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Rapid reporting of urine culture results:
impact of the uro-quick screening system
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INTRODUCTION

Urinary tract infections (UTIs) are among the
most frequent bacterial diseases worldwide. The
prevalence varies with age, sex and additional
predisposing factors (Pezzlo, 1988). At least 10-
20% of the female population can experience a
symptomatic UTI at some time during their lives
(Ronald et al., 1991). 
Furthermore, approximately 10% of men and
20% of women over 65 years of age suffer from
bacteriuria (Nordenstam et al., 1989; Baldassaere
et al., 1991). Nearly 5% of women and 1-2% of
men also suffer from UTI during childhood
(Waisman et al., 1999; Viday et al., 2008). Thus,
urine samples constitute a large proportion of the
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specimens processed in most clinical microbio-
logy laboratories.
Definitive diagnosis of UTI is achieved by urine
cultures. However, reports are generally obtained
after 18-24 hours of incubation and, can be dela-
yed for an additional 24-48 hours if further testing
is required (Graham et al., 2001). Previous studi-
es have also documented that up to 80% of urine
samples submitted for culture to the laboratory
are either culture negative or grow insignificant
amounts of bacteria (Kellogg et al., 1987; Okada
et al., 2000). Implementation of a rapid and reli-
able urine screening procedure for significant
bacteriuria can increase the laboratory efficiency
on empirical treatment of patients. There have
been attempts to automate urinalysis, mainly
functioning on biochemistry, microscopy and cul-
ture (Semeniuk et al., 2002; Dimech et al., 2002;
Grosso et al., 2008). UroQuick (UQ) (Alifax, Italy)
is one of these automated systems for the scree-
ning of the urines and has been developed for ra-
pid quantitative bacterial culture estimation wit-

This study evaluated the impact of the Uro-Quick (UQ) screening system (Alifax, Italy) for a rapid and accurate reporting
of urine cultures, and whether it can provide bacterial yield to be used in identification and susceptibility testing. A
total of 1480 urine samples collected between October 2006 and July 2008 were tested by conventional culture (CC)
methods and UQ simultaneously. Sediments of positive UQ vials were used as bacterial yields for identification and
susceptibility testing procedures. Of the 1480 samples, 999 revealed bacteria and/or leukocytes in direct microscopy.
Among these 999 samples, positive growth was detected in 420 (42%) and 433 (43.3%) by UQ and CC, respectively.
However, only 0.6% of samples without bacteria and leukocytes exhibited positive growth. When compared to CC, UQ
demonstrated high levels of positive predictive value (95.9%), negative predictive value (94.8%), sensitivity (93%) and
specificity (96.9%). Both CC isolates and UQ bacteria showed 81.3% concordance in identification results. Susceptibility
testing of UQ bacteria displayed >90% agreement, when compared with standardized disk diffusion test. Our results
indicate that UQ can reliably be used in routine laboratories giving microbial growth results in 3 hours. The most sig-
nificant part of the study is that bacterial yields of UQ positive samples can be used in identification and susceptibi-
lity testing, allowing a rapid, same-day reporting of urine cultures.
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hout identifying the pathogen. This study aimed
to evaluate the impact of the UQ screening system
on rapid but accurate reporting of urine cultu-
res. To do so, we planned to investigate whether
bacterial yields of UQ vials with positive growth
can be used in identification and susceptibility
testing procedures.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

This study was carried out in two steps. In the
first step, urine samples collected between
October 2006 and July 2008 were tested by both
conventional culture (CC) and Uro-Quick (UQ)
and system performances were compared. In the
second step, the UQ system was evaluated to es-
tablish whether it can provide bacterial yield to be
used in identification and susceptibility testing. 

