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Abstract—Polybutylene terephthalate (PBT) has a strong resistance to abrasion, deformation, and chem-
ical resistance. However, how to further improve the impact toughness of PBT is still an issue that receives
the attention of many researchers. This investigation aims to enhance its mechanical properties by mixing
it with polypropylene (PP). The tensile strength, impact strength, f lexural strength, and microstructure
are accorded to ASTM D638, ASTM D256, and ASTM D790. In this analysis, PP was mixed with PBT
with different ratios of 95/5, 90/10, 85/15, 80/20, and 75/25. Use injection molding technique to mold
specimens for mechanical testing. The results show that the impact strength is 3.7, 6.6, 5.63, 5.2, 5.1, and
4.9 kJ/m2, corresponding to 0, 5, 10, 15, 20, and 25% PP. The impact strength of PBT/PP blends is
higher than neat PBT. Especially in the 5% PP sample, the impact strength increase can reach the high-
est level of 80.3% compared to neat PBT. The f lexural strength tends to decrease with increasing PP con-
tent. After measuring, we get 77.9, 65.6, 62.2, 58.4, 58.2, and 54.0 MPa, corresponding to 0, 5, 10, 15,
20, and 25% PP. The microstructure of the blends showed that spherical PP particles were interwoven
into the PBT substrate, but no interphase adhesion was observed. In general, selecting a suitable
PBT/PP blend could improve the impact strength while preserving the tensile strength, allowing it to be
applied widely.

DOI: 10.1134/S0965545X2460042X

INTRODUCTION
Waste from toothbrush bristles is of little interest to

scientists. This waste, with the primary material being
polybutylene terephthalate (PBT), often has brittle
properties. When recycled, it is frequently challenging
to inject mold to create products. After recycling,
products often have low mechanical properties, espe-
cially low impact toughness. Therefore, making recy-
cled toothbrush bristles with high impact toughness
while retaining other properties such as tensile
strength and flexural strength remains a big challenge.

Neat polymers usually have some limits related to
their homogeneous structure. Therefore, to improve
the characteristics of neat polymers, these polymers
are blended to create new materials with more
advanced properties [1–4]. PBT is a semi-crystalline
thermoplastic polymer with excellent mechanical
properties and strong resistance to abrasion, deforma-
tion, and chemical resistance. It is widely used in the
automotive industry, electrical and electronic indus-
tries, and other fields [5]. However, some disadvan-
tages, such as low impact strength, high shrinkage, and
low strain temperature, limit its applications [6].

Recently, many researchers have aimed to improve
PBT characteristics by mixing it with other polymers
or fillers such as polycarbonate (PC), Polyethylene
terephthalate (PET), Polyamide PA6, etc. Kim et al.
[7] investigated the function of maleic anhydride
(MAH) as a compatibilizer for the PBT/EVA blends.
The results showed that the impact strength of the
PBT/EVA-g-MAH (80/20) increased about three
times compared to that of the PBT/EVA (80/20). This
phenomenon is because adding MAH to the blends
improves surface adhesion, increasing impact
strength. Tan et al. [8] investigated the mixing of PC
and PBT with ratios of 100/0, 40/60, 30/70, and
20/80, demonstrating that as the PC ratio increases, so
do the impact strength and bending durability.

Polypropylene (PP) is today’s cheapest and most
commonly used plastics. It is a thermoplastic polymer
produced from the monomer propylene. PP is widely
employed in various industrial fields such as auto
parts, home appliances, furniture, packaging, etc. [9].
Many studies have been conducted in recent years to
improve the mechanical properties of PBT through
copolymerization or plasticization [10, 11]. In these
86



EFFECT OF POLYPROPYLENE PERCENTAGE 87

Table 1. Compositions of the PBT/PP blend samples
(wt %)

