
The purpose of this report is to seek general and specific comments and suggestions from 
responders in order to ensure that the UTI guidance meets the authorities’ characteristics 
for the UTI, thus enabling the consistent global aggregation of OTC derivatives transaction 
data. The general points are:  

(i) Which OTC derivatives transactions should be assigned a UTI?  

Forwards, swaps all derivatives that are not centrally cleared  where exists the exposure to 
counterparty risk and the potential occurrence of wrong-way risk under stressed 
conditions.Which entity (or entities) should be responsible for generating UTIs in practice?  

The TRs or the CCP should be responsible for generating the UTIs. Or IOSCO can 
designate an independent institution, like the “International Securities Identification 
Numbers Organization”. 

(ii) What should be the structure and format of a UTI?  

A letter and numbers combination, just like the ISIN Code, which would be generated for 
that transaction only, containing a code for the country or TR, the rest of the sequence will 
have information regarding previous or later transactions. Also, it must consider including 
a currency ID. 

(iii) What steps would help to ensure that UTIs generated under the new guidance 
are distinct (to the extent necessary to achieve aggregation) from those UTIs 
generated under existing regimes? 

We believe that it is extremely important to clarify and solve issues arising from different 
reporting standards across jurisdictions (single-sided vs. double-sided) which could 
additionally increase the complexity of such system. Forcing UTI implementation without 
identifying clearly what is the best practice poses additional risks in our view. Secondly, we 
believe that the UTI is only one half of the story. Since we are dealing with systemic risk, 
we find it necessary at some point assigning a unique ID to the counterparties as well. In a 
global world where borders in economic matters such as trade are largely disappearing, 
nevertheless, financial and securities regulators are still largely constrained from sharing 
the information proactively which traduces to the fact, in the world of global enterprise, we 
are a little bit late (behind the curve). Hence, the real benefit of risk based supervision, 
which is to act proactively before troubles come, is being dragged down by the 
impossibility of creating the big picture.  

 Question 1: Are there jurisdictional differences about what is a reportable 
transaction that respondents believe will cause challenges for UTI generation? 
Please describe the differences and challenges. 

Yes. For example, in our legislation we are currently working in a rule to regulate and 
document the OTC Market Transactions. In this rule, we request that all transactions must 
be reported, by both parties involved, before they are cleared and settled. But, what 
happens when other legislations, request that parties report details in a different moment of 
the transaction? For example, after it has been executed or when they agreed on conditions 



before clearance, this can be difficult to control. (The right moment to assign the UTI, 
depends on the moment when each legislation considers an OTC Transaction to be valid).  

 Question 2: Are there further harmonisations (that could potentially be 
applied) to the rules that define which transactions are reportable that would 
reduce or eliminate the challenges around generating UTIs? In answering this 
question, please also describe the challenge(s) and identify the jurisdiction(s).  

In our opinion, the moment to assign the UTI it’s an issue, because it is strictly related to 
the definition of a valid “OTC Transaction” and when it must be informed to the TR.  As 
we said on the previous question, in the Dominican Republic, we are working with new 
legislation where we will request that all transactions must be reported, by both parties 
involved, before they are cleared and settled. 

 

 

 Question 3: Do respondents agree with the proposed approach to 
UTI allocation for package transactions? Under what 
circumstances should the entire package have a single UTI?  

We agree with the proposed approach of the UTI. 

 Question 4: Are there other approaches to UTI allocation for package 
transactions that should be considered? If so, please describe.  

Yes, they must consider when “package transactions” occurs under legislations that have 
different definitions of an OTC Transaction. Because when they have the “single 
transaction approach”, not all of the components might be reported, for a UTI assignment, 
and regulators might not be able to identify all of them (whole package). 

 Question 5: Which, if any, of the options for identifying and linking 
components of packages do you favour and why? In particular, please consider 
the extent to which the options achieve traceability?  

