
 

Regulatory Impact Statement – Addendum 

Including 17 year-olds, and non-imprisonable traffic offences that can result in a 
conviction, in the youth justice system 

Agency disclosure statement 

This regulatory impact statement is an addendum to the Regulatory Impact Statement (RIS) 
Including 17 year-olds, and non-imprisonable traffic offence that can result in a conviction, in the 
youth justice system.   

This addendum should be read in conjunction with that RIS.  In particular, the paper compares the 
likely outcomes, costs, benefits and risks of new proposals against the likely outcomes, costs, 
benefits and risks of the proposal to include all 17 year olds in the YJ system. Proposals in this paper 
are not being compared against a decision to keep the affected 17 year-olds in the adult justice 
system. 

This addendum addresses a number of proposals that have been developed in response to direction 
from the Cabinet Social Policy Committee (SOC). 

SOC requested proposals that generate a greater distinction between 17 year-olds and other young 
people (i.e. 14 – 16 year-olds), particularly for those 17 year olds who are serious and recidivist 
offenders.  
Each of these options is assessed against the option of including all 17 year-olds in the youth system 
under the existing youth justice settings (i.e. against the option of treating 17 year-olds the same 
way 14 – 16 year-olds are currently treated).  This was the joint Ministries’ preferred option in the 
original RIS. 

The primary limitation to the following analyses has been the lack of sufficient time to fully analyse 
the refined proposals against a range of options, and to carry out a detailed assessment of the 
impact of the  proposals on the cost-benefit of including all 17 year-olds in the youth system (as was 
carried out in the original RIS). 

While additional proposals have been developed, original proposals aimed at all young people (i.e. 
14 – 17 year-olds) are also being retained.  That is, a strengthened judicial discretion for all serious 
and recidivist offenders is still proposed, as is a decision to include non-imprisonable traffic offences 
that can result in a conviction. Both of these proposals are assessed in the original RIS. 

 

 

 

 

Richard Schmidt 
General Manager 
Criminal Justice 

  



Introduction 

On 9 November 2015, the Minister of Justice and the Minister for Social Development took a 
proposal to SOC to include 17 year-olds in the youth justice system.  In doing so, the Ministers 
recommended that the existing legislative discretion for Youth Court Judges to transfer all young 
offenders (i.e. 14 – 17 year-olds) to adult courts for sentencing be strengthened. This is to ensure 
serious or recidivist young offenders are more consistently sentenced in an adult court (i.e. the 
District or the High Court) when doing so is deemed more appropriate to apply sanctions.  
SOC requested additional proposals that generate a greater distinction between 17 year-olds and 
other young people (i.e. 14 – 16 year-olds) particularly those who are serious and recidivist 
offenders. 

To address SOC’s concerns, additional proposals have been developed, and are assessed in this 
addendum to the original RIS. 

The primary proposal is to: 

• Include all 17 year-olds in the youth system, but 17 year-olds charged with an offence with a 
maximum penalty of at least 14 years imprisonment would be transferred – immediately on 
their first appearance in the Youth Court – to the relevant adult court; 

Further proposals have been developed to address the potential risk that 17 year-olds present to the 
safety of other young people in the youth justice system, due to the simple fact that they may be 
significantly older than other young people (i.e. 14 year-olds). 

• 17 year-olds deemed a risk to the safety of others in youth justice facilities will be eligible to 
be remanded in an adult facility – upon a joint application to the Youth Court by the 
Department of Corrections and MVCOT; 

• 17 year-olds who receive a custodial order from the Youth Court will be subject to a joint 
psychological assessment, by the Department of Corrections and MVCOT, to determine if 
they should serve their order if an adult or youth facility – to ensure that the safety of other 
young people in youth facilities is not put at risk; 

• the Youth Court, for any 17 year-old,  should be able to cancel a Supervision with Residence 
order and substitute another order (including an order for conviction and transfer to the 
District Court if available) for failure to comply with the terms of the order or their youth 
justice plan. 



New Proposal Include all 17 year-olds in the youth system, but 17 year-olds charged with an offence with a maximum penalty of at least 14 
years imprisonment would be transferred – immediately on their first appearance in the Youth Court – to the relevant adult 
court. 