Sample 100PBT 5PP 10PP 15PP 20PP 25PP

PBT, wt % 100 95 90 85 80 75

PP, wt % 0 5 10 15 20 25

Table 2. Molding conditions of the testing samples

Molding 
parameters Unit Value

Melt temperature °C 235

Injection pressure MPa 120

Injection time s 8

Holding time s 8

Holding pressure MPa 60

Skew speed rpm 100
studies, the most commonly used method is to add
suitable, compatible substances to improve the prop-
erties of the blends [12]. For example, Hietaoja et al.
[13] investigated the function of oxazoline as a com-
patibilizer for PBT/PP blends. The results demon-
strated that this composite significantly improved the
blends' toughness while maintaining strength and
hardness. Larsen Børve et al. [14] surveyed PBT/PP
isotactic blends containing 10–30 wt % of PBT.
According to the report, the viscosity ratio, compatibi-
lizer content, and PBT content all play essential roles
in the final blend characteristics. Tsai et al. [15] used
ethylene-co-glycidyl methacrylate as a compatibilizer
in PBT/PP blends to reduce surface tension during
fusion, resulting in finer dispersed phase morphology
and improved mechanical properties.

This study aimed to improve the impact toughness
of PBT while preserving its durability. We examined
the effects of PP on the tensile strength, f lexural
strength, and impact strength properties of PBT/PP
blends with different PP ratios.

EXPERIMENTAL

This study used PBT purchased from Toan Dai
Hung Trading Service Co., Ltd., a plastic company
with product grade TACOMA TC BN60 originating
from India/China of Lanxess plastic company (Ger-
many). PP was obtained from Tuan Ngoc company
with the product code PP 1100N, originating from
Saudi Arabia. The melt indexes of the PBT and PP
polymers are 60 g/10 min (at 250°C) and 12 g/10 min,
respectively. We tested the MFI of the blends at 250°C
POLYMER SCIENCE, SERIES A  Vol. 66  No. 1  2024
using the 6MPCA Advanced Melt Flow Indexer
machine, focusing on the lowest PP of 5% and the
highest PP of 25% among these blends. The other
blends have the MFI index value around these values.
Because of the limited conditions, other blends are not
tested for the MFI index. The MFI value of the sample
PBT/5% PP is 55.8 g/10 min, while the sample
PBT/25% PP has the MFI value of 35.1 g/10 min.
With other blends, the MFI values could range from
55.8 g/10 min to 35.1 g/10 min. The injection molding
machine is a Haitian MA 1200 III machine. The
PBT/PP mixture was mixed evenly by a plastic granule
mixing device according to the ratios shown in Table 1
and then dried at 80°C for 5 hours. After drying, the
mixture is injected to generate samples at 235°C.
During the injection process, the PBT/PP blend was
heated through five stages, initially at 215°C and
increased by 5°C through each step, keeping the outlet
temperature at 235°C before injection into the mold.
The injection molding conditions are presented in
Table 2.

Samples were prepared for tensile strength with
sizes according to ASTM D638 standards, using an
AG-X plus Shimadzu universal tensile machine. Each
piece of 6 ratios must meet the conditions of no warp-
ing, burr, or lack of spray and be measured in a labora-
tory with a temperature of 23 ± 2°C. The samples are
pulled at 5 mm/s until rupture.

We measure f lexural strength according to ASTM
D790 using the Shimadzu Autograph AG-X Plus.
Before beginning the experiment, we ensure the
experimental environment is at a temperature of 23 ±
2°C and a humidity of 50 ± 5%. In addition, samples
must be stored in the laboratory for at least 4 hours.
The model was mounted on the machine and mea-
sured at a 1.56 mm/min speed.

The impact strength samples are tested in an envi-
ronment with a temperature of 23 ± 2°C and a humid-
ity of 50 ± 5%, measured in an Izod Tinius Olsen
IT504 impact tester. The microstructure was tested
using a Hitachi TM4000Plus electron microscope.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Sample after Injection

Figure 1 shows the tensile, f lexural, and impact
strength samples after injection. The injection mold-
ing samples of PBT/PP mixture with the ratios of
100/0, 95/5, 90/10, 85/15, and 80/20 are all very sim-
ilar in shape, size, and color. In pressing samples with
a higher percentage of PP, the shrinkage is more sig-
nificant, leading to easy mold jamming, swarf, welds,
and underfilling, making injection molding difficult.
By adjusting the appropriate parameters, the samples
are created perfectly [16, 17].
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Fig. 1. Sample after injecting.

