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Dear Sir

KPMG submission on “Related parties debt remission”

KPMG is pleased to make a submission on the above Officials issues paper which responds to
the Commissioner’s finalised QB 15/01 on debt capitalisation and tax avoidance.

General submissions

We strongly support the proposal to ensure that a related party debt remission does not give rise
to debt remission income. This will, if the circumstances in which it applies are appropriately
specified, provide a welcome and quick resolution to the problem raised by QB 15/01. We
acknowledge that a law change provides the most pragmatic approach to resolving the problem.

We continue to have concerns that the limited solution proposed does not provide a
comprehensive solution to the question of the tax treatment of debt remission income. For
scenarios outside the proposed solution, there will be a greater risk that QB 15/01 can be
successfully applied by the Commissioner. A more extensive solution is required.

We see the specific legislative response proposed as an interim measure. A longer term (but
still relatively short) process is required to resolve these problems.

Detailed submissions
Our detailed comments are attached and in summary:
Section 1

e Record our view that the Commissioner’s QB 15/01 is incorrect but supports a legislative
response due to the time that a dispute would take to resolve the position through the Courts.

Section 2 and Appendix 1

e Consider available responses to QB 15/01 to make our assumptions and approach more
transparent;
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Section 3

e Outlines our understanding of the proposal including its scope, our expectation that
consideration will be deemed to be provided on a debt remission and notes our concern that
scenarios outside the scope of the proposal will be at greater risk of QB 15/01 applying;

Section 4

e Submits that the scope should be extended to cross-border transactions which is consistent
with the BEPS project but notes that this may create deductible/non-(withholding) taxable
results and therefore proposes the deeming rule apply for the purposes of the Act;

Section 5

e Submits that the domestic rule should apply where there is an asymmetry in the tax
treatment of a debt remission.

Section 6

¢ Submits for a broad rule which applies when there is no deduction for the lender while
acknowledging that this is in the absence of detailed information on the original avoidance
concerns that led to the introduction of the debt remission rules. This is consistent with
New Zealand’s lack of a capital gains tax;

Section 7

e Addresses the specific technical questions that have been asked including a reason why all
debt parking scenarios should be included in the solution;

Section 8

e Considers an alternative approach of a specific consideration rule for debt capitalisation
which does not apply for existing disputes or any rulings where the taxpayer applies them as
an approach which allows debt remission income to be managed without debt remission
income arising. However, this is not a preferred option as it does not deal with non-
company debt remissions;

Section 9

e Submits that whether the proposal, as modified in line with our submissions, or the
submitted alternative is implemented, the need for the debt remission rule as a broad anti-
avoidance rule should be reconsidered and replaced with targeted rules if the concerns
remain valid.

Section 10

e The Commissioner’s QB 15/01 operational position should be to apply the position
prospectively only.
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General comment

We appreciate that this question has been both controversial and difficult. Many taxpayers,
especially those with experience of overseas tax systems, cannot see any justification for the QB
15/01 conclusion or New Zealand’s general approach. They express frustration with their
inability to restructure companies in a manner which has been commercially accepted and
practiced from before the advent of the financial arrangement rules. They incur costs in
maintaining effectively dormant companies because the even low risk of a tax liability does not
warrant a dispute with the Commissioner.

We therefore wish to acknowledge the Minister’s willingness to have the matter accorded a high
priority and the relative speed with which Officials have developed a solution which can be
consulted on.

Further information
We would be pleased to discuss any aspect of our submission.

Please do not hesitate to contact us, (John Cantin on 04 816 4518 or Darshana Elwela on 09 367
594), if you would like to discuss this submission in greater detail.

Yours sincerely

e O e . EJa

John Cantin Darshana Elwela
Partner National Tax Director
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DETAILED COMMENTS on Related Parties debt remission
1 Commissioner’s finalised view on debt capitalisation

Incorrectness of the view

The Commissioner’s QB 15/01 conclusion relies on a conclusion that Parliament did not
contemplate that a debt capitalisation’s effect would “avoid” the consequences of a debt
remission. We continue to have significant concerns with the Commissioner’s view.

The debt capitalisation approach to dealing with related party debt was well known by taxpayers
and Inland Revenue Policy. No policy concerns were ever raised and, anecdotally, debt
capitalisation was encouraged as a solution to debt remission problems by Inland Revenue
Policy.

