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May 8, 2008 WATCH
Mariano Fernandez Bermejo
Minister of Justice www.hrw.or
Ministry of Justice -TW.0r8

San Bernardo, 45
28071 Madrid
Spain

by facsimile: +34 (91) 390-2244
Dear Minister Fernandez Bermejo,

We are writing to express Human Rights Watch’s deep concern that
the government of Spain is considering the extradition of Murat
Ajmedovich Gasayev in reliance on diplomatic assurances against
torture and ill-treatment proffered by the Russian authorities. Human
Rights Watch sent a letter to the Audiencia Nacional in June 2007
expressing our concern for Gasayev’s safety upon return to Russia
and urging the court to deny the extradition request.!

Murat Gasayev, an ethnic Chechen, is wanted in connection with an
attack by an armed group on government buildings in the Republic of
Ingushetia in June 2004. Gasayev was detained for three days in
August 2004 by the Federal Security Service (FSB) in Ingushetia, and
claims that during his interrogation, he was tortured and ill-treated.
He was then released without charge. The extradition request
appears to be based on subsequent statements by another detainee,
Idris Matiev, who named Gasayev as a participant in the June 2004
actions while under interrogation by the FSB. Matiev later retracted
this statement, alleging he was subjected to beatings, torture with
electricity and threats against his family.? In April 2008, several
Ingushetia-based human rights organizations sent an open letter to
the Spanish government emphasizing that the evidence against
Gasayev had been obtained from Matiev under torture and calling on
the government to deny any request to extradite Gasayev.?

Murat Gasayev argues he faces a real risk of torture and ill-treatment,
as well as the denial of a fair trial due to the potential use of
evidence extracted under torture, if extradited to Russia.* The
widespread torture and ill-treatment, and continuing enforced
disappearances, in the Northern Caucasus in the context of
counterterrorism or counterinsurgency operations by the Russian
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security apparatus are well-documented by Russian and international rights
organizations. Numerous cases of torture of ethnic Chechens and Ingush suspected
of involvement in the June 2004 raid on Nazran and other acts of insurgency are
described in detail by the Moscow-based human rights organization Memorial in its
September 2005 report A Conveyer of Violence: Human Rights Violations During Anti-
Terrorist Operations in the Republic of Ingushetia.®

As there is no remand prison in Ingushetia, suspects are taken to Vladikavkaz, North
Ossetia, where confessions are often extracted under physical coercion by security
and law-enforcement officials. Based on those confessions, the suspects are then
prosecuted in Ingushetia. Even in the rare cases of acquittal by a court of law, those
individuals remain vulnerable to further persecution by security services.®In a
particularly disturbing case publicized by Anna Politkovskaya, unidentified armed
personnel attempted to abduct the just acquitted Murat Margoshvili directly from the
premises of the Ingushetia Supreme Court.”

Indeed, by requesting diplomatic assurances against torture and ill-treatment from
the Russian government, the Spanish authorities acknowledge the risk faced by
Murat Gasayev on return.

Alleged Post-Return Monitoring by the Committee Against Torture

We understand that the Audiencia Nacional refused Gasayev’s appeal against
extradition in large measure as a result of diplomatic assurances from the Russian
authorities contained in a set of letters transmitted to the Spanish government in
2007. These assurances included undertakings that Gasayev’s conditions of
detention would comport with Article 3 of the European Convention on Human Rights,
he would not be subjected to the death penalty, and he would be eligible for parole
after 25 years in prison if convicted to a life sentence.

Moreover, the Russian authorities guaranteed that in conformity with Part Il of the UN
Convention Against Torture, members of the Committee Against Torture would be
permitted to visit Gasayev in detention and to conduct private interviews with him.®
After a careful review of the court documents in the Audiencia Nacional proceedings,
it is clear that the guarantee of monitoring visits by the CAT played a pivotal role in
the court’s decision to approve Gasayev’s extradition.

Human Rights Watch opposes the use of diplomatic assurances against torture and
ill-treatment in any case where there is an acknowledged risk of such abuse upon
return.” Diplomatic assurances are inherently unreliable from governments in states
where torture and ill-treatment are practiced or where particular groups are routinely
targeted for such abuse, as is the case with Chechens suspected of militant activities
in Russia. Our opposition to the use of diplomatic assurances has been echoed by



the UN high commissioner for human rights, the special rapporteurs on torture and
on counter-terrorism and human rights, and the Council of Europe commissioner for
human rights, among other international human rights experts.

