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Point-Based Mark-Recapture Distance
Sampling

J. L. LAAKE, B. A. COLLIER, M. L. MORRISON, and R. N. WILKINS

Avian surveys using point sampling for abundance estimation have either focused
on distance sampling or more commonly mark-recapture to correct for detection bias.
Combining mark-recapture and distance sampling (MRDS) has become an effective
tool for line transects, but it has been largely ignored in point sampling literature.
We describe MRDS and show that the previously published methods for point sam-
pling are special cases. Using simulated data and golden-cheeked warbler (Dendroica
chrysoparia) survey data from Texas, we demonstrate large differences in abundance
estimates resulting from different independence assumptions. Data and code are pro-
vided in supplementary materials.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Bias from incomplete detection in wildlife surveys has typically been addressed us-
ing mark-recapture (Cook and Jacobson 1979; Graham and Bell 1989) or distance sam-
pling (Gates 1968; Eberhardt 1968; Buckland et al. 2001). Both methods have been used
with line transect (Eberhardt 1968; Graham and Bell 1989) and point sampling (Ramsey
and Scott 1979; Nichols et al. 2000). However, mark-recapture has been used primarily
for point sampling (Nichols et al. 2000; Farnsworth et al. 2002; Alldredge et al. 2006;
Nichols, Thomas, and Conn 2009) and distance sampling has been the primary focus for
line transect sampling (Eberhardt 1968; Gates 1968; Buckland et al. 2001).
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For mark-recapture applications, concurrent dual-observer sampling can be conducted
with two independent observers (Graham and Bell 1989) or with a primary independent
observer and a dependent secondary observer who can detect anything the primary ob-
server misses (Cook and Jacobson 1979). We will refer to the former as the independent
observer (I0) configuration and the latter as the removal configuration because it is equiv-
alent to a removal capture-recapture model. Nichols et al. (2000) referred to these alter-
natives as independent and dependent observers. Detection probability is estimated using
the number of animals seen by each observer and by both observers. For example, with
an 10 survey, if n1, np, my are the number seen by observers 1 and 2 and the number seen
by both observers, respectively, we can estimate detection probability for observer 2 by
P> = my/ny and observer 1 by py; = my/n; . The well-known Lincoln—Petersen estima-
tor niny/my = ny/pr = n1/Pp1 provides an estimate of the complete count. However, it is
well-known that if animal detection probability is heterogeneous (e.g., vocalizing versus
quiet birds), the abundance estimator will be negatively biased (Otis et al. 1978) because
the observations contain a disproportionate number of animals with higher detection prob-
abilities. Identifiable covariates for detection probability can be used to model the variation
and remove bias (Huggins 1989); however, bias will remain if any heterogeneity remains.
We hereafter refer to this problem as bias due to unmodeled heterogeneity.

Unmodeled heterogeneity is less problematic for conventional distance sampling be-
cause detection probability is measured differently. Conceptually, detection probability at
distance y (p(y)) is estimated by the ratio of the density of detections at distance y > 0 to
the density of detections at y = 0. The estimate of detection probability is valid as long as
animals do not move prior to detection and a proper sampling design is used to achieve an
expected uniform density of animals relative to the point or line and p(0) = 1 (Buckland
et al. 2001). Thus, in the context of a mark-recapture sample the probability is measured
relative to a sample (y = 0) where there is no heterogeneity because detection is perfect
(or assumed to be so). It does not matter that only highly visible or vocal birds are detected
at larger distances as long as all birds are detected at y = 0. However, it was the assump-
tion that p(0) = 1 that led Pollock and Kendall (1987) to question the utility of distance
sampling for aerial surveys and to recommend dual-observer methods instead.

Pollock and Kendall (1987) suggested future research on “the intriguing prospect of
combining the line transect method with a method which uses the Petersen estimate”.
In fact, such research had already begun in the literature of the International Whaling
Commission (Butterworth, Best, and Basson 1982) where the assumption that p(0) = 1
was clearly untenable with submerged whales. This apparently simple idea which we call
mark-recapture distance sampling (MRDS) has been further explored and developed by
various authors (Alpizar-Jara and Pollock 1996; Manly, McDonald, and Garner 1996;
Borchers 1996; Laake 1999; Chen 2000; Buckland 2006; Buckland, Laake, and Borchers
2010). However, the manner in which the authors “combined” mark-recapture and dis-
tance sampling have differed and the resulting abundance estimates can be widely different
(Laake 1999; Laake and Borchers 2004).

With the exception of Kissling, Garton, and Handel (2006), avian point sampling litera-
ture (Farnsworth et al. 2002; Moore et al. 2004; Alldredge et al. 2006; Nichols et al. 2000)
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has not considered MRDS developments in the line transect sampling literature. Thus, we
have titled and focused this paper on MRDS for point sampling to make it clear that the
line transect MRDS developments are useful for point sampling as well. To demonstrate the
fundamental problem of unmodeled heterogeneity, we first provide a field based example
using golden-cheeked warbler (Dendroica chrysoparia) survey data to show how abun-
dance predictions can differ significantly dependent upon the analytical method applied.
Next, we outline the concepts of unmodeled heterogeneity and the full independence (FI)
and point independence (PI) assumptions (Borchers et al. 2006) and show how unmodeled
heterogeneity can be quantified. We then introduce a likelihood and modeling framework
for line and point-based MRDS that follows the development of Buckland, Laake, and
Borchers (2010). We also provide the appropriate MRDS likelihood and modeling frame-
work for binned (interval) distances which has not been addressed previously for PI. We
analyze a simulated example and revisit the golden-cheeked warbler data to show how
MRDS analysis based on the PI assumption is an improvement over mark-recapture or
distance sampling alone.

2. DEMONSTRATING THE PROBLEM

We applied mark-recapture and distance sampling to avian point sampling data col-
lected during surveys of woodland warblers in Texas. The golden-cheeked warbler is a
federally endangered neotropical migrant with a breeding range existing only in central
Texas (Pulich 1976). During March—June 2008, random point count locations were dis-
tributed within patches of oak-juniper (Quercus-Juniperus) woodland across the warblers
breeding range. Point count stations were separated by >400 m and were >25 m from
patch edges. At each station, a randomly selected primary observer recorded locations of
golden-cheeked warblers during a 5 minute survey period and reported those locations
to the secondary observer who recorded data for the first observer and also recorded any
birds they detected that were missed by the first observer (removal configuration). We cat-
egorized all detected warblers regardless of observer into two distance bins (0-50, >50-
100 m).

