design, automation and test in Europe: Proceedings, 
Munich, Germany, 2006, pp. 468-473. 

12. Y. Hwang, S. Abdi, and D. Gajski, "Cycle-approximate 
retargetable performance estimation at the transaction 
level," in Proceedings of the conference on Design, 
automation and test in Europe, Munich, Germany, 2008, pp. 
3-8. 

13. L. Gao, J. Huang, J. Ceng, R. Leupers, G. Ascheid, and H. 
Meyr, "TotalProf: A fast and accurate retargetable source 
code profiler," in Proceedings of the 7th IEEE/ACM 
international conference on Hardware/software codesign 
and system synthesis, Grenoble, France, 2009. 

14. L. Chakrapani, J. Gyllenhaal, W.-m. Hwu, S. Mahlke, K. 
Palem, and R. Rabbah, "Trimaran: An infrastructure for 
research in instruction-level parallelism," in Languages and 
compilers for high performance computing, vol. 3602, R. 
Eigenmann, Z. Li, and S. Midkiff, Eds.: Springer Berlin / 
Heidelberg, 2005, pp. 922-922. 

15. A. Ray, J. Wu, and S. Thambipillai, "Estimating processor 
performance of library function," in Embedded Software and 
Systems, 2005. Second International Conference on, 2005, 
p. 6 pp. 

16. Y. Hara, H. Tomiyama, S. Honda, and H. Takada, "Proposal 
and quantitative analysis of the CHStone benchmark 
program suite for practical c-based high-level synthesis," 
Journal of Information Processing, vol. 17, pp. 242-254, 
2009. 

