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REPLY BRIEF

The Ninth Circuit eviscerated the Alaska National 
Interest Lands Conservation Act’s (“ANILCA”) limitation 
on federal regulatory authority over non-federal lands 
in Alaska. In so doing, the court validated the National 
Park Service’s (“NPS”) regulation of all non-federal 
lands within the boundaries of Alaska national parks as 
though the federal government owned those lands when 
it is Alaska and its native peoples, in fact, who own them. 
As a result, vast swaths of Alaska—nearly 20 million 
acres of State and Native corporation land—are newly 
subject to intrusive federal regulation contrary not only 
to ANILCA, but to the Alaska Native Claims Settlement 
Act (“ANSCA”) as well. Given how important these laws 
are to the people of Alaska, a Ninth Circuit ruling badly 
misinterpreting them warrants this Court’s attention. 
Absent review from this Court, any future challenge 
to this extension of NPS authority will be permanently 
foreclosed.

NPS has offered no justifi cation for declining review. 
The absence of a circuit split is irrelevant given that this 
Alaska-specifi c dispute is confi ned to the Ninth Circuit. 
The opposition thus boils down to two arguments, neither 
of which has merit. First, NPS claims the ruling is 
insignifi cant because it only reaches navigable waters. 
NPS made that argument below, but the Ninth Circuit 
instead ruled on the broadest possible grounds. The ruling 
must be evaluated on the actual basis for the judgment. 
Second, NPS argues that the ruling is correct or at least 
defensible on its alternative theories. But the decision is 
contrary to the text’s plain meaning, is unreasonable, and 
cannot be salvaged based on arguments even the Ninth 
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Circuit bypassed. The Court should grant the petition.

   I. The National Park Service Offers No Basis For 
Declining Review Of A Case This Important To 
The People Of Alaska.

It would be diffi cult to overstate how signifi cant the 
disposition of the 20 million acres of land in dispute here 
is to Alaskans. Petition for Certiorari (“Pet.”) 19-23. Yet 
NPS ignores the disposition of an acreage of land larger 
than eleven States and simply argues the Court should 
deny review because there is no confl ict among the circuits 
and the judgment below is correct. Brief in Opposition 
(“BIO”) 13. But there is no split because this case involves 
two statutes—ANILCA and ANCSA—specifi c to Alaska. 
Review is thus confi ned to the Ninth Circuit. The issue 
is whether the petition raises “an important question of 
federal law that has not been, but should be, settled by this 
Court.” Sup Ct. R. 10(c). The petition meets that standard. 
The BIO’s responses are not persuasive.

“Ownership of submerged lands—which carries with 
it the power to control navigation, fi shing, and other public 
uses of water—is an essential attribute of sovereignty.” 
United States v. Alaska, 521 U.S. 1, 5 (1997). That is the 
heart of this dispute. As the State’s amicus brief explains, 
“Alaska has a direct and profound interest in maintaining 
its authority to keep its waterways open without federal 
regulatory interference, as Congress intended.” Brief 
Amicus Curiae of Alaska (“Alaska Br.”) 1. Since statehood, 
Alaska has possessed the authority to manage access 
to its navigable waters by watercraft and other vessels 
and, by constitutional and statutory authority, “holds and 
controls all navigable or public water in trust for the use 
of the people of the state.” Alaska Stat. Ann. § 38.05.126.
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NPS argues that Alaska cannot identify any sovereign 
interest the decision below impairs. BIO 20-21. But this 
very case is an example, as is the permitting requirement 
at issue in the State’s companion case. Alaska Br. 17-18. 
Alaska’s obligation to ask NPS for “permission” to use, or 
otherwise establish rules and regulations to govern the 
use of its land and water, is “a drastic departure from basic 
principles of federalism.” Shelby Cnty., Ala. v. Holder, 133 
S. Ct. 2612, 2618 (2013).

