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Two recent decisions of the Supreme Court of Canada provide significant insight into the nature 
and purpose of the Crown’s duty to consult with Aboriginal peoples—what it is, and just as 
importantly, what it is not—and the interplay of the duty with administrative law principles.  
Since the Court first established a general framework for the duty to consult in Haida1, Taku2 
and Mikisew3, interpretations of the duty have ranged from a simple interlocutory tool, tailor 
made for short term use in land based disputes between the Crown and Aboriginals, to an end in 
itself that threatened to make final resolution and reconciliation between the Crown and 
Aboriginal peoples an ever more distant goal. These two cases confirm that the purpose of the 
Haida consultation obligation, although a fundamental duty which the Crown must always 
scrupulously observe, is to protect unproven or established rights from irreversible harm as the 
settlement negotiations proceed. It is not an end in itself but rather a mechanism to ensure that 
the settlement of land claims and reconciliation between the Crown and Aboriginal people is not 
rendered more difficult or even moot by continued encroachment on Aboriginal rights.  In doing 
so, the Court confirmed the utility of administrative law principles, finding them to be “flexible 
enough to give full weight to the constitutional interests of the First Nation.”4 

Rio Tinto Alcan Inc. v. Carrier Sekani Tribal Council 

On October 28, 2010, the Supreme Court of Canada released its decision in Rio Tinto Alcan Inc. 
and British Columbia Hydro and Power Authority v. Carrier Sekani Tribal Council (the “RTA 
Decision”) wherein all nine justices unanimous confirmed the British Columbia Utilities 
Commission’s (the “Commission”) decision to accept the 2007 Electricity Purchase Agreement 
(“2007 EPA”) between BC Hydro and Rio Tinto Alcan Inc. The energy at the heart of the 2007 
EPA was generated by a dam constructed by Alcan in the 1950s which diverted water from the 
Nechako River. The member First Nations of the Carrier Sekani Tribal Council claim title and 
rights to the area of the Nechako River. 

During the Commission’s hearing process, the CSTC argued that the 2007 EPA was not in the 
public interest because no consultation had been undertaken with them. It alleged that the 2007 
EPA would affect water levels in the Nechako River and that, in any event BC Hydro as the  
Crown was benefiting from a historic infringement (being the original construction and damming 
of the Nechako River) for which it alleged no consultation had ever been undertaken. 

The Commission disagreed. It found that the 2007 EPA would not affect water levels in the 
Nechako River. Further, it assumed, without determining, the historic infringement of Aboriginal 
rights, Aboriginal title, and a failure by the government to consult, but concluded that “more than 
just an underlying infringement” was required to trigger the duty to consult.   

 

                                                 

1 Haida Nation v. British Columbia (Minister of Forests), 2004 SCC 73. 
2 Taku River Tlingit First Nation v. British Columbia (Project Assessment Director), 2004 SCC 74. 
3 Mikisew Cree First Nation v. Canada (Minister of Canadian Heritage), 2005 SCC 69. 
4 Beckman v. Little Salmon/Carmacks First Nation, 2010 SCC 53 at para. 47. 
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The Supreme Court of Canada upheld the Commission’s finding that no duty to consult the 
CSTC had been triggered. It reiterated the elements of the test set out in Haida for when a duty 
to consult arises and clarified some significant uncertainties that had developed in the application 
of those requirements.   

The Court also confirmed that the duty on a tribunal to consider consultation and the scope of 
that inquiry depends on the legislative mandate of the tribunal.  Tribunals are confined to the 
powers conferred on them by their constituent legislation. The legislature may delegate an 
administrative tribunal the power to engage in consultation, assess the adequacy of consultation, 
engage in both these tasks, or in neither. The key question in every case is the legislature’s intent. 
The Court however cautioned that while the legislature has the right to assign different roles to 
different actors, the duty to consult must be met in every case. Where these roles have not been 
assigned, the courts will step to provide remedies for failure to consult or to assess the 
consultation undertaken. 