We favour the first approach, because in the same field we will be able to identify a 
sequence or relate the different legs of the package. Regarding traceability, having a 
legend or a unique sequence will make the search easier; and will help us filter the 
transactions when tracking a structured product.  

 Question 6: Do you see any difficulties in implementing any of the proposed 
options for identifying and linking components of packages? If so, please 
describe.  

No. We consider that if we use the same parameters to identify an OTC transaction, all 
transactions will be traceable for supervision and control. 



 Question 7: Please identify and describe any alternative approaches for 
identifying and linking components of packages that should be considered, 
focusing in particular on any impact they would have on UTI generation.  

The moment to assign the UTI, depends on each legislation. We strongly suggest to use an 
approach where the UTI is assign in the same stage of the process, and to decide on the use 
of “single side” and “double-side reporting”. This will be an advantage to allow the 
regulators a common path regarding traceability and order.   

 Question 8: Is the proposed division between events that should and should not 
require a new UTI complete and correct (please refer to the proposal described 
in this section and the table in Section 8? If not, please provide other cases and 
explain why they should or should not lead to a new UTI being required.  

Yes, we agree with the approach presented. 

 Question 9: Different jurisdictions may have different rules (including case 
law) defining which events would require a new UTI to be created. Are 
respondents aware of any such differences? What difficulties do these 
differences create in the creation of UTIs? If jurisdictions’ approaches to when 
a new UTI is required cannot be harmonised, are there other steps that could 
be taken to avoid double-counting of transactions reported to different TRs?  

Yes, as we previously said, in the Dominican Republic we are working in a rule to establish 
an OTC Transactions’ archive. Since we are in the initial steps of the process, we´ll be 
taking in consideration the implications and consequences of the events that will generate a 
new number, and when it won´t be necessary. For jurisdictions with established processes, 
the UTI procedure must consider: the moment to report the OTC Transaction to the TRs, 
what is consider an OTC Transaction, double and single side reporting, and more. 

If approaches cannot be harmonized, the IOSCO must define what transactions will be 
consider for an UTI generation, and when they must be report.     

 Question 10: Do respondents agree with the analysis of linking related 
transactions through lifecycle events?  

Yes, we agreed with the proposed analysis. 

 Question 11: Are there other cases to be considered in the analysis of linking 
related transactions through lifecycle events?  

No. 

 Question 12: Are there practical difficulties that would arise from putting a 
successor UTI on a transaction that had been terminated? Such difficulties 
could arise in the reporting, the processing by the TR or the analysis by the 
authorities.  

If we create a specific field in the reporting, where we will be writing the UTI for a new 
transaction with clear instructions, we will just make easier to follow the sequence of 



events, otherwise the process of tracking the evolution of OTC Transactions or Package 
Transactions would be difficult. 

 Question 13: Can respondents suggest other ways of achieving links between 
reports subject to lifecycle events that meet the characteristic to provide an 
audit trail? 

If OTC transactions, are precede and succeed by new transactions, the only way to trace is 
to provide a trail, if the new UTI sequence considers a number or a letter to indicate a 
previous transaction, that will generate more questions, than just having a field of 
properties for UTIs. 

 Question 14: Which of the proposed solutions to linking reports subject to 
lifecycle events do you favour? Do you see any difficulties in implementing any 
of the proposed solutions, and if so, what are they?  

We favour solution ii, because it will take along the necessary information for an audit 
trail, already filled. 

 Question 15: Can respondents suggest UTI constructs that would achieve 
embedding the link information about lifecycle events into the UTI while still 
compliant with the authorities’ desired characteristics for the UTI?  

As we previously said, the UTI may content special characters, like letters or numbers to 
help regulators link and trail other transactions, they can even contain similar numbers, 
and a letter, to indicate continuity.  

 Question 16: Are there additional issues that should be taken into account in 
considering the responsibility for generating UTIs?  

No. 

 Question 17: Would it be beneficial if the guidance did not provide for the 
harmonisation of rules for the responsibility for UTI generation with respect to 
trades that are not cross-border? Would there be disadvantages to this 
approach? Does the analysis of this idea depend on which option is used for 
crossborder trades?  