The State also identifi ed other nationwide regulations 
that interfere with its sovereignty. 36 C.F.R. § 2.17(a) bans 
helicopter use, which would foreclose access to remote 
areas for scientifi c studies (among other things); 36 C.F.R. 
§§ 1.4(a) and 4.10 prevent use of all-terrain vehicles, an 
essential mode of transport on Alaska’s isolated trails 
and winter ice highways; 36 C.F.R. § 5.3’s commercial use 
restrictions would cripple commercial fi shing, hunting, and 
tourism industries in and near Native villages. Alaska Br. 
20-21. The fact that NPS has not yet imposed all of them 
in Alaska is not the point. The decision has granted NPS 
plenary authority to do so. These sovereignty implications 
alone warrant review.

This case also is vitally important to Alaska Natives. 
Brief Amicus Curiae of Ahtna Inc., et. al. (“Ahtna Br.”); 
Brief Amicus Curiae of Arctic Slope Regional Corp. 
(“ASRC Br.”). Under ANCSA, which settled claims 
between Alaska Natives and the United States, the Native 
corporations hold title to 18 million acres of land and water 
that the Ninth Circuit’s ruling implicates. Ahtna Br. 5. 
In fact, the Ahtna group’s brief, which was submitted 
on behalf of roughly 60,000 Native Alaskans, includes 
a map that is a sobering illustration of how dramatic an 
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effect the Ninth Circuit’s decision has on the disposition 
of Native territory. The ruling makes “meaningful 
economic development impossible” and will scuttle ongoing 
“resource development projects on these lands, including 
mining and oil and gas projects on which millions of dollars 
have already been spent.” Id. 1.

ASRC’s amicus brief highlights the signifi cance of this 
dispute for Native communities. “ASRC is owned by 12,000 
Iñupiat Eskimo shareholders” and its “lands, including 
its inholdings within federal CSU’s, have high potential 
for oil and gas development, other mineral development, 
tourism, and other economic uses. These acres are also 
critically important to ASRC’s shareholder communities 
for village use and subsistence fi shing and hunting.” ASRC 
Br. 1-2. The ruling threatens “economic development” 
of their land and the “subsistence rights” of the Alaska 
Natives who live off of it. Id. 3.

The decision, moreover, injures hunters and Alaska’s 
tourism industry. To the economic benefi t of all Alaskans, 
sportsmen come from around the world to enjoy the Alaska 
wilderness. Yet the decision below, as this case illustrates, 
“threatens the ability of hunters and guides generally 
throughout Alaska to access hunting opportunities located 
both inside and outside the boundaries of CSUs managed 
by the NPS.” Brief Amicus Curiae of Safari Club Int’l 
(“Safari Club Br.”) 5. In particular, the Ninth Circuit’s 
ruling jeopardizes the ability of sportsmen to use fl oat 
planes to access remote regions of the State. Id. 6 (citing 
36 C.F.R. § 2.17(a)). “Hunters need to be able to land fl oat 
planes on the waters running through National Preserves 
to reach the bear, moose, caribou, sheep, goat and other 
species that Congress directed the NPS to make available 
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to them to hunt.” Id. 8. The recreational and economic 
ramifi cations of inhibiting hunters’ access to the Alaska 
wilderness are signifi cant. Id. 9-14.

The case is personally important for Mr. Sturgeon 
too. It is no small thing to be threatened with federal 
prosecution by armed NPS offi cers for using a state-
licensed hovercraft on state-owned lands. Pet. 15-16. 
Congressional deprivation of individual liberty is always 
a judicial concern; but when a federal agency seizes power 
Congress did not grant it, infra 9-11, the Court has shown 
special concern, Pet. 23.