We surveyed 590 point sampling stations in 118 patches and detected warblers at 315
point sampling locations in 95 patches of woodlands across Texas. During the survey pe-
riod, 551 warblers were detected with 473 birds detected by the primary observer and 78
detected by the secondary observer. Within the two distance intervals, the proportion (rel-
ative to the total number of birds detected) of birds detected by primary observers was
(0.88, 0.85) with secondary observers detecting the remainder. We first fit a Huggins re-
moval model with MARK (White and Burnham 1999) using distance as a covariate to es-
timate detection probabilities for each distance bin. Estimated detection probabilities were
high for each distance bin (0.87, 0.82) and as expected were higher when observers were
combined (0.98, 0.97). Estimated abundance was 567 (SE 4); which is simply the binned
counts (187, 364) divided by the combined observer detection probabilities for each bin
(0.98, 0.97), respectively. Note that all of our standard errors for abundance were com-
puted as shown in Section 3.3.
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Next, we analyzed the warbler data using conventional distance sampling methods, as-
suming p(0) = 1, a half-normal detection function, and distance intervals of 0-50 and
>50-100 m. We conducted two analyses, one using birds seen by the primary observer,
and the second using birds seen by both observers. As expected, detection probability de-
clined as distance increased (0.89, 0.55) giving an abundance estimate for observations
based on the primary observer of 745 (SE 69) . When we incorporated data collected by
the secondary observers, we found a slight increase in bin-specific detection probability
(0.90, 0.58) and an increase in estimated abundance 835 (SE 72). The distance sampling
analysis showed a moderate decline in detection probability with distance, whereas the de-
cline was weak for the mark-recapture analysis and a model without the distance covariate
was favored slightly (AAICc = 0.6).

Based on the mark-recapture abundance estimate (567), one would assume that the raw
count underestimated the actual population size by 16 individuals. But, using the abun-
dance estimate from distance sampling with both observers, raw counts underestimated
population size by 284. This is counter-intuitive because we would expect estimates from
distance sampling to be less than mark-recapture estimates when p(0) < 1. This same
paradox confronted Walter and Hone (2003) who also noticed that the abundance esti-
mates from mark-recapture increased when they excluded data at larger distances. What
they unknowingly observed was bias due to unmodeled heterogeneity inflating estimates
of detection probability and as distance increased, the effect of heterogeneity increased
(e.g., only more noticeable individuals are detected as distance increases). Excluding data
with larger distances removed the more extreme heterogeneity and improved consistency
of the estimates for Walter and Hone (2003) and the same would occur for the warbler
data. However, the solution is not truncation but a combination that uses the strengths
of each method while avoiding unmodeled heterogeneity and the dependence that it cre-
ates.

2.1. INDEPENDENCE AND UNMODELED HETEROGENEITY

One of the more confusing aspects of this paradox is the link between independence
and unmodeled heterogeneity and why it causes bias with mark-recapture and MRDS in
some cases. The assumption of independence for mark-recapture sampling is mistakenly
thought to be satisfied if the observers act independently (e.g. do not cue each other); how-
ever, that is only part of the picture. Consider an independent observer (I0) point survey
with observer-specific detection probabilities p; and p;. If detections by the observers are
statistically independent, then the probability that both observers detect an animal (dupli-
cate detection) is the product of the probabilities (p1p2). Also, if we define pjp to be
the conditional probability that observer 1 detects an animal that observer 2 has detected
and vice versa for pj|1, then independence also implies that pj» = p; and py;; = p».
Observer dependence can be demonstrated by considering a situation in which observer
1 was cued to each detection by observer 2. The probability of a duplicate would be p;
and not pj py because observer 1 would detect anything detected by observer 2, and thus
p1;2 = 1 which is not equal to p; unless observer 1 had perfect detection. However, ob-
server independence does not guarantee statistical independence because any unmodeled
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heterogeneity induces positive covariance (Borchers et al. 2000) resulting in dependence
because pi;2 > p1, p2j1 > p2, and pipp2 = p2;1p1 > pi1p2. Consider a simple example
in which 50% of 200 birds are active and vocalizing and the other 50% are quiet and
sedentary. Let’s assume that their detection probabilities for each observer are 0.8 and 0.1,
respectively. Then the expected proportion of the birds detected by one observer would
be the average (p; = p>» = 0.45). Using the expectations, observer 1 will detect 80 active
birds and 10 sedentary birds. The average detection probability for their sample is 0.72.
Detection probability for observer 2 is measured from the sample detected by observer 1,
so p2;1 = 0.72 because we would expect observer 2 to detect 64 of the active and one
of the sedentary birds detected by observer 1 (65/90 = 0.72). The same would occur if
we reversed observer roles. If we estimated separate detection probabilities for active and
sedentary birds, the heterogeneity would be included in the model removing the depen-
dence and resulting bias. Unfortunately, it may not be possible to identify or measure all of
the covariates that affect detection probability and any remaining unmodeled heterogeneity
will introduce bias (Southwell et al. 2007).