This is because the debt remission rules were included to address avoidance concerns. It was
considered difficult to draft an appropriate rule to address those concerns so a debt remission
rule was included. The debt remission rules were not intended to apply when those avoidance
concerns did not arise.

In our view, these factors and the additional submissions we made on the draft item, support the
contrary conclusion that Parliament did in fact contemplate that debt capitalisation is not tax
avoidance. We note the reasonableness of that conclusion can be confirmed by the Minister’s
announcement

Options to overturn the conclusion

However, in the absence of legislation, a taxpayer’s only option to correct the Commissioner’s
view is to dispute the conclusion through the Courts. This is a solution with an unacceptably
long time frame. Despite our view (and that of many others) of the incorrectness of the
conclusion, this significant period of uncertainty will unnecessarily constrain commercial
responses to dealing with related party debt.

Accordingly, we support a legislative response.
2 Potential responses to QB 15/01

We have attached as an appendix our summary of the potential responses to QB 15/01. This
provides background to our more detailed submissions below and makes our approach and
thinking more transparent.

3 The proposed solution
We understand that:

e the key principle is that the current asymmetric treatment of related-party debt remissions
and capitalisations is an anomaly where there is no economic benefit to an owner; and

e the proposed solution is for remission income not to arise when a debt is remitted for certain
ownership and entity scenarios.
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Covered scenarios

The core proposal is that there should be no debt remission income when the debtor and creditor
are both in the New Zealand tax base and are members of the same wholly-owned group of
companies. The issues paper also proposes extending this treatment to debtors that are
companies or partnerships, if all of the debt remitted is owed to shareholders or partners and if
there would be no dilution in each shareholder or partner’s ownership interest if the debt was
capitalised instead.

Effect of the proposal

We are not certain but we assume that the proposal will be achieved by deeming consideration
to be given and received for the purposes of the financial arrangement rules. Under this
approach, no base price adjustment income will arise when the debt is remitted. We assume that
this also means that the lender will not be entitled to any bad debt deduction.

The effect of the amendment for QB 15/01 would be that as no income arises under a debt
remission, a debt capitalisation does not avoid any income so that section BG 1 cannot apply.

However, QB 15/01would not be addressed for those scenarios outside the scope of the
proposal. Where debt is capitalised outside the narrow scope of the proposal, the Commissioner
would be able to argue that parliament did not contemplate, in these scenarios, a debt
capitalisation as a means to avoid the effect of the debt capitalisation rule. This would worsen
the position for those in that scenario.

Support for proposal
We support the proposal but consider that it must be considerably extended.
4 Inbound debt capitalisation should also be within scope

The issues paper states that further policy work is underway on whether the proposed legislative
solution should also apply to debt remissions/capitalisations by non-resident shareholders (i.e.
“inbound debt capitalisations”). This is therefore outside the scope of the current proposal, with
associated risks for taxpayers (see Inland Revenue’s operational approach).

We understand that the issues paper does not include these scenarios due to concerns that the
proposal would encourage “excessive deductions” against the tax base by non-resident
investors. Although we acknowledge that the Government is entitled to consider these issues
and that such consideration may lead to law changes, the debt remission issue is not an
appropriate place to consider and deal with those concerns.

Extending the proposal is within current settings and consistent with the BEPS
project

In our view, New Zealand’s thin capitalisation and transfer pricing rules are correctly aimed at
addressing those concerns. The ability to capitalise or remit the debt has not been a factor in
foreign investors’ debt funding (although it may have influenced the choice of debt instrument).
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The Commissioner’s incorrect conclusion in QB 15/01 should not be used as a means of
buttressing these rules. To the extent there are concerns about over deductions, the primary thin
capitalisation and transfer pricing rules are the appropriate place to address these concerns.

Further, these concerns are being addressed by the OECD’s Base Erosion and Profit Shifting
project. Its objective is to have tax paid where there is economic activity and to avoid both
double taxation and double non-taxation. To the extent there are over deduction concerns, the
OECD actions are promoting an outcome that has higher equity and lower interest deductions in
a high tax jurisdiction (and the reverse in low tax jurisdictions).