It wouldn’t be beneficial; the guidance should be for all trades. If they’re going to be 
equivalent rules for all jurisdictions there should be equals rules for not cross-border 
trades. 

 Question 18: Do respondents agree with the high-level assessment of the 
Option 1 proposal for the responsibility for generating UTIs? Please explain 
why or why not.  

No, at the present moment our institution is working the correspondent rule for that specific 
topic that establish which institutions are responsible for the UTI generation process. 



 Question 19: Are there additional considerations relevant to the Option 1 
proposal for the responsibility for generating UTIs? If so, please describe.  

No. 

 Question 20: Is a problem of enforceability created if the UTI was generated by 
an entity outside the jurisdiction of one of the counterparties?  

Yes, Because when legislation have the “single transaction approach”, not all of the 
components might be reported, for a UTI assignment, and regulators might not be able to 
identify all of the transasctions. 

 Question 21: What are respondents’ views on the proposed Option 1 hierarchy 
for the responsibility for generating UTIs? Are the steps necessary and 
sufficient? Are they defined well-enough? Are there alternative ways of 
achieving Step 6?  

Yes, they’re sufficiently defined nonetheless our legislation contradicts option 1. 

 Question 22: Is it desirable to include the sort of flexibility represented by 
Steps 1–5? If so, where in the hierarchy should the flexibility be provided?  

The steps are well established. They don’t need flexibility. 

 Question 23: Can respondents provide an alternative set of UTI generation 
steps for the proposed option 1 hierarchy for the responsibility for generating 
UTIs that meet all of the characteristics set out in Section 2?  

No. 

 Question 24: Does the proposed Option 1 hierarchy for the responsibility for 
generating UTIs work across different reporting jurisdictions, particularly 
considering differences such as single-sided and double-sided reporting?  

No. 

 Question 25: Do respondents agree with the high-level assessment of the 
Option 2 proposal for the responsibility for generating UTIs? Please explain 
why or why not.  

Yes, as we previously said our institution is working the correspondent rule for that specific 
topic that establish which institutions are responsible for the UTI generation process. 

 
 Question 26: What are respondents’ views on the feasibility of the Option 2 

proposal to the responsibility for generating UTIs? Are there particular issues 
for respondents that operate in more than one jurisdiction? How serious is the 
possible ambiguity in Option 2 and are there efficient and suitable 
workarounds?  



The main issue would be all jurisdictions don’t use double sided reporting for transactions. 
It would be difficult to make an audit trail and matching al the transactions between 
different jurisdictions.  

 

 Question 27: Are there additional considerations relevant to the Option 2 
proposal for the responsibility for generating UTIs? If so, please describe.  

No. 

 Question 28: Is a problem of enforceability created if the UTI was generated by 
an entity outside the jurisdiction of one of the counterparties?  

No 

 Question 29: What are respondents’ views on the possible rules for the 
generation of UTIs that meet the compatibility approach of Option 2? Are 
there any additional rules that should be considered to meet the compatibility 
approach?  

Yes. Regardig the compatibility approach we consider that the guidelines must include 
the definition of an OTC transaction and when it does qualify for a UTI assignment. 

 Question 30: Do respondents agree with the assessment of the Option 3 
approach for the responsibility for generating UTIs?  

No. 

 Question 31: Are there particular challenges for authorities in monitoring 
compliance with any of the options for the responsibility for generating UTIs?  

No. 

 Question 32: Considering all three options presented for the responsibility for 
generating UTIs, do respondents see other suitable solutions meeting the 
characteristics set out in Section 2?  

No. 

 Question 33: Which option for the responsibility for generating UTIs do you 
regard as preferable? Why is this? What would be the disadvantages to you if 
your non-preferred option was chosen?  