Distance (y) from the observer to an animal is one potential source of heterogeneity
in detection probability that is modeled with the detection function p(y). In the initial at-
tempts to combine mark-recapture and distance sampling (Alpizar-Jara and Pollock 1996;
Manly, McDonald, and Garner 1996; Borchers, Zucchini, and Fewster 1998), indepen-
dence was assumed to hold at each value of y and probabilities for the detection histories
(e.g., »=(1,0), (0, 1), or (1, 1) seen by primary observer only, secondary only and by
both observers) were specified as pi(y)(1 — p2(y)), p2(»)(1 — pi(y)), and p1(y)p2(y),
respectively, with observer-specific detection functions (p;(y), j = 1,2). Laake (1999)
called this assumption “full conditional independence” because observer detections were
assumed to be independent conditional on their values of y. Using that assumption, it was
common for an abundance estimate based on MRDS to yield estimates that were lower
than estimates from conventional distance sampling even though the resulting estimated
p(0) was less than 1 (Laake 1999). Additional sources of heterogeneity other than distance
can create dependence and positive bias at larger distances which offsets the decrease from
p(0) < 1 (Laake 1999). Borchers, Zucchini, and Fewster (1998) specifically recognized
that all covariates that affect detection needed to be included in the model to ensure va-
lidity of the independence assumption. Laake (1999) argued that it was unlikely that all
covariates could be identified and appropriately measured and showed that it was only
necessary to assume independence for y = 0 because data from both mark-recapture and
distance sampling provide information about p(y). Essentially, p(0) (i.e., the intercept)
was estimated from the mark-recapture data and the shape of p(y) (i.e., how it decreases
with distance) was estimated from distance sampling which assumes p(0) = 1. Further de-
veloped by Borchers et al. (2006), the more restrictive assumption was renamed “full inde-
pendence” (FI) in comparison to the weaker “point independence” (PI) assumption (Laake
and Borchers 2004). Point independence allows the shape of p(y) from distance sampling
to differ from the shape of p(y) from the mark-recapture data; whereas FI forces identical
detection function shapes and any unmodeled heterogeneity thus distorts the shape of the
mark-recapture detection function which can result in bias.
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The ratio of the mark-recapture and distance sampling detection function shapes at each
value of y, we define as §(y). Full independence implies that §(y) = 1 because the shapes
are identical; whereas PI only requires 6(0) = 1 and typically §(y) > 1 because the mark-
recapture detection function declines more slowly with distance because of unmodeled
heterogeneity. The function §(y) is conceptually similar to the species interaction factor
(¢) in occupancy modeling (MacKenzie et al. 2006):

o= YaB
VavB

where {4 and yp are occupancy rates of species A and B and Y4 p is proportion of sites

occupied by both species. In comparison, we can express the MRDS 4(y) as

Prio=(1,1)]y}
s()=—1 277
W 1Y) p2(y)

Both §(y) and ¢ represent the ratio of the proportion of duplicates to its expected value un-
der independence. If the ratio is greater than 1 there is a positive association (dependence)
between observer detections and if less than 1, a negative dependence.

3. MARK-RECAPTURE DISTANCE SAMPLING

3.1. LIKELIHOOD STRUCTURE AND LEVELS OF INDEPENDENCE

Mark-recapture distance sampling combines mark-recapture and distance sampling into
a single analysis. The data are the distance y; and “capture history” w; of each of the
i =1,...,n detected animals (or groups of animals). If observer 1 detects n; animals
(w = (1,0) and (1, 1)), observer 2 detects nr (w = (0, 1) and (1, 1)) and my (w = (1, 1))
is the number that they saw in common, then the number of unique detections is n =
ny1 + ny — my. For the removal configuration with observer 2 knowing what observer 1
detects, the history w = (1, 0) is not possible and m> = n and n = n;. Time intervals have
also been used in place of observer roles (Farnsworth et al. 2002, 2005).

The MRDS likelihood can be expressed as the product of a mark-recapture likelihood
(£) and a distance sampling (L) likelihood (Laake and Borchers 2004; Borchers, Zuc-
chini, and Fewster 1998). The mark-recapture likelihood is a product of the probabilities
of the observed capture histories conditional on having been seen by at least one observer
at their distances from the line or point p.(y;):

n

Pr(w;lyi)
Loy = ) 3.1
E p-(yi) G-

The capture history probabilities can be expressed in terms of the observer-specific detec-
tion functions (p;(y) j =1, 2) and the dependence function (§(y)). For the IO configura-
tion:

Pr{w; = (1,0) | yi} = prv) {1 = 80 p2i) },
Pr{wi = (0, D) |yi} = p2Oo){1 =80 1)}
Pr{wi =1, D) |y} =80 p1 i) p2 (i)
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and for the removal configuration,
Pr{wi = (0, D |yi} = p2o){1 =80 p1(yi) }
Pr{w; = (1, D |y} = p1().

In general, for removal models you must assume that p; = p» (Otis et al. 1978); however, if
personnel are rotated among primary and secondary observer roles, it is possible to estimate
an observer effect (Cook and Jacobson 1979) so we have used a separate p,(y) above rather
than specifying Pr{w; = (0, 1) | y;} = p1(yi){1 — 6(yi) p1(y;)}. For both configurations

p-(yi) = p1(yi) + p2(yi) — 8(yi) p1 (Vi) p2(3i).

The detection functions p; (y) can include covariates other than distance y, such as time of
day, weather, canopy cover, etc., but we have not included explicit notation for additional
covariates.

Distance sampling makes the assumption of constant density around the line or point.
For lines, this implies a uniform probability distribution for distances 7 (y) = % where 2W
is the transect width. For points, area increases linearly with distance, so a constant density
implies the probability distribution for distances is 7 (y) = 2_y2 where W is the radius. The
distance sampling likelihood is the product of the probability densities for the observed
detections:

- L pTn)
Ly=[1ron=]-———. (3.2)
’ E ,11 1 p.m(y)dy

Distance sampling alone cannot provide an estimate of p.(0) because it cancels in the
above likelihood. Mark-recapture alone (Alpizar-Jara and Pollock 1996; Nichols et al.
2000; Farnsworth et al. 2002; Moore et al. 2004; Alldredge et al. 2006) must assume
8(y) =1 (FI) and thus is likely biased from unmodeled heterogeneity. Using the prod-
uct of the two likelihoods (Ly L), some authors (Manly, McDonald, and Garner 1996;
Borchers, Zucchini, and Fewster 1998; Farnsworth et al. 2005) have assumed FI and
maximized over the parameters contained in p(y) and p>(y). However, with the PI as-
sumption, Borchers et al. (2006) showed that &£, and £, can be maximized separately.
If you replace pi(y) and pa(y) with p12(y)/8(y) and p2j1(¥)/8(y) in Ly, it only con-
tains the conditional probability functions pyjjand pipp which demonstrates that mark-
recapture only provides estimates of the conditional detection functions. They are used to
estimate p.(0) based on the assumption of independence at y = 0. The detection function
p-(y) for all observations can be fitted separately by maximizing £, to estimate relative
(i.e., assumes p(0) = 1) detection probability as a function of distance. The dependence
function §(y) was never specified but can be computed as §(y) = [p112(y) + p2n(y) —
P12 P21 N1/ p-(y)-