Beckman v. Little Salmon/Carmacks First Nation 

On November 19, 2010, the Supreme Court of Canada released its decision in Beckman v. Little 
Salmon/Carmacks First Nation (the “Little Salmon Decision”) wherein in concurring 
judgments5, the Court found that the Little Salmon/Carmacks First Nation (“Little 
Salmon/Carmacks”) had been adequately consulted in respect of a decision by the Director of the 
Agriculture Branch of the Yukon government to approve an agricultural land grant to a private 
citizen.  

The Little Salmon/Carmacks argued that a common law duty to consult was triggered and the 
consultation undertaken was inadequate. The Yukon government disagreed arguing that in 
parties had agreed in the Little Salmon/Carmacks First Nation Final Agreement (the “Final 
Agreement”) on which situations gave rise to the duty to consult. As such, any duty to consult 
the Little Salmon/Carmacks had to be grounded in the Final Agreement; so long as the  
requirements therein had been fulfilled, the Crown’s responsibility had been met.  
 
The Majority found that the duty of honourable dealing with Aboriginal people applies 
independently of the expressed or implied intentions of the parties and that consultation was  
necessary in this case to uphold the honour of the Crown.  It was therefore imposed as a matter 
of law. However, in the present case the common law duty to consult had been adequately 
discharged. While the Minority disagreed that the common law duty to consult could be 
superimposed on the Final Agreement, it nonetheless agreed that the consultation undertaken 
was required under the Agreement and had been adequate. 

In its decision, the Majority rejected the Little Salmon/Carmacks’ argument that the duty to 
consult included a substantive right of accommodation, namely the right to have the private 
citizen’s application denied. In doing so, the Majority stated that such an argument overstates the 
scope of the duty to consult and would amount to a veto over the approval process. In coming to 
a decision, the administrative decision maker is required to not only respect the rights and  
                                                 

5 One supported by seven judges and another supported by two judges. 
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reasonable expectations of the First Nation and its members, but also those of other Yukon 
residents to good government. The decision maker balanced these interests and the decision to 
approve the application was reasonable.  

Discussion 

Both cases are significant in the context of the evolving nature of Canada’s distinctive approach 
to reconciliation with Aboriginal peoples and will be of considerable interest to all those 
practicing aboriginal law.  However, the cases are also of broader interest for those whose 
practices are infused with the theory and practice of administrative law.   

The relationship between administrative law concepts of natural justice and procedural fairness 
on the one hand and the Crown’s obligation to Aboriginal people on the other has long been the 
subject of debate.6  In Haida, the Supreme Court of Canada identified the duty to consult to 
protect asserted rights prior to resolution.  However, Haida provided little guidance either in 
theory or in practice, on how to reconcile a statutory decision maker’s express statutory 
obligations with the new found obligation imposed by the Court.  Taken together, the RTA and 
Little Salmon Decisions provide considerable guidance on both the theory and practice of 
Aboriginal consultation.   

From a theoretical standpoint, the Court made clear that administrative law principles are not to 
be abandoned as soon as Aboriginal rights are invoked.  To the contrary, administrative law 
norms can be employed to assist in realizing the objectives that the Supreme Court of Canada 
established on the path to reconciliation.  In Little Salmon, the Court noted the “link” between  
constitutional doctrine and administrative law and its “procedural safeguards” including not only 
natural justice but the broader notion of procedural fairness.  The Court expressly confirmed: 
 

Administrative law is flexible enough to give full weight to the constitutional interests of 
the First Nation.7  

From a practical standpoint, administrative tribunals must continue to look to their enabling 
statutes to determine their authority.  The court will not seek to have tribunals assume far 
reaching consultation obligations that the legislature had no intention of conferring upon them.  
They are fundamentally creatures of statute and are only permitted to perform the functions 
delegated to them.  The legislature can choose to require a tribunal to play a role in discharging a 
duty itself, adjudicate the adequacy of other crown actors to discharge the duty, both of these 
roles or neither.  While the legislature has flexibility in choosing which actor will perform which 
role, the honour of the Crown requires that the in every case the duty be met. Where the Crown 
chooses not to assign these roles, courts are in place to assess consultation or provide appropriate 
remedies where there has been a failure to consult.  

