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Benoît Coeuré: Interview in L’Economie politique 

Interview with Mr Benoît Coeuré, Member of the Executive Board of the European Central 
Bank, in the issue # 66 of L’Economie politique (quarterly publication of Alternatives 
Economiques), conducted by Ms Sandra Moatti in April 2015. 

*      *      * 

Extracts of the interview were published in the May 2015 issue of Alternatives Economiques. 

The ECB has thoroughly overhauled its practices over the last few years. When you 
joined back in January 2012, were the policies we have subsequently seen, such as 
outright monetary transactions (OMTs) and quantitative easing (QE) conceivable? 
The ECB has thoroughly overhauled its practices over the last few years. When you joined 
back in January 2012, were the policies we have subsequently seen, such as outright 
monetary transactions (OMTs) and quantitative easing (QE) conceivable? 

Concerning the massive public asset purchase programme which was announced on 
22 January, why did it come so late? The ECB’s balance sheet had been shrinking for 
months and inflation was moving steadily downwards. Was the wait due to 
disagreements on the Governing Council? 
You have to see this decision in the historical sequence of successive decisions taken by the 
ECB to deal with the crisis. The issues changed pretty fundamentally in 2013–14. In 2011–12 
we were facing a crisis of fragmentation in the euro area. The priority, both from a political 
and monetary perspective, was to ensure that the euro area remained intact and that 
monetary policy was transmitted to the countries in crisis. So in late 2011 the ECB decided 
on LTROs to tackle the problems of interbank funding, since the risk of the euro area falling 
apart in summer 2012 led Mario Draghi to make his famous statement in London and 
prompted the ECB to come up with outright monetary transactions (OMTs), a tool intended to 
prevent self-fulfilling financial crises from pushing a country to leave the euro. This risk of 
break-up was overcome thanks both to the ECB and also to the will of the heads of state, 
who clearly expressed their desire to keep the euro area intact and create banking union. 

In 2013 the nature of the debate changed and became more traditional, applying to growth 
and inflation, which were too weak in the euro area as a whole. There must have been a 
moment in late 2013/early 2014 when the euro area collectively felt the financial crisis was 
over and the economy was going to pick up on its own. But growth stumbled in summer 
2014. On top of that, the tumbling oil price raised fears of possible deflation. We moved from 
a comfort zone where we thought a cyclical upturn would emerge spontaneously towards a 
more dangerous zone where inflation rates would be persistently adrift from our definition of 
price stability (i.e. 2%). That’s what finally led us to decide to buy up assets. 

In this period, we may have been partly feeling our way, or it could just have been caution. 
When you are designing an entirely new tool, you have to take time and do it properly. Our 
concern, both during summer 2012 with OMTs and in late 2014/early 2015 with asset 
purchases, was to come up with tools that would suit the specific features of the euro area 
and also find the highest possible level of consent around the table at the Governing Council. 
That needed a process of maturation and time for debate. So while some people may see a 
risk of inertia, in fact we ended up with decisions that are better designed, and ultimately 
stronger and more credible. Don’t forget that the ECB’s Governing Council has 25 members: 
there are only nine on the Bank of England’s Monetary Policy Committee. 

For instance, we had discussions on whether to buy just government securities, or corporate 
bonds too. We concluded that the trade-off between complexity and impact was less 
attractive for corporate bonds. We also talked about risk-sharing; who was going to buy, who 
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was going to shoulder the risk linked to the securities we were going to buy? You need time 
to have that debate and settle it in a way that satisfies the largest number of people. 

There is a great deal of discussion about the effects of the asset purchase programme 
(QE). What can you hope to achieve when long-term yields are already extremely low? 
Within the euro area, the transmission channel that is almost the most important in my view 
is confidence. Confidence that the ECB will take its mandate to keep inflation below, but 
close to, 2% seriously. Before we took this step there had been doubts about the willingness 
of the ECB to respect its mandate. But it was the only substantive measure possible in the 
circumstances; we had run out of conventional measures because the scope to lower key 
rates had been exhausted. 

The second channel is to lower borrowing costs, which aren’t negligible for companies and 
households. The policies combating fragmentation in the euro area have borne fruit; now 
when interest rates for government borrowing fall it has a noticeable effect on corporate 
borrowing costs across the euro area – which was not the case even two years ago. That’s 
essential if investment is to recover. Sure, rates are already low, but since QE was 
announced and implemented at the start of March long and very long-term interest rates 
have fallen significantly in all countries, including Germany and France, and even more in 
Spain, Italy and those most affected by the crisis, such as Ireland and Portugal. 