As an alternative modeling framework Buckland, Laake, and Borchers (2010) suggested
specifying models for pi(y), p2(y) and §(y) and maximizing £, L, jointly to provide a
consistent framework for FI and PI models. With their approach each detection function
is observer-specific rather than a mix of conditional observer-specific detection functions
(e.g., p12(y)) and a detection function (p_(y)) that combines observers. The only challenge
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was to develop a model for §(y) that could represent FI and PI and which provided valid
probabilities for computed quantities like p (y). They used the following representation
for §(y):

s(y)=L()+ [U(Y) - L(y)]f?o(y) (3.3)
where
80(y) 1 —L(y)
log | 2 L _ log, | — =22 ¢
Oge{l—ao(w} Yy OgE{U@)—l}

The lower bound L(y) on §(y) ensures probabilities do not exceed 1 and the upper bound
U (y) ensures non-negative probabilities:

U(y) =min{1/pi(»), 1/p2(»)},

p1(y) +pa(y) —1 }
pP1(Y)p2(y)

L(y) =max{0,

This formulation ensures §(0) = 1 and FI is achieved with y = 0. In most cases, only
positive dependence is likely because the observers are affected in a similar manner by de-
tection probability heterogeneity. By setting L(y) to zero and restricting y > 0 by using ¢”
for y, positive dependence (5(y) > 1) is enforced. Enforcing positive dependence ensures
that the conditional detection probability function §(y)p;(y) is monotone; whereas non-
monotone functions are possible without the restriction. With positive dependence, §(y)
is
Uy

1 +exp[—exp(y)y —In(1/(U(y) = )]’

Various functional forms could be used to represent p(y) but we will use the logistic form
used by Buckland, Laake, and Borchers (2010):

8(y) = (3.4)

1
(v) — forj=1,2. 3.5
P;0) 1 +exp(—Bo; — B1j¥) o 3-3)

The functional forms of both §(y) and p(y) can easily incorporate additional covariates
other than distance y. If covariates are added to §(y) they must be an interaction with
distance to ensure §(0) = 1. Alternate forms for p;(y) (Innes et al. 2002) such as

1 ( y?
exp| — 5
1+ exp(—po;) 2exp(B1;)

may be useful to maintain strict monotonicity with distance when covariates are added

pi(y)= ) for j=1,2,

to either the intercept or scale; however, defining models becomes slightly more com-
plex because covariates can be used in p(0) or for the scale function for distance or both.
The removal-distance sampling model of Farnsworth et al. (2005) used this alternate form
where they specified p(y) = P, exp[—y?/(202)]. A similar logistic model could be speci-
fied using (3.5) where Bo; =In([P, /(1 — P,)].
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3.2. LIKELIHOOD STRUCTURE AND BINNED DISTANCES

Laake, Dawson, and Hone (2008) analyzed double-observer line transect data from
aerial surveys of wild horses (Equus ferus) with binned distances where each observation
was assigned to one of a set of distance intervals {(co, c1), (c1,¢2), ..., (ck—1, ck)} where
¢k = W and ¢o = 0. They presumed that £, and £, could be maximized separately with
the PI assumption even though distances were binned. They used mid-point of the distance
bins for the mark-recapture analysis and used a binned distance analysis with DISTANCE.
Kissling, Garton, and Handel (2006) took a similar approach except that they limited the
mark-recapture analysis to distances in an interval from O to y* such that p(y) was rela-
tively constant in the interval. Here we will outline a better approach that enables use of all
the data.

For the ith observation we will use (cj()—1,¢j()) to represent its distance interval.
For the set of binned distances, the likelihood is the product of the binned likelihoods for
mark-recapture and distance sampling data (Borchers, Zucchini, and Fewster 1998):

n [0 p.(y)m(y)dy

_ ¢jii)-1
Ly=]]

i1 fy pmndy
n e Preily)m(y) dy

_ Cj)—1
Lo= l_[ fc.i(i)

Cj-1

(3.6)

i p- M7 (y)dy
Each component is a ratio of integrals over a range of y and unless §(y) is constant within
each distance interval, the likelihood components are not separable and the approach of
Laake, Dawson, and Hone (2008) was at best approximately correct. However, by specify-
ing models for p1(y), p2(y) and &(y) as described above, the extension to binned data is
easily accomplished by maximizing £, L., (Equation (3.6)) over the model parameters.

To facilitate the use of these methods, we have written R code (R Development Core
Team 2009) to maximize the joint likelihood for line and point sampling data with binned
or unbinned distances and either IO or removal configuration. We have provided the code
as an R Package which is available as a Supplement to this manuscript or from the authors
(J.L. Laake or B.A. Collier). Models can be fitted with either §(y) = 1 (FI) or with §(0) =1
(PI) and model assessment can be done using AICc (Burnham and Anderson 2002).

3.3. ABUNDANCE ESTIMATION

The abundance estimator for MRDS is essentially the same as for any analysis with
distance sampling because the only difference is the estimation of detection probability.
Here we will focus on abundance within the covered survey region (e.g., set of circles)
which Buckland, Laake, and Borchers (2010) denote as 1\70. If there are no covariates other
than distance, then the estimator is

A n n

o foW pm(ydy Ep)
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where p (y) implies that it depends on estimated parameters. The variance estimator
(Borchers et al. 1998) is

N[l = E(p)]
E(p)

+d'1!

|QA>

var(N,) =

where i is a vector of first derivatives of N, with respect to the parameters in p(y) and §(y)
and —I is the matrix of second derivatives of the parameters with respect to the likelihood
function. When additional covariates are used for p(y) then the abundance and variance
estimators are

E(Pz

o L= E(pi)l] Ty 5
var(Ne) = [—] d1'd
; E(pi)?

where E( pi.) is computed with the covariates for the ith observation. For a description of
abundance and variance estimation for the entire survey region refer to Buckland, Laake,
and Borchers (2010).

4. EXAMPLE USING SIMULATED DATA

Here we provide an analysis of simulated MRDS data for point sampling with a removal
configuration of two observers. Our goal is not to provide a complete simulation study as
suggested by Efford and Dawson (2009). Instead, our interest is solely to demonstrate the
impacts of unmodeled heterogeneity and why the concept of point independence can be
important and that is easier to do with a known population albeit simulated. See Buckland,
Laake, and Borchers (2010) for a simulation comparison of estimators.