With respect to the involvement of the Committee Against Torture, it is critical to
point out several serious problems with the Russian authorities’ naming of the
committee to conduct post-return monitoring of Gasayev’s detention conditions and
treatment:

e To our knowledge, neither the Committee Against Torture, nor the UN Office of
the High Commissioner for Human Rights, is seized of the Gasayev case.
There apparently has been no consultation with the very organs of the UN
named as monitors.

e Thereis no provision in Part Il of the Convention Against Torture for the type of
ad hoc post-return monitoring of a single individual guaranteed by the
Russian government. Article 20 of the Convention Against Torture provides
for representatives of the committee to make a visit to a state party, but only
in the context of a more general inquiry resulting from information that torture
is systematically practiced in that state. Article 20 cannot be read as creating
a role for the committee to monitor a sole detainee as a function of a
guarantee contained in a bilaterally negotiated set of diplomatic assurances.
Such assurances are negotiated outsidethe formal UN treaty system, do not
include any enforcement mechanism, and thus are not legally binding.

e Therole of the Committee Against Torture in monitoring the implementation
of the Convention Against Torture has never involved the practice of visiting
detention centers. There is simply no precedent for this activity, and currently
there is no monitoring capacity or funding available for such monitoring. The
Russian government clearly did not intend to refer to the Optional Protocol of
the Convention Against Torture, which does establish an international
monitoring body, since Russia is a not a party to the OPCAT.

e The Committee Against Torture has issued recommendations and conclusions,
and decisions in individual petition cases, raising serious concerns about the
growing reliance on diplomatic assurances against torture and ill-treatment
by states parties to the Convention Against Torture.” The committee has also
stated that governments should not rely on diplomatic assurances against
torture from states that systematically violate the provisions of the
Convention Against Torture.™

e Post-return monitoring on an ad hoc basis cannot, in and of itself, protect a
detainee from abuse. Even if the committee had agreed to conduct visits to
Gasayev to monitor his treatment upon return, that initiative could not be
considered adequate to ensure his safety. UN High Commissioner for Human
Rights Louise Arbour has written that “Based on the long experience of
international bodies and experts, it is unlikely that a post-return monitoring
mechanism set-up explicitly to prevent torture and ill-treatment in a specific



case would have the desired effect. These practices often occur in secret, with
the perpetrators skilled at keeping such abuses from detection. The victims,
fearing reprisal, often are reluctant to speak about their suffering, or are not
believed if they do.”*?

Human Rights Watch fears that the Audiencia Nacional denied Murat Gasayev’s
appeal based on a misunderstanding of the nature of the activities in which the
Committee Against Torture engages. Moreover, we reiterate that even if such
monitoring were undertaken, it could not protect Gasayev from the real risk of torture
and ill-treatment he faces upon return to Russia.

The European Court of Human Rights

We understand that the European Court of Human Rights last month declined to
communicate an order for interim measures in Murat Gasayev’s case. While the
reasons for the court’s response to Gasayev’s petition for interim measures remain
unclear, the recent jurisprudence of the court has reaffirmed the absolute ban on
sending people to countries where they are at risk of torture and ill-treatment,
despite assurances against such abuse from the receiving state.

In the February 2008 judgment in the case of Saadi v. /taly, a unanimous Grand
Chamber reaffirmed the absolute nature of article 3 of the European Convention on
Human Rights, prohibiting torture and other ill-treatment and transfers of persons to
places where they are at risk of such abuse. The judgment also addressed the issue
of diplomatic assurances and whether a state’s duty not to deport where there is a
risk of torture or ill-treatment can be mitigated by promises of humane treatment
from the state to which the individual is to be returned. The court held that such
assurances do not automatically offset an existing risk, emphasizing “that the
existence of domestic laws and accession to treaties guaranteeing respect for
fundamental rights in principle are not in themselves sufficient to ensure adequate
protection against the risk of ill-treatment where . . . reliable sources have reported
practices resorted to or tolerated by the authorities which are manifestly contrary to
the principles of the Convention.”*

The court also concluded that even if more specific assurances were secured, the
court would still evaluate them on a case-by-case basis to determine whether the
“assurances provided, in their practical application, a sufficient guarantee that the
applicant would be protected against the risk of treatment prohibited by the
Convention.” In practice, once such a risk has been established, the court has never
found assurances capable of displacing it.*

On April 24, 2008, the European Court ruled in the case of /smoilov v. Russia that the
extradition of 12 Uzbeks from Russia to Uzbekistan would violate article 3 of the



Convention despite the diplomatic assurances against torture provided by the Uzbek
authorities. The court noted that diplomatic assurances were rejected in Saadiand
in the 1996 case of Chahal v. UKfor a deportation to the Punjab region of India,
where torture abuses were endemic and persistent. It concluded: “Given that the
practice of torture in Uzbekistan is described by reputable international experts as
systematic ... the Court is not persuaded that the assurances from the Uzbek
authorities offered a reliable guarantee against the risk of ill-treatment.”*

The assurances against torture offered by Russia in the Gasayev case merely restate
its key obligations under the European Convention on Human Rights. According to
our and others’ research, however, Russia has routinely failed to honor its legally-
binding treaty commitments and the practice of torture and ill-treatment of persons
continues, in particular against Chechens, and also in the context of counter-
terrorism or counter-insurgency cases in the Northern Caucasus. There is an
unacceptable risk that a breach of these assurances would only be discovered after
torture has already occurred.