The third channel works through portfolio rebalancing: it’s still too soon to assess that. Bank 
and non-bank investors who sell us their securities have a very strong incentive to invest 
elsewhere rather than leave their money doing nothing, with deposits at the ECB 
costing -0.20% p.a. The sharp upturn in the real economy should encourage them to lend 
more to business. In that sense, the time is right: the impact of QE is being felt just as the 
recovery is being confirmed, and it will reinforce it. It’s a mechanism that is potentially 
powerful. 

The final channel, of course, is the exchange rate: this is not an objective in itself, but it 
reflects market participants’ expectations of the different monetary policies being pursued on 
each side of the Atlantic. If you include the oil price too, you have a combination of factors 
favouring recovery and investment. So as things stand right now, there is no reason to worry 
about the euro area recovering in 2015 and 2016. Mind you, all these factors are short-term. 
One possible concern is the ability to boost the potential growth of the euro area, which has 
been hit hard by the crisis. That’s more a long-term issue, though. 

Aren’t you afraid that one of the effects of QE will be to create price bubbles for 
certain assets? Doesn’t that risk clash with the price stability objective? Does the ECB 
have the means to combat these side effects? 
Our actions do have an impact on asset prices; you just have to look at the way markets 
have risen since the public asset purchases started. We monitor risks to financial stability 
very closely: Tommaso Padoa-Schioppa used to say this was in central banks’ DNA. But let’s 
not forget that the objective of monetary policy is price stability. Financial stability involves 
different tools. As far as we are concerned, it’s a question of bank regulation and 
“macroprudential” tools. 

There is one effect you didn’t mention: this policy cuts governments’ interest rate 
costs and potentially gives them room for fiscal manoeuvre again. 
That is not our objective. Monetary policy serves to guarantee price stability and support the 
productive economy. Where countries have room for fiscal manoeuvre, lowering rates 
increases the scope that can be used to support growth, particularly by increasing 
investment. Where countries do not have this room for manoeuvre, such as France, my 
advice would be to use the lower rates to lend credibility to debt reduction, rather than to 
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increase spending or cut taxes. However, that’s not a matter for the ECB to decide. It’s the 
European Commission that is the guardian of the fiscal policy framework in the euro area. 

Is sustainability of public debt one of the objectives of QE? 
No, it is not! First, it would be wrong to judge the sustainability of government debt, which is a 
long-term concept, using current yields and growth rates. The only way to make public debt 
sustainable is to cut deficits in a sustainable way and improve the productivity of the 
economy. Also, this is clearly not the philosophy enshrined in the treaties; these actually 
contain a whole series of provisions aimed at protecting the ECB from fiscal dominance, or in 
other words ensuring that monetary policy is not subject to the objectives of fiscal policy. 

OMTs and QE are monetary policy tools and have a number of safeguards to stop them from 
becoming fiscal policy instruments. With QE, for example, the ECB cannot buy more than 
one third of a country’s debt. This cap is intended to preserve market mechanisms and 
market discipline, and also to ensure that the ECB does not become the states’ lender of 
choice. 

Monetary policy always has a distributive impact on all economic agents, whatever the tool 
used. But every decision about QE, whether it be starting it or increasing or decreasing its 
scale, or its duration, will only be taken in line with the objectives of monetary policy, primarily 
the medium-term inflation outlook. 

If countries are counting on QE to gain some time, they are making a mistake. They need to 
make use of it to push through essential reforms so growth is sustainably higher. 

The ECB seems to have broadened its objectives considerably in order to preserve the 
euro area. In fact it seems to be concerned about financial stability and growth as well 
as price stability. Is the ECB now pursuing a triple objective? 
Not at all. First, in the current environment, where inflation is too low, the objective of growth 
is equivalent to the objective of price stability. Ultimately, what we have been doing since the 
start of the crisis has been aimed at ensuring price stability, but this has been done by 
supporting aggregate demand. There is no contradiction. Of course there may be situations 
where the central bank is caught in a dilemma between the objective of price stability and the 
objective of growth. But that’s certainly not the case today. In addition, looking beyond the 
current situation, the treaties specify that the Eurosystem lends its support to general 
economic policies in the Union, without prejudice to the objective of price stability. 

The situation today as far as financial stability is concerned is pretty clear. The ECB has 
three functions: a monetary function with both conventional monetary policy tools (interest 
rates) and unconventional ones (liquidity, asset purchases, etc.). Since banking union was 
put in place the ECB has also had a micro-prudential function regulating banks and a macro-
prudential role. 