Because we are only interested in inference about estimated detection probability, we
simulated bird locations for a single point of radius 100 with an expected uniform density
rather than sampling from a larger area with multiple points. For each bird, we simulated
its capture history (00, 01, 11) by first simulating whether the primary observer saw the
bird using a Bernoulli random variable with probability

1
1 +exp(—In[po/(1 — po)] +0.04y)

where po = p(0) = 0.8 and then for birds missed by the primary observer, simulating

p(y)=p1(y)=p2(y) =

whether the secondary observer saw the bird with another Bernoulli random variable with
probability p(y)[1 —&(y)p(y)], where

1 1
p(») 1+exp[—0.02y —In[p(»)/(1 = p(>D]’

For our simulated data, we categorized each location into distance bins using intervals of
0-25, 25-50, 50-75, and 75—-100 m.

8(y) =
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Figure 1. Distribution of simulated birds with capture histories 11, seen by first observer, 01, missed by first
observer but detected by second, and 00 missed by both observers.

Of the 935 simulated birds in the population, 257 were detected by the primary observer
and 91 were detected by the secondary observer that were missed by the primary observer.
The proportion of birds observed in the four distance intervals were 0.68, 0.52, 0.27, 0.12
for the primary observer and 0.82, 0.69, 0.38, 0.17 for both observers together (Figure 1).

With the simulated data we fit a Huggins mark-recapture model (White and Burn-
ham 1999) using the distance interval mid-point as a covariate (Moore et al. 2004;
Alldredge et al. 2006). The resulting detection probability estimates for each distance bin
were 0.77, 0.70, 0.61, 0.51 for the primary observer and 0.95, 0.91, 0.85, 0.76 for both ob-
servers combined. Obviously these are much higher than the true values and the differences
(0.13, 0.22, 0.47, 0.59) increase with distance. As expected, this translates to an estimate
of abundance 405 (SE 11) that is much lower than the true abundance with abundance only
differing by 7 in the first distance bin but by a substantially greater difference of 307 in
the last bin. From these simulated data this was not a surprise because they were generated
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with this behavior such that heterogeneity (dependence) increased with distance and no
dependence at y = 0.

We also analyzed the simulated data with distance sampling using a half-normal de-
tection function and the same distance intervals. Here we have assumed that p(0) = 1,
even though we knew that was a bad assumption. We analyzed the data from the pri-
mary observer and also the data from both observers. With the primary observer data,
the estimated detection probabilities for the four distance intervals were 0.93, 0.69,
0.38, 0.16 and the estimated abundance was 683 (SE 65) which is low because p(0)
is truly less than 1. Note that the abundance estimator for distance sampling is not
38/0.93 4+ 89/0.69 + 84/0.38 + 46/0.16 = 679.9. Instead, it is computed as 257/0.38
which uses an average probability integrated across distance. In this case, they were close
but that is not always true. The analysis of all observed distances yielded similar but ob-
viously less biased estimates because p(0) was closer to 1 by incorporating observations
of the secondary observer missed by the primary observer. The distance interval-specific
estimates of detection probabilities were 0.93, 0.71, 0.42, 0.19 and the resulting abundance
estimate was 861 (SE 72).

Finally, we fitted MRDS models to the data using the binned data likelihood (3.6) with
p(y) specified by (3.5) for a single observer and §(y) specified by (3.4) for the PI model
and 6(y) = 1 for the FI model. As expected, the FI model was inferior to the PI model
(AAICc = 9.3). This was evident in the lack of fit for the FI model (Figure 2) in compar-
ison to the PI model (Figure 3). The PI model was able to fit the flatter detection function
from the mark-recapture data (Figure 3d) and the steeper declining detection from the
distance data (Figure 3c); whereas the FI model was constrained to fit the same detection
function to both sources of data (Figure 2c—d). The estimated abundance from the FI model
690 (SE 53) was higher than the Huggins estimate 405 (SE 11), which treated distance as a
covariate in mark-recapture. In this case, with the FI assumption there was a gain by includ-
ing £, but that is not always the case, as we show later. Regardless, the estimates from
both the Huggins and FI models were much lower than estimates derived from distance
sampling which assumed that p(0) = 1 because bias in detection probabilities at distance
from unmodeled heterogeneity offset the gain from letting p(0) < 1. The abundance esti-
mate from the PI model 932 (SE 124) was much closer to the true abundance of 935 in the
simulated population.

S. REVISITING THE WARBLER SURVEY DATA

Here, we re-evaluate our warbler data using MRDS under both FI and PI assumptions.
Remember from above we had modeled warbler abundance using mark-recapture with dis-
tance as a covariate and estimated abundance (567) whereas distance sampling estimates
with data from the primary (745) or both (835) observers were significantly higher. Here,
we fit an additional set of MRDS models following the simulated example above to the
warbler survey data using the binned data likelihood (3.6) with p(y) specified by (3.5)
containing various combinations of covariates and either §(y) = 1 for FI model or §(y)
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Figure 2.  Fitted MRDS model to simulated data with full independence assumption. (a) fitted probability density
f=p.)r(y)/ fow p.(u)m (u) du and scaled histogram of the observed distances, (b) fitted detection function
p.(y) and scaled histogram of the observed distances, (c) fitted detection function p(y) and scaled histogram of
the observed distances for the primary observer, (d) fitted conditional detection function p(y)3(y) and histogram
representation of interval-specific probabilities derived from Huggins removal model from MARK, (e) assumed
dependence function §(y) = 1.

specified by (3.4) for the PI model. Because we also have the ability to incorporate ex-
planatory covariates on the detection function, for this example analysis, we used the num-
ber of days from the estimated peak time (DaysFromPeak) for warbler territorial activities
(20 April) to model the potential effect of changes in warbler reproductive phenology on
detection. We also evaluated an effect of date (Date) as an additional option for explaining
temporal variation in detection (Collier et al. 2010). We also considered a covariate with
two levels for lighter (<66%) and heavier (>66%) canopy cover (CC). Canopy cover could
attenuate calls and reduce visual detections because golden-cheeked warblers nest in the
canopy. Finally, we grouped observers into experienced (graduate students) and inexperi-
enced (technicians) observers (experience) as we expected that observer experience would
influence detection rates.