If the proposal does not extend to inbound debt scenarios, the Commissioner will be placing a
further tax cost to achieving the desired outcome of less debt in New Zealand. Extending the
proposal to inbound debt is consistent with the BEPS project.

Amendments to the proposal may be required if extended

We understand that the solution is to deem consideration for the purposes of the financial
arrangement rules. The effect of this will be to preserve interest deductions for the New
Zealand borrower without giving rise to a withholding tax liability if the debt is remitted. This
is because the interest may not have been paid if it is simply (and correctly) accrued in terms of
the instrument.

We assume that would be an unintended result.

The choices would therefore be:

e to deny the interest deduction; or

e to deem interest to be paid and withholding tax can therefore be paid.

We prefer the first option which could be achieved by deeming only the principal (including
capitalised interest) amount to be paid. This would mean that the borrower would have base
price adjustment income equal to the interest it has not paid.

If the borrower is to preserve its deduction, the debt would need to be capitalised rather than
remitted and the interest would be paid and withholding tax would apply. We note that the
policy objectives for this choice would need to be clearly articulated so that the Commissioner
is not encouraged to apply section BG 1 to this method of preserving the borrower’s interest
deduction.

5 Domestic tax base scope for the proposal is too narrow
We believe the proposal should be wider.

The underlying principle is that there should be no adverse tax consequences if there is an
asymmetry in result and no change, overall, in the ownership of the debtor or in the owners’ net
wealth. The latter results in a limitation of the proposal to wholly owned groups and pro rata
scenarios.

We agree with the proposition that there should be no tax consequences if there is no change in
economic situation or wellbeing. However, the limited proposal does not address the asymmetry
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of treatment. As currently proposed, the solution will not be applicable if debt and equity are
not issued pro-rata and/or where not all shareholders are creditors.

In these situations, where debt is converted to equity, regardless of the level of existing
shareholding, there is no additional value created. The tax consequences should be neutral, as
they were in the absence of the Commissioner’s statement. Debt capitalisations in these
circumstances do not challenge the asymmetry principle above. Therefore, the legislative
response should be wider to encompass scenarios where the lender is not entitled to a deduction
on the base price adjustment.

In the domestic context, we note that the deeming rules would mean that the borrower’s
deduction would be preserved while the lender would continue to have financial arrangements
income. As consideration would be deemed paid, no deduction would arise on a BPA for the
lender.

6 Broader response to the debt remission problem

In our view, a broader response needs consideration because any borrowing outside the scope of
the legislated response will have a greater risk of the debt capitalisation anti-avoidance rule
being applied to them. This is because the lack of legislative response is likely to be taken by
the Commissioner as support for the view that Parliament did not intend debt remission income
to be “avoided” by debt capitalisation for situations outside the scope of the legislated response.

The asymmetry debt remission problem applies for a wide range of circumstances. We consider
that this asymmetry is inconsistent with New Zealand’s general lack of a comprehensive capital
gains tax. We also note that New Zealand’s approach is generally inconsistent with the rest of
the world.

To address the problem, we consider, in the absence of a clear view of the original avoidance
concerns (but see section 9 below), that the problem could be broadly addressed by deeming no
remission income for the principal amount remitted where the lender is not entitled to a
deduction.

This would allow all associated person lending to be within the scope of this rule. It should
only exclude lending by those in the business of lending which are within the New Zealand tax
base. We acknowledge that at the margin there will be some lending where the borrower will be
unsure whether a deduction is available. In those cases, a requirement that the parties agree the
position which they consistently apply could be imposed.

7 Technical issues
We make the following comments in relation to the various technical issues in Chapter 4:

e Accrued interest — the issues paper seeks feedback on a rule to disallow a creditor a bad
debt deduction for associated persons’ interest receivable. (This would require the debtor
and the creditor to have knowledge about the bad debt deduction, which the issues paper
considers should be the case with a related-party debt remission or capitalisation.) Prima
facie, denying a bad debt deduction to the creditor seems reasonable if the debtor does not
have income arising and in fact its deduction is preserved. However, we believe this rule

5840362 _1 7



Policy and Strategy
KPMG submission on “Related parties debt
remission”

29 April 2015

should be limited to situations where the debtor can make use of their interest deductions,
such as under section DB 31(5).

e Transitional rule — we are concerned about the potential complexity of any rule which
attempts to claw pack previous bad debt deductions.

e Debt parking — we support excluding debt covered by the debt remission/capitalisation
proposal from the debt parking rules.