NPS does not dispute any of these concerns about the 
sweep of the Ninth Circuit’s ruling. It argues instead that 
they are not presented here because the decision is far 
narrower than Petitioner suggests. According to NPS, the 
court did not hold that “nationwide park regulations” can 
be imposed on “privately-held, state-held, or Native-held 
lands” physically located in Alaska’s national parks. BIO 
21-22. NPS contends that the Ninth Circuit held only that 
it may extend those regulations to “navigable waters” on 
those lands. Id. 22.

NPS’s attempt to characterize the ruling as narrow 
is understandable, but has no foothold in the decision 
itself. To be sure, NPS below raised these alternative 
arguments, viz., that federal statutory and constitutional 
power over navigable waters was suffi cient to uphold the 
regulation, regardless of any limitation on its authority 
under Section 103 of ANILCA. BIO 15-16. But NPS fails to 
mention that the Ninth Circuit bypassed those arguments 
to reach the issue presented here. The court instead 
adopted the broadest possible holding, ruling that “even 
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assuming that the waters of and lands beneath the Nation 
River have been ‘conveyed to the State’ for purposes of 
ANILCA § 103(c), NPS’s hovercraft ban is not a regulation 
that applies solely to public lands within CSUs in Alaska.” 
Pet. App. 26a (emphasis added).

Indeed, the court repeated the holding to ensure there 
was no confusion as to its breadth:

[T]he hovercraft ban is not one that ‘appli[es] 
solely to public lands within [CSUs]’ in Alaska. 
16 U.S.C. § 3103(c). Rather, this regulation 
applies to all federal-owned lands and waters 
administered by NPS nationwide, as well as all 
navigable waters lying within national parks. 
Thus, even assuming (without deciding) that the 
waters of and lands beneath the Nation River 
have been ‘conveyed to the State’ for purposes 
of § 103(c), that subsection does not preclude 
the application and enforcement of the NPS 
regulation at issue.

Id.

The Ninth Circuit thus was explicit in holding that 
Section 103 of ANILCA did not bar NPS from regulating 
non-federal lands in Alaska pursuant to any regulation 
that applied nationwide, regardless of what interests the 
State and federal government may (or may not have) 
in navigable waters. NPS should not be permitted to 
secure the benefi t of a sweeping ruling, especially on an 
issue confi ned to the Ninth Circuit, by characterizing it as 
narrow based on alternative arguments bypassed below.
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Indeed, NPS could have appropriately confessed error 
so that the court’s broad holding would be vacated and the 
alternative arguments could be heard on remand. See, e.g., 
Alvarado v. United States, 497 U.S. 543, 544 (1990). But 
it did not. The focus of this Court’s attention, accordingly, 
must be the actual holding of the decision and its effect on 
Alaska. The holding’s consequences are indisputable. The 
alternative arguments that NPS showcases here to avoid 
review will never need to be raised in the Ninth Circuit 
again. NPS now has the benefi t of a sweeping rule that 
grants it plenary authority over all non-federal Alaska 
lands and waters.

NPS promises it will not exercise its newfound power 
unless it “dramatically shifts its regulatory approach.” BIO 
22. But that rings hollow. There is no longer any barrier 
preventing NPS from doing so. The regulated entities and 
individuals are all too aware that the federal government’s 
enforcement priorities can shift more rapidly than they or 
the courts can anticipate. As explained above, the Ninth 
Circuit’s ruling is already causing present harm. The 
decision means that the sovereignty and property rights 
the State and Native Alaskans held under ANILCA have 
been extinguished. As a consequence, the governing rule 
is deterring investment in and economic development of 
Native lands.

Finally, even if the decision were limited to navigable 
waters, it would solve nothing. Not only would it refl ect 
an expansion of NPS authority far beyond what Congress 
has authorized or the Constitution would allow, infra 9-11, 
it would cause nearly all of the same harm. The ability of 
Alaskans to make productive use of their land depends on 
access to the waterways, and the waterways themselves 
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are economically vital to Alaska. Further, the hovercraft 
rule in dispute (and other water-centric regulations) harm 
hunters and other sportsmen. If this is the legal ground 
on which NPS defends the judgment, the Court’s review 
is no less important.