In all cases, we found FI models were inferior to PI models (see Table 1). The lowest
ranking (based on AICc) PI model was AAICc = 12.9 units higher than the highest ranked
FI model. As found in the simulated data, the PI model fit the flatter detection function from
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Figure 3. Fitted MRDS model to simulated data with point independence assumption. (a) fitted probability
density f(y)=p.(y)m(y)/ fow p.(u)m (u) du and scaled histogram of the observed distances, (b) fitted detection
function p (y) and scaled histogram of the observed distances, (c) fitted detection function p(y) and scaled
histogram of the observed distances for the primary observer, (d) fitted conditional detection function p(y)d(y)
and histogram representation of interval-specific probabilities derived from Huggins removal model from MARK,
(e) fitted dependence function §(y) with §(0) = 1.

Table 1. Model selection table and abundance estimates for models fitted to 2008 double-observer point sam-
pling of golden-cheeked warblers in Texas.

Full Independence Point Independence
Model AAICe N AAICc N
~distance 31.1 570.4 13.2 868.0
~distance + CC 31.2 572.7 11.9 870.4
~distance + Date 329 571.9 14.6 873.6
~distance + DaysFromPeak 28.2 575.2 8.4 877.1
~distance + experience 304 570.3 9.0 876.1
~distance + CC + Date 31.2 576.0 11.8 880.3
~distance + CC + DaysFromPeak 26.1 585.1 4.7 883.3
~distance + CC + Date + experience 31.0 575.2 7.7 932.6

~distance + CC + DaysFromPeak + experience 26.3 582.5 0.0 904.0
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Figure 4. Point independence MRDS model fitted to the golden-cheeked warbler survey data with formula
~distance + CC + DaysFromPeak + experience for p(y) using Equation (3.5). (a) fitted probability density
fO)=p.ry)/ fow p.(u)m (1) du and scaled histogram of the observed distances, (b) fitted detection function
p.(y) and scaled histogram of the observed distances, (c) fitted detection function p(y) and scaled histogram of
the observed distances for the primary observer, (d) fitted conditional detection function p(y)3(y) and histogram
representation of interval-specific probabilities derived from Huggins removal model from MARK, (e) fitted
dependence function §(y) with §(0) = 1.

the mark-recapture data (Figure 4d) and the steeper declining detection function from the
distance data (Figure 4c); whereas the FI model was constrained to fit the same detection
function to both sources of data (Figure Sc—d). Estimated abundance 904 (SE 88) from the
best PI model (~distance + CC + DaysFromPeak + experience) was substantially greater
than estimated abundance 585 (SE 18) from the best ranked FI model (~distance + CC
+ DaysFromPeak). The bias due to unmodeled heterogeneity inherent in fitting the same
detection function to both data sources is clear. With the best model, FI estimated abun-
dance exceeded the mark-recapture abundance estimate by approximately 18. However,
when allowing for different detection functions, addressing unmodeled heterogeneity, the
estimated abundance was substantially greater than the mark-recapture abundance estimate

(337) and likely represents a more accurate estimate.
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Figure 5. Full independence MRDS model fitted to the golden-cheeked warbler survey data with for-
mula ~distance + CC + DaysFromPeak for p(y) using Equation (3.5). (a) fitted probability density
fO)=p.r(y)/ fow p.(u)m (1) du and scaled histogram of the observed distances, (b) fitted detection function
p.(y) and scaled histogram of the observed distances, (c) fitted detection function p(y) and scaled histogram of
the observed distances for the primary observer, (d) fitted conditional detection function p(y)8(y) and histogram
representation of interval-specific probabilities derived from Huggins removal model from MARK, (e) fitted de-
pendence function assuming §(y) = 1.

6. DISCUSSION

We demonstrated that unmodeled heterogeneity will bias detection probabilities and
cause abundance estimates derived from mark-recapture methods for avian point sampling
to be negatively biased. Additionally, we have shown how the often used distance sam-
pling assumption of p(0) = 1 can also result in negatively biased abundance estimates.
Mark-recapture distance sampling provides a robust form of estimation that improves on
the weaknesses of both methods. However, while the FI and PI assumptions provide alter-
native modeling options, we have shown that the PI model guarantees a reasonable expec-
tation that estimates from the combined approach will be as large as the estimate based on
distance sampling assuming p(0) = 1.

Even though we can model heterogeneity using covariates or develop non-specific mod-
els for heterogeneity (Pledger 2000), they cannot cope with extreme heterogeneity where
some animals are essentially undetectable. Point-based surveys of birds will likely have
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extreme heterogeneity due to forest cover. Detection heterogeneity due to variation in vo-
calizations or visual cues is difficult to model and mark-recapture data will likely be dom-
inated by the most detectable birds that were detected by both observers. This heterogene-
ity effect will typically increase with distance and models using only mark-recapture are
likely to conclude that detection probability does not decrease with distance (Alldredge et
al. 2006; Butler et al. 2007).

While PI models were clearly better in our example, that assessment was based on
distance sampling assumptions. The lack of fit associated with FI could also result from
failures of the assumptions. First, the observed pattern could appear if birds were truly at
higher density near the point center because point locations were not selected at random
relative to bird distribution. Second, if observers routinely underestimated distance, more
birds could be recorded near the point center that were really farther away. Finally, at-
tractive or random movement prior to detection would inflate the number of birds near the
point center. All distance sampling assumptions, other than p(0) = 1 must hold for MRDS.
We believe all of the MRDS assumptions are quite reasonable for our golden-cheeked war-
bler example. Points were selected randomly from within patches of woodland habitat,
observers were trained in distance estimation and only needed to assign distances to one
of two bins and the effect of any movement was reduced by restricting the counts to a 5
minute interval. If the MRDS assumptions are likely to fail for a particular application,
one alternative is using mark-recapture with distance as a covariate. If that is the only vi-
able option, we recommend collecting as many relevant detection covariates as possible
with the knowledge that abundance estimates may be negatively biased due to unmodeled
heterogeneity.

Mark-recapture distance sampling with PI does require the assumption that §(0) = 1;
however, it is a far less restrictive assumption than §(y) = 1 or p(0) = 1. Inclusion of
covariates for detection probability may help to ensure that §(0) = 1 but any unmodeled
heterogeneity at y = 0 will also bias PI methods (Buckland, Laake, and Borchers 2010).
Alternatively, limiting independence (Buckland, Laake, and Borchers 2010) may be useful
if §(0) > 1 but it can generate implausible estimates in some cases.