Further, if we have correctly stated the proposed solution, we consider that debt acquired
from a third party can be within the scope of the proposed rules. Under the proposal, the
effect of deemed consideration on remission of debt, is that the lender would have income
equal to the difference between the face value of the debt and the acquisition price of the
debt. The borrower would have no further income. This is the same result as if the debt
was capitalised.

We note that under the QB 15/01 view, the borrower would have tax avoidance income of

the whole of the debt despite the lender also having income. For example, if an associated

person acquired a $100 debt for $85, on a debt capitalisation, the lender would have $15 of
income. Despite this, the QB 15/01 view would be that the borrower has no economic cost
and has $100 of BG 1 taxable income.

This is a further example of the incorrectness of the approach.

e Dividends — we support the extension of the dividend exemption to remissions of
shareholder debt by a company.

o Amalgamations — we support consequential amendments to the amalgamation rules to make
these consistent with the core proposal.

8 Alternative interim approach

As we have indicated at section 3 and in appendix 1, there are alternative approaches. The
proposed solution has a number of problems. We consider an alternative.

Broad outline

An alternative approach would be to introduce a declaratory rule in the base price adjustment
provisions to confirm that the issue of shares to satisfy a financial arrangement obligation is
valuable and accepted consideration. The effect of such a rule would be to confirm that
parliament contemplated that a debt capitalisation did not avoid the consequences of a debt
remission.

It would also be unnecessary to legislate a rule to deem consideration to have been provided for
other purposes of the Act. The QB 15/01 view makes it clear that the Commissioner considers a
debt capitalisation does provide consideration in the absence of BG 1 applying. It would be
surprising if the Commissioner considered there was tax avoidance if the result was that
withholding tax and taxable income arises.
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Limiting the application of the rule
We understand that such a provision could affect existing disputes and tax positions.

We note that the amendments to the non-disclosure right in the Tax Administration Act ((to
make the right effective in a Court discovery) did not apply to existing disputes. This meant
that a taxpayer could not use the fact of the amendment in a current dispute. An equivalent rule
could be drafted for this alternative approach. However, a taxpayer should be able to use the
provision if it was successful in its dispute and in any case to ensure that it did not have debt
remission income if it subsequently capitalise the debt.

It is also possible that the Commissioner has issued rulings to taxpayers. Taxpayers should be
able to continue to apply such rulings despite the amendment. We acknowledge that taxpayers
would only do so if the ruling was favourable to their position. We consider that this is an
appropriate outcome as the Commissioner has issued any such rulings in the knowledge of the
outcome. The Commissioner had alternative, sound and non-frivolous policy reasons for
reaching a different conclusion. Applying such a rule will encourage the Commissioner to
consider alternative policy positions when she considers the application of section BG 1.

Debt remissions remain adversely affected

A concern with this approach is that a debt remission would still give rise to income. The
current proposal removes that concern for those within its scope. It removes inadvertent debt
remissions which occur mainly in a cross-border scenario (when the home jurisdiction does not
impose any tax cost on a debt remission) but also in domestic scenarios where advice is not
taken before a capital restructure.

Non company scenarios remain adversely affected

For many businesses, a partnership or a trust is the chosen business structure. An approach
which focuses only on debt capitalisations would mean that debt remissions with such entities
would not have their debt remission problems solved. For the rule to be effective, the
confirming consideration rule would need to be supplemented by rules which contemplated an
economically equivalent rule for non-company structures. We have not in the time available
developed such a rule but note that it is unlikely to be a simple rule.

Conclusion

We have tested the proposal against an alternative. Although the alternative can be made to
work for company debt capitalisation, it does not solve the problem for a number of scenarios
which the proposal does cover. In the absence to a solution to these scenarios under the
alternative approach, the current proposal with a wide application is a better solution.

9 The core question of debt remission

In our view, QB 15/01 by raising the debt remission problem, means that a broader solution is
required. With both the proposals (original modified as submitted or the alternative approach),
the broader question of the correct tax treatment of debt remission income remains.
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The debt remission rule is an avoidance rule. The original avoidance concerns are difficult to
discern but we understand that the concerns were to do with loss generation and trading.