17. Xilinx, "PowerPC 405 processor block reference guide," 
2010. 



<<
  /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 1.5
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /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 1
  /ParseDSCComments false
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo false
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo true
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Remove
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
    /AgencyFB-Bold
    /AgencyFB-Reg
    /Alba
    /AlbaMatter
    /AlbaSuper
    /Algerian
    /Arial-Black
    /Arial-BlackItalic
    /Arial-BoldItalicMT
    /Arial-BoldMT
    /Arial-ItalicMT
    /ArialMT
    /ArialNarrow
    /ArialNarrow-Bold
    /ArialNarrow-BoldItalic
    /ArialNarrow-Italic
    /ArialRoundedMTBold
    /ArialUnicodeMS
    /BabyKruffy
    /BaskOldFace
    /Bauhaus93
    /BellMT
    /BellMTBold
    /BellMTItalic
    /BerlinSansFB-Bold
    /BerlinSansFBDemi-Bold
    /BerlinSansFB-Reg
    /BernardMT-Condensed
    /BlackadderITC-Regular
    /BodoniMT
    /BodoniMTBlack
    /BodoniMTBlack-Italic
    /BodoniMT-Bold
    /BodoniMT-BoldItalic
    /BodoniMTCondensed
    /BodoniMTCondensed-Bold
    /BodoniMTCondensed-BoldItalic
    /BodoniMTCondensed-Italic
    /BodoniMT-Italic
    /BodoniMTPosterCompressed
    /BookAntiqua
    /BookAntiqua-Bold
    /BookAntiqua-BoldItalic
    /BookAntiqua-Italic
    /BookmanOldStyle
    /BookmanOldStyle-Bold
    /BookmanOldStyle-BoldItalic
    /BookmanOldStyle-Italic
    /BookshelfSymbolSeven
    /BradleyHandITC
    /BritannicBold
    /Broadway
    /BrushScriptMT
    /Calibri
    /Calibri-Bold
    /Calibri-BoldItalic
    /Calibri-Italic
    /CalifornianFB-Bold
    /CalifornianFB-Italic
    /CalifornianFB-Reg
    /CalisMTBol
    /CalistoMT
    /CalistoMT-BoldItalic
    /CalistoMT-Italic
    /Cambria
    /Cambria-Bold
    /Cambria-BoldItalic
    /Cambria-Italic
    /CambriaMath
    /Candara
    /Candara-Bold
    /Candara-BoldItalic
    /Candara-Italic
    /Castellar
    /Centaur
    /Century
    /CenturyGothic
    /CenturyGothic-Bold
    /CenturyGothic-BoldItalic
    /CenturyGothic-Italic
    /CenturySchoolbook
    /CenturySchoolbook-Bold
    /CenturySchoolbook-BoldItalic
    /CenturySchoolbook-Italic
    /Chick
    /Chiller-Regular
    /ColonnaMT
    /ComicSansMS
    /ComicSansMS-Bold
    /Consolas
    /Consolas-Bold
    /Consolas-BoldItalic
    /Consolas-Italic
    /Constantia
    /Constantia-Bold
    /Constantia-BoldItalic
    /Constantia-Italic
    /CooperBlack
    /CopperplateGothic-Bold
    /CopperplateGothic-Light
    /Corbel
    /Corbel-Bold
    /Corbel-BoldItalic
    /Corbel-Italic
    /CourierNewPS-BoldItalicMT
    /CourierNewPS-BoldMT
    /CourierNewPS-ItalicMT
    /CourierNewPSMT
    /Croobie
    /CurlzMT
    /EdwardianScriptITC
    /Elephant-Italic
    /Elephant-Regular
    /EngraversMT
    /ErasITC-Bold
    /ErasITC-Demi
    /ErasITC-Light
    /ErasITC-Medium
    /EstrangeloEdessa
    /Euclid
    /Euclid-Bold
    /Euclid-BoldItalic
    /EuclidExtra
    /EuclidExtra-Bold
    /EuclidFraktur
    /EuclidFraktur-Bold
    /Euclid-Italic
    /EuclidMathOne
    /EuclidMathOne-Bold
    /EuclidMathTwo
    /EuclidMathTwo-Bold
    /EuclidSymbol
    /EuclidSymbol-Bold
    /EuclidSymbol-BoldItalic
    /EuclidSymbol-Italic
    /Fat
    /FelixTitlingMT
    /FencesPlain
    /FootlightMTLight
    /ForteMT
    /FranklinGothic-Book
    /FranklinGothic-BookItalic
    /FranklinGothic-Demi
    /FranklinGothic-DemiCond
    /FranklinGothic-DemiItalic
    /FranklinGothic-Heavy
    /FranklinGothic-HeavyItalic
    /FranklinGothic-Medium
    /FranklinGothic-MediumCond
    /FranklinGothic-MediumItalic
    /FreestyleScript-Regular
    /FrenchScriptMT
    /Freshbot
    /Frosty
    /Futura-Bold
    /Futura-Book
    /Futura-BookItalic
    /Futura-Heavy
    /Futura-Light
    /Futura-Medium
    /Garamond
    /Garamond-Bold
    /Garamond-Italic
    /Gautami
    /Georgia
    /Georgia-Bold
    /Georgia-BoldItalic
    /Georgia-Italic
    /Gigi-Regular
    /GillSansMT
    /GillSansMT-Bold
    /GillSansMT-BoldItalic
    /GillSansMT-Condensed
    /GillSansMT-ExtraCondensedBold
    /GillSansMT-Italic
    /GillSans-UltraBold
    /GillSans-UltraBoldCondensed
    /GlooGun
    /GloucesterMT-ExtraCondensed
    /GoudyOldStyleT-Bold
    /GoudyOldStyleT-Italic
    /GoudyOldStyleT-Regular
    /GoudyStout
    /Haettenschweiler
    /HarlowSolid
    /Harrington
    /HighTowerText-Italic
    /HighTowerText-Reg
    /IDAutomationC39L
    /IDAutomationC39M
    /IDAutomationC39S
    /IDAutomationC39XL