Avian ecologists have generally accepted that methods such as mark-recapture or dis-
tance sampling, when appropriately used, will provide unbiased estimates of population
size via their accounting for imperfect detection. Nichols, Thomas, and Conn (2009) pro-
vided a recent review of point sampling methods and included a brief description of MRDS.
However, they did not provide guidance on the reliability of the various methods. We have
shown that unmodeled heterogeneity can bias estimates of detection and hence population
size. Obviously, it is not possible to address all potential factors influencing detection het-
erogeneity. Thus, population estimates based on mark-recapture alone are likely to exhibit
substantial negative bias, even if distance is included as a covariate. We hope that this paper
will serve as a catalyst for greater understanding and future discussion on the limitations

of mark-recapture and benefits of MRDS in point sampling.
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SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIALS

R-Package mr (mark-recapture point transect) includes all code and data used in the
paper (mrpt.zip file).

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

We wish to thank the landowners for access to their properties for our surveys as well as numerous technicians
and graduate students for assistance collecting field data. We especially thank J. E. Groce for directing field
operations for this study. We appreciate review and constructive comments on initial drafts of this manuscript by
Eric Rexstad, Steve Buckland, Jay Ver Hoef, and Devin Johnson. We also appreciate comments by the associate
editor and an anonymous referee which significantly improved this manuscript. Field work was supported by the
Texas Department of Transportation; Department of Defense; Office of the Secretary of Defense; United States
Army, Ft. Hood; and Texas Parks and Wildlife Department. Any use of trade, product, or firm names in this
publication does not imply endorsement by the U.S. Government.

[Accepted January 2011. Published Online March 2011.]

REFERENCES

Alldredge, M. W., Pollock, K. H., Simons, T. R., and Johnson, D. H. (2006), “Estimating Detection Probabilities
from Multiple-Observer Point Counts,” The Auk, 123, 1172-1182.

Alpizar-Jara, R., and Pollock, K. H. (1996), “A Combination Line Transect and Capture Recapture Sampling
Model for Multiple Observers in Aerial Surveys,” Environmental and Ecological Statistics, 3, 311-327.
Borchers, D. (1996), “Line Transect Estimation With Uncertain Detection on the Trackline”. PhD thesis, Univer-

sity of Cape Town, South Africa.

Borchers, D. L., Zucchini, W., and Fewster, R. M. (1998), “Mark-Recapture Models for Line Transect Surveys,”
Biometrics, 54, 1207-1220.

Borchers, D. L., Buckland, S., Goedhart, P., Clarke, E., and Hedley, S. (1998), “Horvitz-Thompson Estimators
for Double-Platform Line Transect Surveys,” Biometrics, 54, 1221-1237.

Borchers, D. L., Laake, J. L., Southwell, C., and Paxton, C. G. M. (2006), “Accommodating Unmodeled Hetero-
geneity in Double-Observer Distance Sampling Surveys,” Biometrics, 62, 372-378.

Buckland, S. T. (2006), “Point-Transect Surveys for Songbirds: Robust Methodologies,” The Auk, 123, 345-357.

Buckland, S. T., Laake, J., and Borchers, D. (2010), “Double Observer Line Transect Methods: Levels of Inde-
pendence,” Biometrics, 66, 169-177.

Buckland, S. T., Anderson, D. R., Burnham, K. P,, Laake, J. L., Borchers, D. L., and Thomas, L. (2001), Intro-
duction to Distance Sampling: Estimating Abundance of Biological Populations, Oxford: Oxford University
Press.

Burnham, K. P., and Anderson, D. R. (2002), Model Selection and Multimodel Inference: A Practical Information-
Theoretic Approach, New York: Springer.

Butler, M. J., Ballard, W. B., Wallace, M. C., Demaso, S. J., and McGee, B. K. (2007), “Aerial Surveys for
Estimating Wild Turkey Abundance in the Texas Rolling Plains,” Journal of Wildlife Management, 71, 1639—
1645.

Butterworth, D. S., Best, P. B., and Basson, M. (1982), “Results of Analysis of Minke Whale Assessment Cruise,
1980 and 1981,” Report. International Whaling Commission, 32, 819-834.

Chen, S. X. (2000), “Animal Abundance Estimation in Independent Observer Line Transect Surveys,” Environ-
mental and Ecological Statistics, 7, 285-299.



POINT-BASED MARK-RECAPTURE DISTANCE SAMPLING 407

Collier, B., Morrison, M. L., Farrell, S. L., Campomizzi, A. J., Butcher, J. A., Hays, K. B., MacKenzie, D. 1.,
and Wilkins, R. N. (2010), “Monitoring Endangered Species Occupying Private Lands: Case Study Using
the Golden-Cheeked Warbler,” Journal of Wildlife Management, 74, 140-147.

Cook, R. D., and Jacobson, J. O. (1979), “A Design for Estimating Visibility Bias in Aerial Surveys,” Biometrics,
35, 735-742.

Eberhardt, L. L. (1968), “A Preliminary Appraisal of Line Transects,” Journal of Wildlife Management, 32, 82—
88.

Efford, M. G., and Dawson, D. K. (2009), “Effect of Distance-Related Heterogeneity on Population Size Esti-
mates From Point Counts,” The Auk, 126, 100-111.

Farnsworth, G. L., Nichols, J. D., Sauer, J. R., Fancy, S. G., Pollock, K., Shriner, S. A., and Simons, T. R. (2005),
“Statistical Approaches to the Analysis of Point Count Data: A Little Extra Information Can go a Long Way,”
USDA Forest Service Gen. Tech. Rep. PSW-GTR-191, 736-743.

Farnsworth, G. L., Pollock, K. H., Nichols, J. D., Simons, T. R., Hines, J. E., Sauer, J. R., and Brawn, J. (2002),
“A Removal Model for Estimating Detection Probabilities From Point-Count Surveys,” The Auk, 119, 414—
425.

Gates, C. E. (1968), “Line Transect Method of Estimating Grouse Population Densities,” Biometrics, 24, 135—
145.