(a) Tensile sample (b) Flexural sample

(c) V-notched impact sample

Fig. 2. Tensile stress-strain curves of (a) 100% PBT and PBT/PP blends: (1) 5PP, (2) 10PP, (3) 15PP, (4) 20PP, (5) 25PP.
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Figure 2 depicts the tensile stress-strain diagrams
of the blend samples. The variations of the tensile
stress with the tensile strain from the figure point out
the differences between the models by a large percent-
age of variation. The tensile stress of the pieces at the
beginning of the tensile increases gradually and
decreases as the samples fracture. In general, the frac-
ture mechanism of the examples is a brittle fracture
with low strain values [18].

The average tensile strength comparisons of differ-
ent PBT/PP blends are displayed in Fig. 3. The results
show that the tensile strength decreases from 60.1 MPa
to 42.5, 39.0, 35.5, 34.3, 31.9, and 30.7 MPa when the
PP ratio gradually increases from 0% to 5, 10, 15, 20,
25, and 100%. Therefore, adding PP will reduce the
tensile strength of neat PBT because the two sub-
stances, PBT/PP, are incompatible due to the signifi-
cant difference in polarity [19]. That incompatibility
will reduce the tensile strength. The incompatibility of
the blends reduces the intermolecular bonds in the
combinations [20].

Figure 4 shows the average elongation at break
comparisons of different PBT/PP blends. The average
elongation at break values is 48.0, 21.2, 20.8, 6.2, 5.6,
PO
and 4.7%, corresponding to 0, 5, 10, 15, 20, and 25%
PP. The results show that adding PP to the blend sig-
nificantly reduces the elongation value due to the poor
compatibility between PP and PBT. Specifically, at
5% PP blend, elongation at break and tensile modulus
values of the sample are 21.2% and 3310 MPa. In con-
trast, the pure PBT sample has elongation at break and
tensile modulus values of 48% and 520 MPa. There-
fore, adding 5% PP to PBT leads to a reduction in
elongation value. The reason is the poor compatibility
between PP and PBT. However, the tensile modulus
increases when adding 5% PP to the blends due to the
well-dispersed and fine structure of the PP phase in
the PBT matrix.

Flexural Strength

Figure 5 provides an overview of the influence of
PP on the f lexural strength of the PBT/PP composite.
It can be seen that neat PBT has the highest f lexural
strength. The curves of the specimens were mainly of
the same shape, and none of the models broke sud-
denly during the test. This result shows that the models
have high f lexural strength, but adding more PP
decreases the f lexural strength of the mixture.
LYMER SCIENCE, SERIES A  Vol. 66  No. 1  2024
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Fig. 3. Average tensile strength of PBT/PP blends.
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Fig. 4. Average elongation at break of PBT/PP blends.
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The flexural strength of the PBT/PP composite
exhibits properties quite similar to the tensile strength
(Fig. 6). The initial f lexural strength of the 100% PBT
sample was 77.9 MPa and gradually decreased to
54.0 MPa when PP was mixed at 25%. Similar to ten-
sile strength, f lexural strength decreases with increas-
ing PP content. The weak association between PP and
PBT phases can explain this. A similar result was also
reported by Ignaczak et al. [12]. The results show that
when mixing the PBT/PP mixture with the respective
POLYMER SCIENCE, SERIES A  Vol. 66  No. 1  2024
ratios of 60/40, 50/50, and 40/60, the percentage
increase of PP in the mix significantly reduces the
flexural strength.