 

                                                 

6 See for example Quebec (Attorney General) v. Canada (National Energy Board), [1994] 1 S.C.R. 159. 
7 Little Salmon Decision at para. 47. 
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In our view, the honour of the Crown as it is now emerging is a resilient and powerful 
constitutional principle that no government can ignore. Where the honour of the Crown gives 
rise to a duty to consult, it must be met.8 However, we believe that the duty is, at its core, 
procedural, not substantive.  The procedural nature of the duty is expressly stated in the Little 
Salmon Decision: 

“The First Nation goes too far, however, in seeking to impose on the territorial 
government not only the procedural protection of consultation but also a substantive right 
of accommodation.  The First Nation protests that its concerns were not taken seriously 
— if they had been, it contends, the Paulsen application would have been denied.  This 
overstates the scope of the duty to consult in this case.  The First Nation does not have a 
veto over the approval process.  No such substantive right is found in the treaty or in the 
general law, constitutional or otherwise.”9  

The facts in the Little Salmon Decision arose in the context of a modern treaty where the duty to 
consult was on the low end of the spectrum.  Narrowly construed, this language may be said to 
not apply in the context of non-treaty lands or where deeper consultation is required.  However, 
in our view, the discussion provides guidance that extends to all consultation situations.  The 
RTA Decision says that the consultation obligation cannot be cut off from its roots, which is to 
preserve Aboriginal interests.10 The duty recognizes that government and Aboriginal groups  
must work cooperatively and together to reconcile their interests.11  Consultation confers no right 
of veto.12 

If the consultation obligation confers no substantive right to a certain outcome under general law, 
whether constitutional law or otherwise, then after the consultation obligation has been met, the 
Crown actor must decide.  This is as true in the non-treaty situation as it was in the Little Salmon 
Decision.  So long as the decision is made reasonably with full knowledge of the Aboriginal 
interests at stake, the Court will recognize the Crown’s sovereign obligation to make the 
decision.   

It is true that acting honourably may require the Crown to accommodate Aboriginal interests, if 
appropriate. The knowledge and understanding acquired through consultation must be acted 
upon if it is to have purpose. This may mean adjusting the location of planned development or 
providing for mitigative measures where impacts on Aboriginal interests are otherwise 
unavoidable.13  However, the purpose of accommodation is to preserve claimed existing 
substantive rights pending proof. There is no free standing substantive right to any 
accommodation without that the underlying claim and unless it would not be honourable to 
proceed without accommodation in place. Provided that the Crown has in good faith engaged  

                                                 

8 RTA Decision at para. 2. 
9 Little Salmon Decision at para. 14. 
10 RTA Decision at para. 50. 
11 Ibid at para. 34. 
12 Little Salmon Decision at para. 14. 
13 See for instance West Moberly First Nations v. British Columbia (Chief Inspector of Mines), 2010 BCSC 359.  
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with an affected Aboriginal group and given full and fair consideration to its concerns, the courts 
should not substitute their judgment of what is honourable for that of the Crown. The principle of 
deference and the judicial restraint that it implies are as important in the context of the duty to 
consult as they are administrative law. 