So these three functions give it both an objective of price stability and also objectives of 
financial stability, but these are clearly distinct and involve different tools. They are also 
separate in terms of governance, since the EU rules entrusting banking regulation to the 
ECB make great efforts to ensure that the decision-making processes be kept apart. So we 
are attached to the principle of separation: different tools for different objectives. 

Isn’t it a little more complicated with macro-prudential policy? 
In macro-prudential matters the ECB intervenes to complement action taken at national level, 
but on a fairly limited basis – regulating banks (technically, using tools identified in the 
Capital Requirements Directive or CRD IV). For instance, it can decide to impose higher 
capital requirements on banks in a country if it feels loan growth is excessive and the 
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national authorities have not reacted. But it does not have the power to get involved in fiscal, 
structural or regulatory affairs or with players such as insurers and investment funds. 

There are plenty of people who think that a central bank with several potentially 
conflicting objectives cannot remain totally independent. What do you say to that? 
Well it’s true that an institution which has more objectives than tools has to constantly 
arbitrate between those objectives. That arbitration needs a political discussion the ECB is 
not equipped for, which is why for monetary policy we have a narrow mandate and for 
financial stability we have other tools. But there’s more to it than that. 

The ECB manages the single currency of 19 countries which do not have the same degree of 
coordination in fiscal, structural and regulatory issues as there is for monetary policy. Hence 
it has to be independent. The fact that we have a narrow mandate, price stability, allows us 
to explain what we are doing and clarify our relationship with the political sphere. It protects 
us from a very real temptation: asking the ECB to do everything. Given the lack of 
coordination between Member States and the incomplete nature of political institutions in the 
euro area, this is an irresistible temptation within the European system. The ECB holds a 
kind of fascination for all players, not just the economic ones but also those at the political 
and social level too; they all project their disappointment with economic policy onto it. When 
there is a political vacuum, fascination with the central bank flourishes. 

This is both unrealistic, because in most cases we don’t have the tools to respond to their 
expectations and to do so would frequently breach the mandate we have been given, and 
also be democratically dangerous, because we do not have the governance that would 
authorise us to do so. So having a narrow mandate allows us to spell out what the ECB can 
and can’t do and remind other players of their responsibilities and, in some cases, their 
shortcomings. It also gives us a great deal of flexibility, since the objective of price stability 
leaves us plenty of scope to choose our tools, as has been seen during the crisis. 

The ECB has found itself very exposed politically at certain times during the crisis. 
Recently in the case of Greece, its decisions to no longer accept Greek securities as 
collateral and then to limit the volume of government securities held by banks have 
been perceived as an attempt to put pressure on the Greek government. Is it legitimate 
for a supposedly apolitical institution to hold the fate of democratically elected powers 
in its hands? 
The ECB is not a political institution. Our code of conduct must be that we should avoid 
taking political decisions and refer them to the politicians. 

The best solution over the long term would be to strengthen the coordination of fiscal policies 
and perhaps to move towards a form of democratically legitimate fiscal union, which would 
make it possible to provide monetary policy with full protection against the risk of a Member 
State defaulting. But this is not where we are at present. 

What we are trying to do is protect ourselves and respect the boundary between what is 
technical and what is political by referring to a political framework, in this case the decisions 
of the Eurogroup (the group of euro area finance ministers). 

The new Greek government wants to change the content of the structural reforms, which is 
perfectly legitimate because that’s what it was elected to do. But this creates a transition 
period while the contract between the country and the rest of Europe is being redefined. That 
transition creates uncertainty, and during this time the country is no longer able to obtain 
funding on the markets. 

On 20 February the Eurogroup agreed on a discussion framework, and it is up to this body to 
decide whether to release some of the funds from the European assistance programme and 
think about a possible further programme. We have been working within this exact 
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framework. It is not up to the ECB or the Bank of Greece to finance the Greek government 
and we will make sure that this does not happen. Not only because it would be illegal – the 
Treaty explicitly prohibits a central bank from financing a government – but also because the 
opposite decision, i.e. to finance a government while a political agreement is being reached, 
would amount to a circumvention of the Eurogroup’s decision. The latter, which represents 
the democratically elected governments, has decided not to grant a bridging loan to the 
Greek government: what right then would the ECB, which does not hold a political mandate, 
have to do so? We are well aware that we will always be caught between a rock and a hard 
place: our decisions, whatever they may be, can always be interpreted politically by one side 
or another. 