The modulus of elasticity when bending samples of
the PBT/PP composite decreased rapidly from
2105.9 MPa (100% PBT sample) to 1792.8 MPa
(PBT/15%PP sample), then increased but not much
to 1825.0 MPa at 20% PP ratio and continued to
decrease 1723.2 MPa (sample PBT/25%PP) (Fig. 7).
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Fig. 5. Flexural  stress-strain curves of (1) 100% PBT and
PBT/PP blends: (2) 5PP, (3) 10PP, (4) 15PP, (5) 20PP,
(6) 25PP.
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The results show that the f lexural modulus decreases
with increasing PP content. This effect is similar to
that reported by other studies [12, 21]. The reduction
in strength and modulus values when mixing more PP
into the blends is due to the weaker mechanical prop-
erties of the PP compared to the PBT polymers.
According to the supplier, the pure PP polymer has a
UTS tensile strength of 35 MPa, while the pure PBT
value is 60.11 MPa. Therefore, adding more PP to the
PBT matrix could lead to a reduction in strength and
modulus. Moreover, the impact toughness of the pure
PBT sample is lower than that of the other blends,
PO

Fig. 6. Average flexural st
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which differs from the strength and modulus of elas-
ticity in bending. The reason could be the crystallinity
and multiphase system of the blends, which help rap-
idly improve the impact toughness of the blends.
According to Zare et al. [22], more crystallinity and a
higher cold-crystallization temperature of the PP
matrix were two signs of improved crystallization
behavior in the toughened blends compared to the raw
PP resin. The impact strength of a hardened multi-
phase system depends on the size, distribution, disper-
sion state, and degree of phase adhesion between the
dispersed particles and matrix.

Impact Strength

Figure 8 shows the average impact strength dia-
gram of different PBT/PP blends. The results indicate
that the impact strength of PBT/PP blends is higher
than neat PBT. The impact strength of the 100PBT
sample has the lowest impact strength of 3.7 kJ/m2.
Adding 5% PP blends, the impact strength increased
by 80.3% compared to the neat PBT sample, which is
the highest value compared to other combinations.
Adding more PP to the blends leads to a reduction in
the tensile and flexure strengths. However, the impact
strength increases when adding PP to the blends. The
impact strength improvement is significant and proves
the benefits of PP in the mixes. Increasing the PP ratio
from 5 to 25% results in a drop in the impact strength
from 6.6 to 4.9 kJ/m2. The PP particles are well dis-
persed in the PBT substrate, thereby improving the
impact resistance of the mixture. This result is evident
in the 5PP sample with the highest impact strength,
showing that 5PP has the most stable crystallinity and
crystal structure. However, at a higher PP percentage,
LYMER SCIENCE, SERIES A  Vol. 66  No. 1  2024
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Fig. 7. Average flexural modulus of PBT/PP blend.
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Fig. 8. Average impact strength of PBT/PP blends.
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due to the poor compatibility between PP and PBT,
adding more PP leads to a reduction in the impact
strength.

Generally, the neat PP sample has the highest
strength and modulus values in the bending test. Add-
ing PP to the blend will reduce the f lexure strength and
flexure modulus because the two substances,
PBT/PP, are incompatible due to the significant dif-
ference in polarity [19]. The incompatibility of the
blends affects the crystallinity and PP molecules,
POLYMER SCIENCE, SERIES A  Vol. 66  No. 1  2024
reducing the intermolecular bonds in the combina-
tions [20]. Moreover, the decrease in tensile strength
could also be attributed to the difference in the vitrifi-
cation temperatures of PBT and PP. In the impact
test, the results are different from those in the bending
test. Because of the high impact resistance of PP, add-
ing PP to the blends leads to a higher impact strength
than the pure one. The PP particles are well dispersed
in the PBT substrate, thereby improving the impact
resistance of the mixture. The poor compatibility
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Fig. 9. XRD diagrams of (1) 100% PBT and PP/PBT blends: (2) 5PP, (3) 10PP, (4) 15PP, (5) 20PP, (6) 25PP.
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between PP and PBT reduces the strength and modu-
lus values. However, the high impact resistance of PP
is an improvement in the impact strength of the blend.