II. The Ninth Circuit’s Decision Is Unsustainable 
And Cannot Be Salvaged Based On Alternative 
Arguments.

The Ninth Circuit held that Section 103(c) of ANILCA 
is no barrier to imposing nationwide regulations on non-
federal Alaska land because such regulations are not 
“solely” applicable to “public lands” in national parks. That 
interpretation of Section 103(c) cannot be defended. Pet. 
23-30. NPS barely tries. NPS just reiterates the holding 
without explaining why it follows from the statutory text. 
BIO 16. Petitioner will not burden the Court by repeating 
arguments to which there has been no response.

The most NPS is willing to say in defense of the Ninth 
Circuit’s textual analysis is that “‘solely’ cannot naturally 
be understood to reach both regulations solely applicable 
to CSUs and certain types of other regulations.” BIO 16-
17 n.7. But NPS misses the point. The function of “solely” 
in Section 103(c) is to keep NPS from regulating these 
lands and waters as if they were federally owned, while 
ensuring that federal statutes (and their implementing 
regulations) that apply across the board (such as the 
Clean Water Act) are not impaired. Pet. 28-29 (citing S. 
Rep. No. 96-413, at 303 (1979)). Under the Ninth Circuit’s 
construction, Section 103(c) serves no discernible function 
since NPS can make any regulation applicable by giving it 
nationwide effect. This Court does not interpret statutes 
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in ways that make them “pointless.” Circuit City Stores, 
Inc. v. Adams, 532 U.S. 105, 113 (2001). Unlike NPS’s 
interpretation, Petitioner’s reading gives meaning to each 
word of Section 103(c).

NPS counters that the Ninth Circuit’s interpretation 
advances ANILCA’s conservationist objective. BIO 17-18. 
Conservation was not, however, Congress’s singular focus. 
ANILCA balances conservation and Alaska’s economic 
and cultural needs. Pet. 8-11. NPS ignores the bargain 
the law struck. ANILCA’s expansion of national parks 
(i.e., the transfer of millions of acres of Alaska wilderness 
to the United States) achieved Congress’s conservationist 
goals; fencing off the non-federal land and waters now 
physically located inside those newly-expanded parks 
from intrusive NPS oversight secured Alaska’s interests. 
Only Petitioner’s construction of Section 103(c) balances 
both goals.

NPS further contends that Congress would not have 
buried an important provision in ANILCA’s maps section. 
BIO 18-19. But that too misses the point. Section 103(c) 
is in the maps section because it is part of an enactment 
that was redrawing maps that divide federal from non-
federal land. The territory that Section 103(c) applies to is 
literally allocated in those maps. It also strains credulity 
for NPS to attack as “implausible” an interpretation that 
it held itself until 1996. Pet. 12-14.

NPS’s reliance on agency deference also is mistaken. 
BIO 19. The regulation confl icts with the “unambiguously 
expressed intent of Congress.” Chevron, U.S.A., Inc. v. 
Natural Res. Def. Council, Inc., 467 U.S. 837, 843 (1984). 
Deference also is inapplicable because the interpretation is 
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“unreasonable.” United States v. Haggar Apparel Co., 526 
U.S. 380, 392 (1999). It would paradoxically prevent these 
non-federal lands from sharing in the numerous Alaska-
specifi c exemptions from nationwide NPS regulations. Pet. 
at 29-30. These “relaxations of prohibitions contained in 
the general regulations,” 61 Fed. Reg. at 35,134 (1996), 
by NPS’s reasoning, could not be shared because they 
apply “solely to public lands within [conservation system] 
units.” BIO 16 (quoting 16 U.S.C 3103(c)) (emphasis added). 
NPS does not even try to justify this absurd result. Any 
interpretation of Section 103(c) imposing all nationwide 
regulations on Native, State, and private Alaska lands—
even those rules from which Alaska federal lands have 
been exempted—is facially unreasonable.