    /IDAutomationC39XS
    /IDAutomationC39XXL
    /IDAutomationHC39L
    /IDAutomationHC39M
    /IDAutomationHC39S
    /IDAutomationHC39XL
    /IDAutomationHC39XS
    /IDAutomationHC39XXL
    /Impact
    /ImprintMT-Shadow
    /InformalRoman-Regular
    /Jenkinsv20
    /Jenkinsv20Thik
    /Jokerman-Regular
    /Jokewood
    /JuiceITC-Regular
    /Kartika
    /KristenITC-Regular
    /KunstlerScript
    /Latha
    /LatinWide
    /LucidaBright
    /LucidaBright-Demi
    /LucidaBright-DemiItalic
    /LucidaBright-Italic
    /LucidaCalligraphy-Italic
    /LucidaConsole
    /LucidaFax
    /LucidaFax-Demi
    /LucidaFax-DemiItalic
    /LucidaFax-Italic
    /LucidaHandwriting-Italic
    /LucidaSans
    /LucidaSans-Demi
    /LucidaSans-DemiItalic
    /LucidaSans-Italic
    /LucidaSans-Typewriter
    /LucidaSans-TypewriterBold
    /LucidaSans-TypewriterBoldOblique
    /LucidaSans-TypewriterOblique
    /LucidaSansUnicode
    /Magneto-Bold
    /MaiandraGD-Regular
    /Mangal-Regular
    /MaturaMTScriptCapitals
    /MicrosoftSansSerif
    /Mistral
    /Modern-Regular
    /MonotypeCorsiva
    /MS-Mincho
    /MSOutlook
    /MSReferenceSansSerif
    /MSReferenceSpecialty
    /MT-Extra
    /MVBoli
    /NiagaraEngraved-Reg
    /NiagaraSolid-Reg
    /OCRAExtended
    /OldEnglishTextMT
    /Onyx
    /PalaceScriptMT
    /PalatinoLinotype-Bold
    /PalatinoLinotype-BoldItalic
    /PalatinoLinotype-Italic
    /PalatinoLinotype-Roman
    /Papyrus-Regular
    /Parchment-Regular
    /Perpetua
    /Perpetua-Bold
    /Perpetua-BoldItalic
    /Perpetua-Italic
    /PerpetuaTitlingMT-Bold
    /PerpetuaTitlingMT-Light
    /Playbill
    /Poornut
    /PoorRichard-Regular
    /Porkys
    /PorkysHeavy
    /Pristina-Regular
    /PussycatSassy
    /PussycatSnickers
    /Raavi
    /RageItalic
    /Ravie
    /Rockwell
    /Rockwell-Bold
    /Rockwell-BoldItalic
    /Rockwell-Condensed
    /Rockwell-CondensedBold
    /Rockwell-ExtraBold
    /Rockwell-Italic
    /ScriptMTBold
    /SegoeUI
    /SegoeUI-Bold
    /SegoeUI-BoldItalic
    /SegoeUI-Italic
    /ShowcardGothic-Reg
    /Shruti
    /SnapITC-Regular
    /Stencil
    /Sylfaen
    /SymbolMT
    /Tahoma
    /Tahoma-Bold
    /TempusSansITC
    /TeraSpecial
    /Tiger
    /TigerExpert
    /TimesNewRomanMT-ExtraBold
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-ItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPSMT
    /Trebuchet-BoldItalic
    /TrebuchetMS
    /TrebuchetMS-Bold
    /TrebuchetMS-Italic
    /Tunga-Regular
    /TwCenMT-Bold
    /TwCenMT-BoldItalic
    /TwCenMT-Condensed
    /TwCenMT-CondensedBold
    /TwCenMT-CondensedExtraBold
    /TwCenMT-Italic
    /TwCenMT-Regular
    /Verdana
    /Verdana-Bold
    /Verdana-BoldItalic
    /Verdana-Italic
    /VinerHandITC
    /Vivaldii
    /VladimirScript
    /Vrinda
    /Webdings
    /WeltronUrban
    /Wingdings2
    /Wingdings3
    /Wingdings-Regular
    /Zawgyi-One
    /ZWAdobeF
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 200
  /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 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 200
  /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 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 400
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects true
  /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 <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e55464e1a65876863768467e5770b548c62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200036002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc666e901a554652d965874ef6768467e5770b548c52175370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200036002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>



    /HUN <>
    /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 6.0 e versioni successive.)
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020be44c988b2c8c2a40020bb38c11cb97c0020c548c815c801c73cb85c0020bcf4ace00020c778c1c4d558b2940020b3700020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200036002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /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 6.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>


    /SKY <>

    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>

    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents suitable for reliable viewing and printing of business documents.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 6.0 and later.)
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [600 600]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