Employing administrative law principles in the service of reconciliation is eminently sensible. At 
a fundamental level, Aboriginal persons are members of the Canadian polity and the principles 
that unite Canadians apply equally to them. Thus, where Aboriginal people are entitled to 
consultation, it is natural to look to administrative law to inform how the duty should be fulfilled. 
Albeit on different basis, in both cases the contents of the procedural rights will vary depending 
on the circumstances of a case. In both administrative and aboriginal law, the courts have 
described a spectrum with which we are to determine the extent of the procedural rights entitled 
to the individual (in the case of administrative law)14 and the Aboriginal group (in the case of 
aboriginal law).15 Where a duty of procedural fairness or duty to consult arises, minimal 
requirements for both these spectrums include the right to notice, to make submissions, and to 
have those submissions considered as part of the decision-making process.  

This is not to say that the procedural protection of consultation will never exceed those of 
procedural fairness. The fact that accommodation may be required separates the consultation 
obligation from the duty to act fairly because the latter will always give rise to procedural 
remedies16 whereas accommodation will require substantive action where the Crown’s honour  
demands it. However, so long as the Crown has acted reasonably, the Court will remain reticent 
to determine when that requirement exists and how it is met where it does.17 

Thus, it is becoming clear that after consultation, the task of the Crown when making a decision 
is to balance the competing needs of Aboriginals with the needs of other individuals and indeed 
society as a whole. So long as the Crown understands and acts reasonably on its constitutional 
obligations when undertaking this balancing, the Courts will not interfere with its decisions. As 
Binne J. concluded: “Whether or not a court would have reached a different conclusion on the 
facts is not relevant.”18 

The implications of this refinement of the principles underlying the duty to consult are made 
even more useful by the Court’s comments on tribunal jurisdiction in the RTA Decision.  By 
squarely rejecting the notion that tribunals can be imbued with a supra legislative authority to  

                                                 

14 Indian Head School Division No. 19 (Saskatchewan Board of Education) v. Knight,  [1990] 1 S.C.R. 653 at 682-
85; Baker v. Canada (Minister of Citizenship and Immigration), [1999] 2 S.C.R. 817 at paras. 18-28. 
15 Haida at para. 30. 
16 Illustrations of the pure procedural nature of the duty to be fair are most readily found in cases involving 
legitimate expectation such as Old St. Boniface Residents’ Association Inc. v. Winnipeg (City), [1990] 3 S.C.R. 1170 
Reference re Canada Assistance Plan, [1991] 2 S.C.R. 525, and Baker v. Canada (Minister of Citizenship and 
Immigration), [1999] 2 S.C.R. 817. 
17The Court’s recognition of the need to balance a variety of interests is clearly articulated by Binnie, J at paragraph 
34 of the Little Salmon Decision. He characterizes Treaties as being designed to achieve that balance in a manner 
that is more fair and efficient then is achieved by the ad hoc mechanisms of the common law.  
18 Little Salmon Decision at para. 88. 
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either conduct or assess the adequacy of consultation, the Court has preserved well functioning 
concepts of administrative law and avoided the significant confusion that would have inevitably 
accompanied a contrary finding. The legislature remains under no obligation to create a tribunal, 
and entitled to choose the functions of a tribunal once created. Despite this, the Crown cannot 
seek to avoid its obligations by simply not assigning them. As stated by the Court, the obligation 
to consult must be met, and the courts will step in where necessary. As a result, there is no need 
and no basis to adjust rules of interpretation to needlessly embellish the authority of regulatory 
tribunals in this respect. The core principles of administrative law remain intact and their 
usefulness to aboriginal law has flourished.  

 
The authors wish to thank partner, Keith Bergner for his helpful contributions in revising this 
article. 
 
For more information, please contact Chris Sanderson, Q.C. at csanderson@lawsonlundell.com 
or 604.631.9183 or Michelle Jones at 604.631.9224 or mjones@lawsonlundell.com.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
©Lawson Lundell LLP. All Rights Reserved. This information provided in this publication is for general information purposes only 
and should not be relied on as legal advice or opinion. For more information please phone 604.685.3456 and ask to speak to Chris 
Sanderson, Q.C. or Michelle Jones.  



 

 

Lawson Lundell LLP  www.lawsonlundell.com | Page 8  

 



<<
  /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