This was the conclusion of a British court in 2003 when it rejected diplomatic
assurances from Russia with respect to Akhmed Zakaev, a Chechen official in exile.
In refusing to accept the Russian assurances, the court relied on the fact that torture
is widespread in Russia, that Chechens in particular are targeted for such abuse, and
that the Russian government could not have effective control over the vast prison
system as to guarantee Zakaev would not be tortured. Despite the personal
testimony of the deputy minister for prisons in Russia, who appeared in court to
verify the assurances, Zakaev’s extradition was refused.™

Russia Has Breached Diplomatic Assurances in the Past

The government of Russia has failed to abide by diplomatic assurances it has offered
in the past. The US government transferred seven Guantanamo Bay detainees to
Russia in March 2004 in reliance on promises from Moscow to prosecute the
detainees only on terrorism charges and to treat them humanely. Russia did neither.
Some of the men were subsequently harassed and convicted on trumped up charges.
Former detainee Rasul Kudaev, a resident of Kabardino-Balkaria in southern Russia,
was detained after an armed uprising in the provincial capital in October 2005.
According to photographs, medical records, court documents, and the testimony of
lawyers and family members, Kudaev was repeatedly beaten in custody in an effort

to compel him to confess to involvement in the uprising.”

In 2003, Russian authorities denied a delegation of the European Court of Human
Rights access to five extradited Chechens. Georgia had extradited the men in
October 2002 despite a request from the Court that it suspend any transfer until it
had had an opportunity to review the cases.”® The Russian authorities had



subsequently offered diplomatic assurances, including guarantees of unhindered
access forthe Chechens to appropriate medical treatment, to legal advice, and to the
European Court itself. In its April 2005 ruling, the Court found that Russia had
violated the European Convention (article 38) by “obstructing the Court’s fact-finding
visit and denying it access to the applicants,” having thereby “unacceptably
hindered the establishment of part of the facts in this case.”” The Shamayev court
also ruled that the extradition to Russia of one of the men remaining in Georgia
would violate Art. 3, despite the assurances of humane treatment from Moscow.

We are aware that some governments argue that diplomatic assurances should
automatically be accepted from Council of Europe member states because they are a
party to the European Convention on Human Rights and any persons returned and
subsequently subjected to torture orill-treatment will have access to the European
Court of Human Rights. The Russian authorities’ failure to comply with assurances it
made to the European Court in the Shamayev case, however, is a striking illustration
of the fact that mere accession to regional or international human rights instruments
is no guarantee that a state will comply with the obligations enshrined in those
instruments, or even with express assurances given to the European Court of Human
Rights in the course of pending proceedings.

We also draw the Spanish government’s attention to the fact that the Russian
government has an extremely poor record of implementing decisions of the European
Court of Human Rights, particularly final decisions involving abuses against ethnic
Chechens.? If Murat Gasayev were tortured or ill-treated on return to Russia, it is
unlikely that the perpetrators of his abuse—even in the event he were able to bring
and win a case at Strasbourg—would ever be held accountable.

International Expert Opinion on Diplomatic Assurances

A growing number of international human rights experts oppose the use of
diplomatic assurances against torture and ill-treatment. In March 2006, UN High
Commissioner for Human Rights Louise Arbour stated, “I strongly share the view that
diplomatic assurances do not work as they do not provide adequate protection
against torture and ill-treatment.”* As noted above, the high commissioner has also
articulated why post-return monitoring of an isolated individual cannot be regarded
as an added safeguard.??

Commenting on the UK government’s efforts to deport terrorism suspects based on
diplomatic assurances, UN Special Rapporteur on Torture Manfred Nowak has noted
that seeking such assurances “reflects a tendency in Europe to circumvent the
international obligation not to deport anybody if there is a serious risk that he or she
might be subjected to torture.”??



Thomas Hammarberg, the Council of Europe Commissioner for Human Rights, is
unequivocal in his opposition to the practice of seeking assurances against torture:

“Diplomatic assurances”, whereby receiving states
promise not to torture specific individuals if returned are
definitely not the answer to the dilemma of extradition
or deportation to a country where torture has been
practiced. Such pledges are not credible and have also
turned out to be ineffective in well-documented cases...
In short, the principle of non-refoulement should not be
undermined by convenient, non-binding promises of
such kind.*

Such categorical opposition lends weight to the proposition that diplomatic
assurances against torture do not work and undermine the non-refoulement
obligation.