Description All 17 year-olds charged with offences such as aggravated robbery, rape, and wounding with intent to cause grievous bodily 
harm would be dealt with in the relevant adult court (this process is the same as for murder or manslaughter charges).  
This group will receive minimal Police youth aid involvement once charged. The majority will be arrested and promptly 
charged because of the seriousness of these offences. A very small number of cases with this level of offending may not be 
charged, and will be referred to youth aid (in line with s208(a), such as historic offences). 
In 2019 88 cases involving 17 year olds charged with an offence with a maximum penalty of at least 14 years imprisonment 
would be captured by this decision. This is 88 cases that under the original proposal would have been dealt with in the Youth 
Court – it is in addition to 20 cases involving 17 year-olds charged with offences at this level that would always have been 
dealt with in the adult system (i.e. under existing settings as currently applied to 14 – 16 year-olds). 

  

Assessment criteria Positive Negative 

Impact on assumed 
reduction in reoffending 

 As the estimated 15% reduction in reoffending would be 
foregone among these 17 year-olds 

Impact on cost-benefit 
analysis 

Benefits and costs will offset each other to an unknown degree. 
This proposal would improve the average cost-benefit ratio because the benefits from reduced reoffending among this cohort 

of 17 year-olds is below average (due to their likelihood of incarceration over the next 10 years), while their costs – if dealt with 
in the Youth Court – would be among the highest.  The loss of the benefit of a 15% reduction in reoffending may therefore be 
more than offset by the cost savings of not dealing with them in the Youth Court. However, for every additional 17 year-old 
who receives a prison sentence the CAPA protocol will need to be used, which may offset the cost savings from not dealing 

with them in the Youth Court. 

Impact on Māori  Because they are over-represented in the justice system, this 
proposal will disproportionately affect Māori. It also will not 
reduce over-representation of Māori in the justice system by 
as much as a decision to include all 17 year-olds would have. 

Impact on public safety  As the estimated 15% reduction in reoffending would be 
foregone among these 17 year-olds – which means more 
reoffending will impact the community in the future than 
would otherwise occur. However, this impact is minimised by 
this cohort’s limited size. 

Impact on integrity of 
justice system 

This approach – i.e. continuing to treat some serious offending 
by 17 year-olds in the adult system - is likely to help retain 
public confidence in the justice system while significant 
change is implemented. 

This proposal could create a risk to public confidence in the 
justice system and Police. Police charging decisions could 
result in significantly different consequences for 17 year-olds 
for similar offences and situations (e.g. 6 years imprisonment 
vs no conviction). Guidelines to support consistent charging 
behaviour will be important.  

Impact on agencies 
(practicality) 

This proposal will have limited practicality issues for agencies, 
as this approach is already established for all young people 
charged with murder or manslaughter. Furthermore, these 17 
year-olds are already dealt with in the adult system, so 
divergence from how other 17 year-olds would be treated 

 

Alignment with child-
centred IIC reforms 

 This proposal does not align with the child-centred reforms as 
it is promoting children (as defined by UNCROC) to be treated 
as adults. 

Conclusion The Ministries of Justice and Social Development are comfortable with this proposal. Given the importance of retaining public 
confidence in the justice system while implementing such a significant change, the Ministry considers including 17 year-olds in 
the youth system while transferring this small number of 17 year-olds to the adult system represents a justifiable trade-off. 
While the estimated reduction in reoffending for this cohort will be foregone, the impact of reoffending by this group is already 
circumscribed by its small size. 

 



New Proposal 17 year-olds deemed a risk to the safety of others in youth justice facilities will be eligible to be remanded in an adult facility 
– upon a joint application by the Department of Corrections and MVCOT to the Youth Court  

Description Currently, all young persons in the youth justice system can only be detained in youth facilities (or, in limited circumstances, 
Police cells) on remand.  This decision would allow 17 year-olds only to be detained in an adult facility (i.e. youth wing or unit 
of a prison) if they present a significant risk to the safety of others also housed in those facilities. 
If MVCOT and Corrections jointly determine a 17 year-old should be housed in a youth unit of an adult facility to ensure the 
safety of other young people housed in a youth justice residence, they would be able to jointly apply to the Youth Court for 
this to happen – on either the young persons’ first appearance, or on subsequent appearances. 
In cases where there are no suitable options in Corrections or MVCOT facilities, remand in Police custody will remain an 
option under s238(1)(e) of the Children, Young Persons and their Families Act. 
However, youth justice residences remain the default place of detention for young people. 

 

Assessment criteria Positive Negative 

Impact on assumed 
reduction in reoffending 

Minimal to none.  It is only to apply in extreme circumstances, 
and young people impacted will still receive youth system 
services while only being remanded in youth wings of adult 
facilities. 

 

Impact on cost-benefit 
analysis 

 Marginal – there may be some additional costs associated 
with applications to the Youth Court. 

Impact on Māori Likely limited impact on Māori as small numbers predicted.  