XRD and SEM Microstructures Analysis

Figure 9 presents the XRD diagrams of PP/PBT
blend polymers with different PP percentages. The
neat PBT sample has some high peaks from 15° to 25°,
similar to the Deshpande et al. [16] report. Adding PP
from 5 to 25% results in 14.1°, 16.8°, 18.6°, 21.1°, and
a peak that belongs to the PP structure [17, 23]. More-
over, from 15 to 25% PP, the peaks become sharper,
indicating a higher rate of crystalline. The reason for
this phenomenon is the higher crystallinity of the PP
compared to the PBT polymer. Typically, the crystal-
line rate of PP varies around 30–60%, while this value
of PBT is only 13–30%. Therefore, adding more PP
mostly leads to an improvement in the crystalline rate
of the blend. Remarkably, the XRD peak system at
10% PP sample is lower than the other samples, indi-
cating a lower crystalline or higher amorphous struc-
ture rate. These results could be explained by SEM
figures presented in Fig. 10.

Figure 10 shows the structure of fine PP particles
that scatter evenly on the PBT matrix. Adding more
PP leads to its coarser size in the blends. Notably, the
boundary between the PP and PBT phases is clear.
This result indicated poor compatibility between them
PO
when increasing the PP content. In future work, we

will find a suitable compatibilizer for the blends to

improve the bonding between PP and PBT.

CONCLUSIONS

This study tries to improve PBT mechanical prop-

erties by mixing it with 5–25% PP. The report reveals

that the impact strength values of the PBT/PP blends

are 3.7, 6.6, 5.6, 5.2, 5.1, and 4.9 kJ/m2, corresponding

to 0, 5, 10, 15, 20, and 25% PP. The results show that

the impact strength of PBT/PP blends is higher than

neat PBT. Compared to neat PBT, the impact strength

in the 5% PP sample is at its highest level of 80.3%.

The tensile strength values of the blended samples are

60.1, 42.5, 39.0, 35.5, 34.3, and 31.9 MPa, corre-

sponding to 0, 5, 10, 15, 20, and 25% PP. Further-

more, as the PP content increases, the f lexural

strength decreases. The microstructure of the blends

reveals that spherical PP particles were interwoven

into the PBT substrate, but there is no evidence of

interphase adhesion. The microstructure of the blends

reveals that the crystal structure is most stable at 5%,

and the more PP, the more unstable the structure is.

PBT/PP blends with 5% PP significantly improve

impact strength compared to neat PBT while conserv-

ing good tensile strength, allowing them to be used
LYMER SCIENCE, SERIES A  Vol. 66  No. 1  2024
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Fig. 10. SEM microstructure of PP/PBT blends: (a) PBT/5%PP, (b) PBT/10%PP, (c) PBT/15%PP, (d) PBT/20%PP,
(e) PBT/25%PP.

PBT/5%PP

PBT/10%PP PBT/15%PP

PBT/20%PP PBT/25%PP

PP particle

PP particle

PP particle

PP particle

PP particle

(а)

(b) (c)

(d) (e)
widely. The above study found that the PBT/5%PP
blend has the best mechanical properties and meets
the initial goal.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We acknowledge the Ho Chi Minh City University of
Technology and Education, and Material Testing Labora-
POLYMER SCIENCE, SERIES A  Vol. 66  No. 1  2024
tory. They gave our research team an opportunity to join
their team and access the laboratory and research machines.

FUNDING

This work was supported by ongoing institutional fund-
ing. No additional grants to carry out or direct this particu-
lar research were obtained.



94 PHAM THI HONG NGA, NGUYEN THANH TAN
CONFLICT OF INTEREST

The authors of this work declare that they have no con-
flicts of interest.

REFERENCES
1. S. Krause, “Polymer–Polymer Compatibility,” in

Polymer Blends, Ed. by D. R. Paul and S. Newman (Ac-
ademic Press, 1978).