Our regulation consider option 2 nonetheless option 1 is the most transparent: The non-
equivalent rules to specify which entity should be responsible for generating the UTI would 
lead to inconvenient with the sharing of information with other jurisdictions.. 

 Question 34: Is the assessment about timing for UTI generation correct? Are 
there examples of timing requirements from authorities that are incompatible 



with other elements of the proposed UTI generation approach? If so, please 
describe them. 

Yes.  

 Question 35: Do respondents agree with the proposed overall approach to UTI 
structure and format? If not, please suggest alternatives that meet the 
characteristics?  

Not quietly, in the document says that UTI should be jurisdiction-agnostic. It is our concern 
that this type of operation are used for money laundry purposes or to inflate the income in 
the result sheet, in a third world country like ours there has to be an institution that 
eventually checks, clarify  and confirms what been happening with this operation. These 
institutions should be regulated and standardized at least for the beginning. There for at 
the moment our country has not been regulating this operations and it could be start 
barrier for the UTI.  The first concern related with the companies that do this OTC 
operation in a regular basis would be the OTC transaction abuses for income increases. 
There should be audit companies or an OTC transaction manager that should help 
checking and auditing the institutions who registers the transaction done over the counter 
in the market are following the right procedures and also this procedures should be 
standardized for all the countries that starts with the UTI registration.  

 Question 36: Which of these possible UTI components, if any, are important 
and why? Is it necessary for the UTI to have any of these components?  

In our opinion, these are the most important components. CP1, CP2 (Counterparties to 
derivative transaction), Mint (reference to the legal entity that generates the UTI) and 
package component suffix. 

It is necessary for the UTI to have all the components listed in the question, because the 
transaction can be trace and register in all the countries with unique codes and numbers. 
Regarding to the jurisdiction component it should be classified with the name or initial of 
the country that makes the OTC transaction. 

 Question 37: Would it be useful or necessary to include check digit(s) in the 
UTI? Why?  

Yes, it would be useful to avoid fraud and to distinguish the different packages of 
transactions made in life events. Also, these check digits could help to reclassifying the 
transactions using a logical parameter. 

 Question 38: Which components, if any, should be included in the UTI? Which 
components, if any, should be used in UTI construction but not appear in the 
UTI? In answering this question, consider both the components listed in the 
table above or suggest other components as necessary. Please explain how the 
particular components  
contribute towards meeting the characteristics set out in Section 2.  

Currency should be included. 



This particular component contributes to classify all the transactions that are made in that 
country in the different currency. 

The UTI should have the listed components, besides the components of the old UTI number: 

• Jurisdiction 

• Encoding Number 

• CP1 and CP2 

• Package Component Suffix 

If the UTI number is complex, each UTI has a unique number in every jurisdiction, and 
even if the algorithm repeats by coincidence in two or three jurisdiction it would be 
different because of all the differentiation components. The old UTI should be the same 
until the time is finish, but when they do new transactions they should use the new ones so 
each country reduces the old UTI for the new ones. All the countries should try to have a 
double sided reporting for more clarity. 

 Question 39: Should the UTI be solely a dummy code, i.e. a value that contains 
no embedded intelligence? Why or why not? Assuming that other data 
elements regarding a transaction (e.g. the identification of the counterparties, 
the date and time of execution etc.) will be captured by the report to the TR, is 
it necessary to reflect such elements in the UTI? 

No it should not be a dummy code. It’s necessary so the “transaction repeat phenomenon” 
is not so often. If the UTI number has intelligence in it reflecting the characteristics in the 
number like that there is less provability of fraud, duplicity or confusion.  

 Question 40: Should the details of how to construct the ID value be defined 
and, if so, what approach (e.g. UUID) should be used?  

Yes, it should be detail how to construct the ID values, and also the algorithm should be 
made by an international entity so in each country has different prefix and suffix but the 
algorithm content is the same. 

 Question 41: How important will it be to be able to distinguish “new” UTIs 
from “legacy” UTIs? Assuming that the trade report includes the date and 
time of execution, would it be necessary to embed the indication in the UTI 
itself or should the indication be explicit in a separate field?  