Spain’s Position on Diplomatic Assurances

The Spanish government in the past has taken a critical view of diplomatic
assurances. The extradition of Murat Gasayev on the basis of diplomatic assurances
would appear to be directly at odds with statements made in December 2005 and
March 2006 by a Spanish representative during deliberations on the issue of
diplomatic assurances against torture at two expert meetings of the Group of
Specialists on Human Rights and the Fight against Terrorism (DH-S-TER) at the
Council of Europe. In June 2005, the Council of Europe’s Steering Committee on
Human Rights (CDDH) tasked the Group of Specialists with examining the wisdom of
developing guidelines for the “appropriate use” of diplomatic assurances. In the
end, the DH-S-TER recommended that no guidelines be developed for the use of
assurances, with the Spanish government at that time firmly in the corner of those
states opposing the use of assurances for transfers to risk of torture and ill-
treatment.”

At the March 2006 meeting of the DH-S-TER, a Human Rights Watch representative
attending in observer capacity noted the Spanish representative’s vocal and
steadfast opposition to the use of diplomatic assurances against torture and ill-
treatment. The Spanish representative joined a group of countries who argued, in
concert with a coalition of nongovernmental organizations including Human Rights
Watch, that diplomatic assurances against torture and ill-treatment do not mitigate
the real risk of abuse. The April 2006 final report of the meeting stated:

Certain experts considered that diplomatic assurances
concerning Article 3 ECHR treatment in the context of



expulsion procedures were inherently unreliable and
could not be regarded as having sufficient weight to
amount to an effective mitigation of the risk. They
should thus never be relied upon. Some expressed this
view for all the cases; others limited their remarks to
cases where there is a systematic pattern of torture in
the receiving State.?®

The Spanish government representative steadfastly espoused the position that
diplomatic assurances against torture undermined the non-refoulement obligation
and should not be used in cases where there was a real risk of torture and ill-
treatment upon return. Human Rights Watch thus seeks clarification regarding what
appears to be your government’s disassociation from the position taken by Spain at
the DH-S-TER meeting and possible shift toward acceptance and reliance upon
diplomatic assurances for deportations/extraditions to risk of torture.

Conclusion

To rely on diplomatic assurances to extradite Murat Gasayev would be a serious
mistake, and would place him at grave risk of serious abuse. It would fly in the face
of well-documented evidence that such guarantees of humane treatment do not
provide an effective safeguard against torture and ill-treatment. We respectfully
request that the Spanish government reject as unreliable and insufficient Russia’s
diplomatic assurances in the Gasayev case, halt its efforts to extradite Gasayev, and
refuse to seek such assurances in any future case where there is a real risk of torture
orill-treatment on return.

Sincerely,
)
Holly Cartner Joanne Mariner
Executive Director Director
Europe and Central Asia Division Terrorism and Counterterrorism
Program
cc.

Louise Arbour, UN High Commissioner for Human Rights
Claudio Grossman, Chairperson, UN Committee Against Torture
Manfred Nowak, UN Special Rapporteur on Torture



Martin Scheinin, UN Special Rapporteur on Human Rights and Counter-terrorism
Terry Davis, Council of Europe Secretary General

Thomas Hammarberg, Council of Europe Commissioner for Human Rights
Miguel Angel Moratinos Cuyaubé, Foreign Minister, Spain

* Human Rights Watch letter to the Pleno de la Sala de lo Penal de la Audiencia Nacional, June 27, 2007, on file with Human
Rights Watch.
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http://www.chathamhouse.org.uk/files/3375_ilparbour.pdf (accessed May 5, 2008).
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25 “No Guidelines on Empty ‘No Torture’ Promises: Council of Europe Rejects Minimum Standards for Diplomatic Assurances,”
Human Rights Watch news release, April 3, 2006, http://hrw.org/english/docs/2006/04/03/eu13110.htm.

26Council of Europe Steering Committee on Human Rights, Group of Specialists on Human Rights and the Fight against
Terrorism, Report of 2d Meeting, 29-31 March 2006,
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i. diplomatic assurances are sought from countries which have a proven record of torture or other ill treatment
contrary to their international obligations;

ii. the State asking for diplomatic assurances knows that the other State violates its obligations regarding
torture and therefore implicitly recognizes that torture occurs. By relying on diplomatic assurances, it
undermines efforts of the international community to ensure respect for human rights obligations;

iii. diplomatic assurances create double standards between the person protected by the assurances and other
persons in the country who may face torture without any such protection;

iv. diplomatic assurances are not necessarily legally binding;

V. it seemed that in many cases the post-return monitoring mechanisms of the respect of the fundamental rights
of the expelled person were proven not to be effective;

vi. in practice, there have been several specific cases of decisions of international monitoring organs which
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Xi. if the study of the case concludes that there is a risk, the fact that diplomatic assurances were obtained does

not change that conclusion.

10




<<
  /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
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /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

  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /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 <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /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