2. N. T.-H. Pham, Polym. Sci., Ser. A 63, 800 (2021)
3. N.-T. Tran and N. T.-H. Pham, Int. J. Polym. Sci.

2021, 7635048 (2021)
4. C. Koning, M. Van Duin, C. Pagnoulle, and R. Jerome,

Prog. Polym. Sci. 23, 4 (1998).
5. B. Mu, Z. Y. Jiang, B. P. Yang, J. F. Cui, X. Wang,

J. H. Guo, X. M. Bao, and L. Chen, Polym. Eng. Sci.
59, 3 (2019).

6. X. Y. Yao, X. Y. Tian, X. Zhang, K. Zheng, J. Zheng,
R. X. Wang, S. H. Kang, and P. Cui, Polym. Eng. Sci.
49, 4 (2009).

7. S.-J. Kim, B.-S. Shin, J.-L. Hong, W.-J. Cho, and
C.-S. Ha, Polymer 42, 9 (2001).

8. Y. Tan, X. Wang, and D. Wu, J. Reinf. Plast. Compos.
34, 21 (2015).

9. D. G. Seong, C. Kang, S. Y. Pak, C. H. Kim, and
Y. S. Song, Composites, Part B 168, 218 (2019).

10. H. Schmalz, V. Abetz, R. Lange, and M. Soliman,
Macromolecules 34, 4 (2001).

11. E. Gubbels, L. Jasinska-Walc, D. H. Merino, H. Goos-
sens, and C. Koning, Macromolecules 46, 10 (2013).

12. W. Ignaczak, K. Wiśniewska, J. Janik, and M. El Fray,
Polish J. Chem. Technol. 17, 3 (2015).

13. P. Hietaoja, M. Heino, T. Vainio, and J. Seppl, Polym.
Bull. 37, 3 (1996).

14. K. Larsen Børve, H. K. Kotlar, and C.-G. Gustafson,
J. Appl. Polym. Sci. 75, 3 (2000).

15. C.-H. Tsai and F.-C. Chang, J. Appl. Polym. Sci. 61, 2
(1996).

16. R. Deshpande, G. Naik, S. Chopra, K. A. Deshmukh,
A. D. Deshmukh, and D. R. Peshwe, IOP Conf. Ser.:
Mater. Sci. Eng. 346, 012004 (2018).

17. T. N. Moja, N. Bunekar, S. B. Mishra, T. Y. Tsai,
S. S. Hwang, and A. K. Mishra. Sci. Rep. 10, 1 (2020).

18. N. T.-H. Pham and V.-T. Nguyen, Adv. Mater. Sci.
Eng. 2020, 8890551 (2020).

19. Y.-T. Shieh, T.-N. Liao, and F.-C. Chang, J. Appl.
Polym. Sci. 79, 12 (2001).

20. K. Balani, V. Verma, A. Agarwal, and R. Narayan, Bio-
surfaces: A Materials Science and Engineering Perspec-
tive: Physical, Thermal, and Mechanical Properties of
Polymers (Wiley-American Ceramic Society, 2015).

21. A. Hajibaba, M. Masoomi, and H. Nazockdast, Iran.
Polym. J. 25, 2 (2016).

22. L. Zare, A. Arefazar, and O. M. Jazani, Iran. Polym. J.
30, 1181–1200 (2021).

23. X. Wang, S. Hu, Y. Guo, G. Li, and R. Xu, Polymers
11, 12 (2019).

Publisher’s Note. Pleiades Publishing remains
neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in
published maps and institutional affiliations.
POLYMER SCIENCE, SERIES A  Vol. 66  No. 1  2024


	INTRODUCTION
	EXPERIMENTAL
	RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
	Sample after Injection
	Tensile Strength
	Flexural Strength
	Impact Strength
	XRD and SEM Microstructures Analysis

	CONCLUSIONS
	REFERENCES


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

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