If they make modifications to the old number adding new parameter there won’t be a 
problem to distinguish them. We think a separate field must contain the information 
regarding previous transaction audit must be in the trade report. 

Question 42: Is it necessary or practical for the UTI to include a Mint field? If so, is 
the use of the LEI appropriate for the Mint field in the UTI? Are there other values 
that could be considered for this? What issues would arise in this case? How should 
cases where the Mint entity doesn’t have an LEI be handled? In a third world country, 



yes it is necessary and appropriate to include a Mint component to avoid money laundry 
and fraud such as LEI. The country that don’t use or don’t have a LEI would have an 
inconvenient. 

 Question 43: What issues would arise from using the suffix UTI component to 
link the reports of components of a package?  

No. To link the report of a transaction package there has to be a number or a code that 
identify or links all the components of a package.  There has to be an institutions that 
regulates and auditees the UTI transactions. 

 Question 44: Will the inclusion or not of certain components set out above in 
the UTI require changes to respondents’ systems or other systems on which 
you are dependent? How much change? 

For our jurisdiction it will not imply a change within the system, since we are currently 
working with a new rule to regulate the OTC transactions and their reporting. We are not 
currently using a system. We would be starting from scratch. 

 Question 45: Are there any issues in having an “intelligent” UTI? What are 
respondents’ views on the potential solutions to these issues? Are there 
alternative ways of dealing with this?  

No, we agree with the use of the intelligent UTI. 

 Question 46: Can respondents suggest algorithms that would achieve the 
Option 3 approach to generating the UTI?  

No, we are not able to suggest one. 

 Question 47: What are respondents’ views on the lengths of the various 
potential components of the UTI (assuming that they are included directly in 
the UTI) and hence the length of the overall UTI?  

We agree with the length because it will be easier to make an audit trail of each 
transaction. 

 Question 48: Should the UTI be case-sensitive (allowing for upper- and lower-
case characters to be regarded as distinct)? Should the UTI avoid using certain 
alphanumeric characters that resemble others? For example, do you think it 
advisable for the UTI system to avoid using the digits “0” and “1” so as to 
avoid confusion with the letters “O” and “I” (or vice versa)?  

Yes, it would allow the system to generate more possibilities with the same length. No.  

 Question 49: Should other characters be allowed in the UTI beyond those 
proposed? If so, which ones and why do you recommend them? Could all 
jurisdictions and languages readily accommodate these characters?  

No, we consider that it may cause confusion to use other characters. 



 Question 50: Should separators between different component parts of the UTI 
be used? Why or why not? If so, which separators and why do you recommend 
them?  

Yes, separators should be used between the different components because it will allow the 
reader to know the difference between each one. 

 Question 51: Should the length of UTI be of fixed or should only the maximum 
length be indicated?  

It should be fixed. 

 Question 52: Do respondents agree with the proposed implementation 
approach? Is there a risk that a newly generated UTI would have the same 
value as an existing UTI as a result of these proposals? Is it possible to estimate 
the size of this risk? What problems do respondents see regarding “legacy” 
UTIs under this approach?  
We see twofold benefit arising from the implementation of UTI: first, regulators 
would be able to expose the workings of currently “invisible”system. Second, in the 
future and depending on the state of global framework, regulators should be able to 
get an insight on counterparty exposures that lie between jurisdictions. The main 
challenge consists in finding creative ways to aggregate, interrelate and hence get 
the best use out of UTI, while respecting the legal framework in each jurisdiction.  
 

 Question 53: Are the descriptions of lifecycle events complete and sufficiently 
defined? In particular, are there differences between novations and 
assignments that are not captured in the table and which are significant for 
UTI generation? Are the conclusions as to when a new UTI is required 
correct? 

Yes, we agree with the proposed table of lifecycle events. Yes, the conclusions regarding 
the generation of a new UTI are correct. 



<<
  /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