Impact on public safety Improved. The safety of young people housed in youth 
facilities will not be jeopardised by 17 year-olds included in 
the youth system. As adult facilities are more secure, there 
will be less chance of 17 year-olds who present a serious risk 
to the safety of others absconding. 

 

Impact on integrity of 
justice system 

Improved as a result of more secure options for 17 year-olds 
who are potentially more dangerous than 14 – 16 year-olds.  
Furthermore, as it is decided by the Youth Court, will ensure is 
only used when appropriate. 

 

Impact on agencies 
(practicality) 

This proposal will reduce some demand for use of youth 
justice residences by MVCOT as those 17 year olds would 
remand in youth unit operated by Corrections. 

Some resource implications for the Department of 
Corrections, MVCOT and the Youth Court, as a result of the 
application process – both in agreeing a process for making a 
joint application, carrying out a joint application, and assessing 
a joint application. 
While Corrections may be required to house more remanded 
17 year-olds than would otherwise be the case, resource 
implications are nil as they currently already manage more 17 
year-olds than they would under proposed new settings. 

Alignment with child-
centred IIC reforms 

 This proposal does not align with the child-centred reforms as 
it is promoting children (as defined by UNCROC) to be treated 
as adults. 

Conclusion The Ministries of Justice and Social Development support this proposal. We consider the proposal presents an appropriately 
targeted approach to the custody of a 17 year-old who presents a serious risk to the safety of others in the youth justice 
residence (especially noting the difference in age and maturity between a 14 year-olds and a 17 year-old).  Furthermore, 
considering the decision to remand in an adult facility ultimately rests with the Youth Court, any risk that a 17 year-old is 
remanded inappropriately is minimised. 



 

New Proposal All 17 year-olds who receive a custodial order from the Youth Court will be subject to a joint psychological assessment, by 
the Department of Corrections and MVCOT, to determine if they should serve their order if an adult or youth facility – to 
ensure that the safety of other young people in youth facilities is not put at risk 

Description Currently, only young people who receive a prison sentence from an adult court are eligible to serve that sentence in an 
adult facility (i.e. if a young person receives a custodial order from the Youth Court, they cannot serve that order in an adult 
facility). To determine where young people who receive a prison sentence from an adult court serve that sentence, the 
Corrections Placements for Young People (CAPA) 2014 Protocol is used. This means that a joint CYF – Corrections 
psychological assessment of the young person is carried out to determine whether a young person should serve their 
custodial sentence in a CYF or Corrections facility. 
This decision would allow for 17 year-olds only who receive a Youth Court custodial order to be considered eligible to serve 
that order in an adult facility - if they present a significant risk to the safety of others also housed in a youth justice 
residence. This would also be determined by a revised CAPA protocol (revised to account for this new function).  Youth 
justice residences remain the default place of detention for young people. 

 

Assessment criteria Positive Negative 

Impact on assumed 
reduction in reoffending 

 Potential for a lower reduction in reoffending among those 17 
year-olds receiving Youth Court orders who are placed in an 
adult facility – as they may not rehabilitate as much as if they 
were placed in a youth justice residence. However, this is 
impact will be minimised by the fact that it is expected only in 
extreme circumstances will 17 year-olds be placed in an adult 
facility – youth justice residences remain the default place of 
detention for all young people. 

Impact on cost-benefit 
analysis 

 Marginal – MVCOT and Corrections will need to carry out 
more CAPA assessments, but this is minimised by fewer 17 
year-olds receiving Youth Court custodial orders due to 
automatic transfer of 17 year-olds charged with serious 
offences (i.e.  offences with 14 year + penalty) to an adult 
court. 

Impact on Māori Likely limited impact on Maori given likely small volumes.  

Impact on public safety Improved. The safety of young people housed in youth 
facilities will not be jeopardised by 17 year-olds included in 
the youth system. As adult facilities are more secure, there 
will be less chance of 17 year-olds who present a serious risk 
to the safety of others absconding.  

 

Impact on integrity of 
justice system 

Improved as a result of more secure options for 17 year-olds 
who are considered dangerous.  Furthermore, as it is based on 
an existing mechanism which is currently applied to 14 - 16 
year-olds, it does not represent a significant change to existing 
measures. 

 

Impact on agencies 
(practicality) 

 Implementation - some resource implications for Corrections 
and MVCOT as the CAPA protocol is revised. 
Application – minimal - the CAPA protocol is already used for 
all 17 year-olds receiving custodial sentences. 

Alignment with child-
centred IIC reforms 

 This proposal does not align with the child-centred reforms as 
it is promoting children (as defined by UNCROC) to be treated 
as adults. 