Since 1986, there have been many and substantial amendments to the Act to protect the tax
base. It is not clear whether those amendments have removed or reduced those concerns. (It
would however be surprising if those amendments had not reduced those concerns).

However, we now have nearly 30 years experience with the financial arrangement rules and
with taxpayer’s commercial and business models. It should therefore be possible to reconsider
the concerns to test that they remain valid.

The Government should support the inclusion of debt remission on the work programme with a
view to:

e Determining whether the avoidance concerns which led to the debt remission rule remain
valid;

e Determining an appropriate treatment which deals with scenarios where those avoidance
concerns do not arise; and

e Determining an appropriate targeted response to those avoidance concerns rather than a
general rule which applies when those concerns do not apply.

10  Inland Revenue’s operational approach

The treatment of inbound debt capitalisation is also relevant in the context of Inland Revenue’s
proposed operational approach for dealing with debt capitalisations already undertaken.

The issues paper states that Inland Revenue will not devote resources to determining whether
debt remission income should arise in situations covered by the core legislative proposal. While
this is a welcome clarification, as the current proposal excludes inbound debt capitalisations,
technically these are still at risk of Inland Revenue audit. As the Commissioner’s view is that
debt capitalisations generally comprise tax avoidance (and this will presumably not change if
inbound debt capitalisations are outside scope), there is no limitation on Inland Revenue re-
assessing past inbound debt capitalisations. This creates significant historic risk for taxpayers.

As detailed in paragraph 2.19 of the issues paper, debt capitalisation have been a common debt
management tool for many years and largely unchallenged until the release of the
Commissioner’s draft view in June 2014. Prior to this, there was no published Inland Revenue
view on debt capitalisations, to suggest these may be tax avoidance.

If inbound debt capitalisations (and/or certain non-wholly-owned NZ debt capitalisations
scenarios) are not within scope of the legislative solution, at a minimum, Inland Revenue should
not be able to apply section BG 1 to transactions undertaken before the release of the
Commissioner’s draft statement. This is necessary to preserve equity and certainty for
taxpayers.
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Issue

Option

Comment

Section BG 1 applies to a
debt capitalisation as
Parliament did not
contemplate that it could be
used to “avoid” debt
remission income

Test Parliamentary
contemplation in Court

(as Inland Revenue has not
accepted taxpayer arguments
to the contrary, it is assumed
that this is the only way that
Inland Revenue would accept
the incorrectness of its view)

Probably 10+ years solution
unless a declaratory
judgement on QB 15/01 can
be obtained

Amend section BG 1

Unlikely to be accepted by
Government or Officials due
to the risk that it “weakens”
the current Inland Revenue
favourable court decisions

Capitalisation is not within
Parliament’s contemplation

Amendment to ensure it 1S
clear that Parliament
contemplated a debt
capitalisation so an
avoidance conclusion cannot
be drawn

Officials’ have concerns that
this will impact on certain
litigation but it should be
possible to draft application
date in such a way that
existing disputed transactions
and rulings are not affected

This does not address the
common overseas approach
of remitting debt or non-
company situations

Remission creates income

Limited (tied to relationship
between the parties)
retrospective amendment to
deem no remission income
(unclear from the issues
paper whether deems
consideration or not, assumed
that it will)

Officials preferred route

Risk that the line drawn is,
for taxpayers, too narrow
(e.g. excludes cross-border)
and, for fiscal position, too
wide
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Broader (i.e. not tied to
relationship between the

parties) removal of remission | potentially a more significant

income:

e General amendment;

e For principal only
(allows remission of
income consequences
flow); and/or

e Only where the lenderis | ® This addresses the

not entitled to a
deduction for its loss.
Remission of interest
would still be income.

Slows down the correction of
the capitalisation issue as

piece of work

e Unspecified original
“avoidance” concerns
might be opened up so
defining and addressing
these would be a key
requirement;

e Focusing on principal
only means that amounts

to which have given rise to

deductions (and losses)

are clawed back by a

more limited remission

rule;

problem where there is
an asymmetry in
treatment so third party
financial institution
borrowing would be the
likely only scenario
where debt remission
income arises.

5840362_1

12




<<
  /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