NPS is thus left with its alternative argument that, 
no matter what, it has plenary control over navigable 
waters. BIO 15-16. But there are good reasons why the 
Ninth Circuit bypassed this issue. NPS acknowledges 
that Alaska owns the land underneath the water. The 
Alaska Statehood Act of 1958 and the “Equal Footing 
Doctrine” required it. United States v. Alaska, 545 U.S. 
75, 79 (2005). It is common ground, therefore, that these 
submerged lands are not “public lands” under ANILCA. 
16 U.S.C. § 1302(3). NPS thus does not have a statutory 
“interest” in the waters. ANILCA defi nes “‘land’” to mean 
“lands, waters, and interests therein.” Id. § 1302(1). When 
Congress ceded title over submerged lands to Alaska, the 
navigable waters above them transferred too.
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NPS’s claim to “reserved water rights” is no stronger. 
BIO 15-16. At most, ANILCA grants the United States 
rights over navigable waters to ensure a “subsistence 
way of life for rural” Alaskans. John v. United States, 
720 F.3d 1214, 1218 (9th Cir. 2013). But this case has 
nothing to do with subsistence issues, except of course 
that NPS’s claim of plenary authority actually impairs the 
ability of rural Alaskans to live off their land. ASRC Br. 3 
(“Most importantly to amicus, the Ninth Circuit’s ruling 
threatens the economic development and subsistence 
rights of thousands of Alaska Native corporation 
shareholders on their privately-held ANCSA lands within 
ANILCA-created federal conservation system units.”).

 Finally, NPS’s suggestion that the Constitution gives 
it sweeping power over navigable waters, even if ANILCA 
does not, provides no justifi cation for declining review—it 
is additional reason to grant it. BIO 15. The only possible 
sources of authority would be the Property Clause and the 
Commerce Clause. Pet. 21-22. But the idea that hovercraft 
“imperil” adjacent federal land, which would be required 
to invoke the Property Clause, is untenable. United States 
v. Alford, 274 U.S. 264, 267 (1927). And Congress has not 
granted NPS any authority under the Commerce Clause 
to regulate these waters, let alone the kind of authority it 
exercised here. State of Alaska v. Babbitt, 72 F.3d 698, 703 
(9th Cir. 1995) (“Neither the language nor the legislative 
history of ANILCA suggests that Congress intended to 
exercise its Commerce Clause powers over submerged 
lands and navigable Alaska waters.”).

* * *
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This important Ninth Circuit decision warrants 
the Court’s attention. The ruling is as sweeping as it is 
wrong. The amicus briefs that all the stakeholders—the 
State, the Native corporations, and hunters—submitted 
confi rm the case’s signifi cance. Recognizing the decision’s 
weak footing, NPS relies almost entirely on alternative 
arguments. But the Court rarely declines to review a 
signifi cant issue subject to exclusive review to one circuit 
on such grounds. The inquiry at this juncture is whether 
the actual basis for the Ninth Circuit’s ruling, which 
has controlling force absent further review, raises an 
important federal issue that should be settled. It does.

CONCLUSION

The Court should grant the petition.
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MATTHEW T. FINDLEY

Counsel of Record
EVA R. GARDNER

ASHBURN & MASON, P.C.
1227 West Ninth Avenue 
Suite 200
Anchorage, AK 99501 
(907) 276-4331
mtf@anchorlaw.com

Attorneys for Petitioner

WILLIAM S. CONSOVOY

THOMAS R. MCCARTHY

J. MICHAEL CONNOLLY

CONSOVOY MCCARTHY PARK PLLC
3033 Wilson Boulevard
Suite 700
Arlington, VA 22201

DOUGLAS POPE

POPE & KATCHER

421 West First Avenue 
Suite 220
Anchorage, AK 99501

Date: August 21, 2015



<<
  /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