However, the Eurosystem is completely fulfilling the role it has as a central bank, which is to 
finance the Greek economy. Week after week the liquidity provided to Greek banks has been 
increased. Just one figure: last December the loans granted by the Eurosystem to the Greek 
banks amounted to €45 billion. Now, in mid-April, they are at €110 billion, well over twice as 
much. So we are doing our job as a central bank for Greece but it is not our role to get 
involved in a political discussion about financing the Greek government. That discussion is 
taking place in Brussels, not in Frankfurt. 

Would you say that QE is helping immunise the euro area against the risk of an exit by 
a Member State, even if this is not its objective? 
I wouldn’t put it like that. It is certainly reducing the risk of contagion in the euro area, but the 
context right now is very different from 2012. The problem for countries such as Portugal, 
Spain and Ireland is no longer an exit from the euro area, far from it. Their main concern now 
is how to capitalise on the return of growth in order to step up the reduction in unemployment 
and return to normal as quickly as possible. I am leaving out Greece, which is a very specific 
case in the light of the discussions ongoing at the moment. 

It was Greece that I had in mind... Isn’t QE making the euro area immune to the risk of 
an exit by Greece? 
The exit of Greece is not a scenario we are working on. All the efforts being made at the 
moment are aimed at updating the relationship with Greece in the light of the new priorities of 
its government, within a framework which remains that of the euro area and which implies 
rights as well as the duty to respect the common rules. So we are not putting the question in 
those terms. 

On the question of risk-sharing, why does the ECB, through arrangements as the 
provision of emergency liquidity by the Greek central bank or the public asset 
purchase programme, pass the risk onto the national central banks? Isn’t this a sign 
of fragmentation of the euro area? 
I don’t think that’s at all the case. First of all, there is nothing new here: there have already 
been transactions where the risk was not entirely shared. For example, when we decided in 
2011 to broaden the range of collateral by allowing corporate debt (additional credit claims, 
as we call them) to serve as a guarantee, the risk was not shared. 

Furthermore, all parameters – the timetable, the volume, the intervention strategy, the 
maturities – are decided in Frankfurt by the Governing Council. 

We opted for QE on account of the specific characteristics of the euro area. Such questions 
did not arise in the United States. But we have to ask these questions because the European 
treaties clearly state that there needs to be a separation between fiscal and monetary 
policies, and that monetary policy must not fulfil fiscal objectives. The treaties also stipulate 
that there are 19 separate fiscal policies and that there is no fiscal union, no eurobonds, no 
common debt. We operate within this system, which we all decided upon in 1992. 
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The debate about eurobonds or about fiscal union is important, and justly so: it is too 
important to be decided by 25 governors one Thursday morning in Frankfurt! It is a 
fundamental topic, a deeply political one, and one which needs to be debated in every single 
Member State. Should the decision be taken one day to mutualise budgets or debt, such a 
step will require constitutional reforms in many countries. We cannot take decisions on large-
scale mutualisation of fiscal risks until there has been a political debate on the issue. I don’t 
think the political debate would benefit if such decisions were taken by unelected civil 
servants. 

And yet there is something very ambiguous about this. On the one hand, OMTs work 
on the promise of shared risk, which you reject in the context of QE... 
The two programmes have different objectives and are a response to different contexts. By 
their very design, OMTs are launched when there is a risk of a country leaving the euro area 
under pressure from the markets. So they are the expression of a need for solidarity or at the 
very least for the cohesion of the monetary union. Incidentally, the countries which are put 
under pressure by the financial markets only have access to OMTs if they have a European 
Union or IMF adjustment programme. 

QE is different. It’s a programme which is aimed at the euro area as a whole, it is in no way 
targeted. Its intention is not to affirm the cohesion of the euro area; it has a purely monetary 
intention, namely to support activity and, ultimately, inflation. There are no centrifugal forces 
within the euro area at present. QE does not respond to the same problems. Incidentally, QE 
does provide for mutualisation of 20% of the risk, between European institution bond 
purchases and government bond purchases by the ECB. 

Let’s go back to the question of fiscal union. Do you think that such a development is 
realistic? 
The ECB President contributes to the “Four Presidents’ Report” (with Donald Tusk, Jean-
Claude Juncker and Jeroen Dijsselbloem) on the future of Economic and Monetary Union 
requested by the European Council. But the ECB is obviously not a decision-maker: 
constitutional questions such as this go well beyond our remit. 