Conclusion The Ministries of Justice and Social Development support this proposal – noting that it is a continuation of the way 17 year-olds 
who receive adult sentences are currently assessed for placement. As these 17 year-olds are currently housed in adult prisons, 
it is appropriate to consider if they should continue to be housed in them even though they are dealt with in the youth system – 
noting that the assessment will be focused only on the risk they present to the safety of others in youth facilities. 

 



New Proposal The Youth Court, for any 17 year-old,  would be able to cancel a Supervision with Residence order and substitute another 
order (such as an order for conviction and transfer to the District Court) for failure to comply with the terms of the order or 
their youth justice plan 

Description Currently, there is already the ability for the Youth Court to substitute a Supervision with Residence order for another order 
(including an order for conviction and transfer to the District Court for sentencing) if the young person absconds. A new 
District Court sentence may be appropriate in these circumstances because by absconding the young person has 
demonstrated that a more secure facility is necessary. 
Under this proposal, this ability to transfer to the District Court for sentencing would be extended to include 17 year-olds 
who do not comply with the terms of their plan.  However, in addition to absconding, a District Court sentence is likely to 
only be appropriate if the 17 year-old is violent. 

 

Assessment criteria Positive Negative 

Impact on assumed 
reduction in reoffending 

Negligible – anticipated to only apply in extreme 
circumstances 

 

Impact on cost-benefit 
analysis 

As above  

Impact on Māori Limited impact given likely small numbers predicted.  

Impact on public safety Improved. The safety of young people housed in youth 
facilities will not be jeopardised by 17 year-olds included in 
the youth system.  

 

Impact on integrity of 
justice system 

Improved as a result of more secure options for 17 year-olds 
who are potentially more dangerous than 14 – 16 year-olds.  
Furthermore, as it is based on an existing mechanism which is 
currently applied to 17 year-olds, it does not represent a 
significant change to existing measures. 

 

Impact on agencies 
(practicality) 

Minimal – is already an established mechanism, and 
anticipated to only apply in extreme circumstances 

 

Alignment with child-
centred IIC reforms 

 This proposal does not align with the child-centred reforms as 
it is promoting children (as defined by UNCROC) to be treated 
as adults. 

Conclusion The Ministries of Justice and Social Development support this proposal.  The proposal essentially tweaks an existing mechanism 
to ensure that any justifiable reason can lead to an order being substituted for an adult court sentence, especially if a 17 year-
old carries is unmanageably violent in a youth justice facility.  As the decision ultimately rests with the Youth Court, any 
possibility that this occurs when not appropriate is adequately minimised. 



Conclusions and recommendations 

The Ministries of Justice and Social Development support implementation of all of the proposals 
discussed in this paper.  We note that all of these proposals are put forward in the context of a 
decision to include 17 year-olds in the youth justice system generally, and only apply to 17 year-olds.  
These proposals have only a marginal impact on the benefit, including the cost-benefit, of that 
decision: 

• 17 year-olds generally will still overwhelmingly benefit from the decision;  

• those 17 year-olds impacted by decisions relating to the safety of others in youth justice will 
still receive much of the benefit of the youth justice system; and 

• the threshold for the immediate transfer of 17 year-olds to an adult court is set at a 
justifiably level (in the context of the older age of 17 year-olds), and will apply to 
approximately only 4% of the total population of 17 year-olds who have actions taking 
against them by Police. 

As well as having only a marginal impact on the benefit of including 17 year-olds in the youth justice 
system generally, these decisions are expected to contribute to public confidence in the overall 
decision to include 17 year-olds in the youth justice system.  Given the importance of maintaining 
confidence in the justice system, the proposals assessed in this paper are deemed to be reasonable 
and proportionate. 

We also note that the three options relating to the detention of 17 year-olds are complementary.  
They all relate to the appropriate detention of 17 year-olds who present a risk to the safety of other 
young people in youth justice facilities.  Each option allows for more secure detention of 17 year-
olds in the youth wing or unit of an adult facility, at different stages of detention (i.e. remand, 
sentencing and once in custody).  Furthermore, youth justice residences will remain the default 
place of detention for young people. 

Having an option for more secure detention of 17 year-olds at the various stages of detention will 
help to ensure that 17 year-olds are detained in youth justice facilities as often as possible consistent 
with the safety of others.  By knowing that there are further options for more secure detention at 
sentencing and during custody, agencies will not have to make assumptions about a 17 year-olds 
future behaviour. 

Consultation 

The Ministry of Social Development (including Child Youth, and Family and the Investing in Children 
Programme), the Department of Corrections, the Treasury, and New Zealand Police have been 
consulted on, and are comfortable with, these proposals. 

 



<<
  /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