Graham, A., and Bell, R. (1989), “Investigating Observer Bias in Aerial Survey by Simultaneous Double-Counts,”
Journal of Wildlife Management, 53, 1009-1016.

Huggins, R. (1989), “On the Statistical Analysis of Capture Experiments,” Biometrika, 76, 133—140.

Innes, S., Heide-Jorgensen, M. P., Laake, J. L., Laidre, K. L., Cleator, H. J., Richard, P., and Stewart, R. E. A.
(2002), “Surveys of Belugas and Narwhals in the Canadian High Arctic in 1996,” in NAMMCO Scientific
Publications 4, eds. M. P. Heide-Jorgensen and O. Wiig, Tromso: North Atlantic Marine Mammal Commis-
sion, pp. 169—190.

Kissling, M. L., Garton, E. O., and Handel, C. M. (2006), “Estimating Detection Probability and Density From
Point-Count Surveys: A Combination of Distance and Double-Observer Sampling,” The Auk, 123, 735-752.

Laake, J. (1999), “Distance Sampling With Independent Observers: Reducing Bias From Heterogeneity by Weak-
ening the Conditional Independence Assumption,” in Marine Mammal Survey and Assessment Methods, eds.
G. W. Garner, S. C. Amstrup, J. L. Laake, B. F. J. Manly, L. L. McDonald, and D. G. Robertson, Rotterdam:
A A BALKEMA, pp. 137-148.

Laake, J., and Borchers, D. (2004), “Methods for Incomplete Detection at Distance Zero,” in Advanced Distance
Sampling, eds. S. Buckland, D. Anderson, K. Burnham, J. Laake, D. Borchers, and L. Thomas, Oxford:
Oxford University Press, pp. 108—189.

Laake, J., Dawson, M., and Hone, J. (2008), “Visibility Bias in Aerial Survey: Mark-Recapture, Line-Transect or
Both?” Wildlife Research, 35, 299-309.

MacKenzie, D. I, Nichols, J. D., Royle, J. A., Pollock, K. H., Bailey, L. L., and Hines, J. E. (2006), Occupancy
Estimation Modeling: Inferring Patterns and Dynamics of Species Occurrence, Amsterdam: Elsevier.

Manly, B. F. J., McDonald, L. L., and Garner, G. W. (1996), “Maximum Likelihood Estimation for the Double-
Count Method With Independent Observers,” Journal of Agricultural, Biological, and Environmental Statis-
tics, 1, 170-189.

Moore, J. E., Scheiman, D. M., Swihart, R. K., and Murphy, M. T. (2004), “Field Comparison of Removal and
Modified Double-Observer Modeling for Estimating Detectability and Abundance of Birds,” The Auk, 121,
865-876.

Nichols, J. D., Thomas, L. L., and Conn, P. B. (2009), “Inferences About Landbird Abundance From Count
Data: Recent Advances and Future Directions,” in Modeling Demographic Processes in Marked Populations,
eds. D. L. Thomson, E. G. Cooch, and M. J. Conroy, Dordrecht: Springer Science+Business Media, LLC,
pp. 201-235.

Nichols, J. D., Hines, J. E., Sauer, J. R., Fallon, F. W., Fallon, J. E., and Heglund, P. J. (2000), “A Double Observer
Approach for Estimating Detection Probability and Abundance From Point Counts,” The Auk, 117, 393-408.



408 J. L. LAAKE ET AL.

Otis, D. L., Burnham, K. P., White, G. C., and Anderson, D. R. (1978), “Statistical-Inference From Capture Data
on Closed Animal Populations,” Wildlife Monograph.

Pledger, S. (2000), “Unified Maximum Likelihood Estimates for Closed Capture-Recapture Models Using Mix-
tures,” Biometrics, 56, 434—442.

Pollock, K. H., and Kendall, W. L. (1987), “Visibility Bias in Aerial Surveys: A Review of Estimation Proce-
dures,” Journal of Wildlife Management, 51, 502-510.

Pulich, W. M. (1976), The Golden-Cheeked Warbler: A Bioecological Study, Austin: Texas Parks and Wildlife.

R Development Core Team (2009), “R: A Language and Environment for Statistical Computing,” URL
http://www.R-project.org. ISBN 3-900051-07-0.

Ramsey, F. L., and Scott, J. M. (1979), “Estimating Population Densities From Variable Circular Plot Surveys,”
in Sampling Biological Populations, eds. D. R. R. Cormack and G. Patil, Fairfield, MD: International Co-
operative Publishing House, pp. 155-181.

Southwell, C., Borchers, D., Paxton, C., Burt, W., and De La Mare, L. (2007), “Estimation of Detection Proba-
bility in Aerial Surveys of Antarctic Pack-Ice Seal,” Journal of Agricultural Biological and Environmental
Statistics, 12, 41-54.

Walter, M. J., and Hone, J. (2003), “A Comparison of 3 Aerial Survey Techniques to Estimate Wild Horse Abun-
dance in the Australian Alps,” Wildlife Society Bulletin, 31, 1138-1149.

White, G. C., and Burnham, K. P. (1999), “Program MARK: Survival Estimation From Populations of Marked
Animals,” Bird Study, 46, 120-139.


http://www.R-project.org

	Point-Based Mark-Recapture Distance Sampling
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Demonstrating the Problem
	Independence and Unmodeled Heterogeneity

	Mark-Recapture Distance Sampling
	Likelihood Structure and Levels of Independence
	Likelihood Structure and Binned Distances
	Abundance Estimation

	Example Using Simulated Data
	Revisiting the Warbler Survey Data
	Discussion
	Supplementary Materials
	Acknowledgements
	References



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (ISO Coated v2 300% \050ECI\051)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Perceptual
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /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 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts false
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /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 true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /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 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 150
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /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 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 <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 <FEFF004a006f0062006f007000740069006f006e007300200066006f00720020004100630072006f006200610074002000440069007300740069006c006c0065007200200039002000280039002e0033002e00310029002e000d00500072006f006400750063006500730020005000440046002000660069006c0065007300200077006800690063006800200061007200650020007500730065006400200066006f00720020006f006e006c0069006e0065002e000d0028006300290020003200300031003000200053007000720069006e006700650072002d005600650072006c0061006700200047006d006200480020>
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [595.276 841.890]
>> setpagedevice