In my opinion, the history of the euro area shows that the Member States have not 
fundamentally understood the level of responsibility implied by taking part in a single 
currency. National policies – fiscal as well as structural – fail to take sufficient account of the 
reality of the euro and the fact that the decisions taken in one country have an impact on the 
others and on the stability of the single currency. The responsible national policy-makers are 
not only accountable to their own parliament but also to all their partners and have to accept 
advice and judgement. So far, the response has been to create ever more complex rules. 
These rules lend themselves to a great deal of discretion and creativity in their 
implementation, which does nothing to promote trust and credibility. The risk is that the 
governments no longer really know which rules they have to apply. 

My personal conclusion is that if sovereignty were more shared in the fiscal and structural 
area, this would re-create space for the political dimension. Rather than applying rules that 
are barely understood and then subject to obscure deals in Brussels, a certain number of 
decisions would be debated at community level, with transparency and responsibility vis-à-
vis the European Parliament and the national parliaments. I believe, for instance, that a 
common fiscal capacity within the euro area would be a good thing if it enjoys this democratic 
legitimation. 

Obviously, there is still a long way to go. We have to think about how the person who 
manages the budget (let’s say, the “finance minister” of the euro area) would be monitored 
by the national parliaments and/or the European Parliament. The ECB cannot answer 
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questions like that. All we can do is to point out a gap in a system which has not yet reached 
maturity and so remains a fragility factor. 

You expressed your concern about long-term growth. Couldn’t the ECB do more to 
relaunch investment in Europe, in particular in ecological transition? 
The issue of ecological transition is a major one, even though it is not yet really on the radar 
of the central banks, wrongly so in my opinion. The Bank of England has incorporated it into 
its research programme, which seems to me a very good thing. 

A certain number of issues linked to the way in which our societies and economies will 
manage the ecological transition ought to be better integrated by the central banks. These 
questions have a huge impact in terms of potential growth as well as financial stability (the 
climate risks can be covered more or less well by different types of financial instrument) and, 
ultimately, price stability. Monetary policy is linked to the general price level but it cannot 
ignore the structure of relative prices. We can see clearly today that one of the most 
important questions we are facing is the fall in the oil price. These questions, such as the 
consequences of a European energy policy or of different energy policies within each euro 
area country, different energy mixes, between the use of nuclear power or renewable 
energy...all these choices have an impact on the structure of relative prices and on 
convergence or divergence at the heart of the euro area. We have to understand better how 
this issue will change the way the economy works so we can adapt our monetary policy 
accordingly. 

It is not for the ECB to encourage particular investment decisions which are carbon-saving to 
a greater or lesser degree or which form part of this or that policy. To do so would be to cross 
the line between monetary and economic policy and give way to the fascination I mentioned 
earlier. And yet we can see clearly that there are very deep political disagreements which the 
ECB cannot settle, on the energy mix, the terms of the ecological transition, etc. However, 
everything we are doing at the moment forms part of an approach aimed at rekindling 
investment. Compared with the traditional policies of central banks, which are geared to the 
short term, QE is an extension of the intervention horizon of monetary policy. For instance, 
the average term of the securities purchased as part of QE is nearly nine years. So monetary 
policy is having more impact than before on the financing conditions for long-term 
investments. This is particularly crucial for financing investments linked to the energy 
transition. In short, we are creating favourable conditions for long-term investment, and it is 
up to the governments and the European institutions to take advantage of these conditions. 



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /PageByPage
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.6
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo false
  /PreserveCopyPage false
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo false
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
    /SymbolMT
    /Wingdings-Regular
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 150
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 150
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 600
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<


    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e55464e1a65876863768467e5770b548c62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200036002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc666e901a554652d965874ef6768467e5770b548c52175370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200036002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>



    /HUN <>
    /ITA (Utilizzare queste impostazioni per creare documenti Adobe PDF adatti per visualizzare e stampare documenti aziendali in modo affidabile. I documenti PDF creati possono essere aperti con Acrobat e Adobe Reader 6.0 e versioni successive.)
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020be44c988b2c8c2a40020bb38c11cb97c0020c548c815c801c73cb85c0020bcf4ace00020c778c1c4d558b2940020b3700020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200036002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken waarmee zakelijke documenten betrouwbaar kunnen worden weergegeven en afgedrukt. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 6.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>


    /SKY <>

    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>

    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents suitable for reliable viewing and printing of business documents.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 6.0 and later.)
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [600 600]
  /PageSize [595.276 841.890]
>> setpagedevice