1. Conventional urine culture 
and the Uro-Quick screening system
a) Conventional Culture Methods
Urine samples were Gram stained for microsco-
pic examination and inoculated on 5% blood agar
(Biomerieux, France) using 10 µL calibrated lo-
op quantitatively and MacConkey agar by the
streaking technique. Cultures were incubated ae-
robically at 35-37°C for 18-24 hours. 

b) Uro-Quick Screening System
Uro-Quick system (Alifax, Italy) is an automated
rapid method for screening of bacteriuria by la-
ser nephelometry (light scattering). The presence
of microorganisms causes light deviation which
is detected by extremely sensitive detectors placed
around the tubes. The signals are processed by
software which monitors the growth curves and
calculates the microbial count as colony forming
units (cfu/ml) in 3 hours. The sensitivity depends
on the preselected analysis time (i.e. 3x104 cfu/ml
in 3 hours) (Dimech et al., 2002).
Well-mixed urine, 500 µl, was manually pipetted
into a Uro-Quick vial containing 4 ml of broth.
The inoculated vials were manually introduced
into the Uro-Quick reading unit and incubated
for 3 hours.

Detection of residual antimicrobial activity
UQ also provides a system called UQ-RAA (resid-
ual antimicrobial activity) for detection of an-

timicrobial agents, which may inhibit the bacte-
rial growth in clinical samples and may also ex-
plain false negative results in standard plates. UQ-
RAA vials contain 4 ml broth and Staphylococcus
epidermidis ATCC 12228 to search for the pres-
ence of residual antimicrobial activity. Growth of
this strain demonstrates the absence of antimi-
crobial agents in the urine, whereas lack of
growth indicates the presence of these sub-
stances.
Two hundred µL of urine samples were inoculat-
ed into UQ-RAA vials and were incubated for
three hours.

2. Evaluation of the Uro-Quick system:
whether it can provide a bacterial yield to
be used in identification and susceptibility
testing
In the second part of our study, all CC positive
cultures were undertaken for identification and
susceptibility testing by VITEK2 (BioMerieux,
France) as part of our routine practice.
Meanwhile, randomly selected 102 UQ vials ex-
hibiting positive growth were centrifuged at 4000
x g/5 min and sediments were held as bacterial
yields to be used for identification and suscepti-
bility testing by VITEK2. To compare the results
of antibiotic susceptibility testing standardized
disk diffusion method was also performed for
those 102 isolates (CLSI, 2008).

Interpretation of results
Three different categories were established when
identification results were analyzed:
1) ‘agreement’ represents concordance between

identification results of UQ bacteria and CC
isolates at genus and species level;

2) ‘misidentified’ represents the strain identifica-
tion with UQ bacteria which showed dis-
crepant results at genus level;

3) ‘unidentified’ represents no identification at all.
Susceptibility testing results of UQ bacteria and
CC isolates were evaluated for agreement, minor
errors (mE), major errors (ME), and very major
errors (VME) when compared to that of disk dif-
fusion testing as a reference method. Agreement
represents similar results between test method
and reference method; mE means to be in the
susceptible or resistant category for one system
while intermediate for the other system. ME is
identified when the results in the test system are
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resistant whereas they are susceptible using the
reference methods. VME is defined as results be-
ing in the susceptible category by test system,
while they are resistant by the reference method.

RESULTS

Conventional culture results compared 
to the UroQuick system
A total of 1480 urine samples were analyzed and
of these 999 (67.5%) revealed microorganisms
and/or leukocytes and the remaining 481 (32.5%)
samples lacked both. Both leukocyte and mi-
croorganisms were found in 600 (60%) out of 999
specimens, whereas 365 (36.6%) had leukocytes
without microorganisms and only 34 (3.4%) had
microorganisms without leukocytes on Gram
stain. Positive growth was detected in 404 (67.3%)
out of 600 samples with both microorganism and
leukocyte, while it was detected in 24 (6.5%) out
of 365 samples exhibiting presence of leukocyte

without microorganism and in 5 out of 34 sam-
ples with microorganism but not leukocyte in
Gram stain. In samples revealing no microor-
ganism and leukocyte, only three (0.6%) were
positive by conventional culture. 
UQ and CC detected positive growth as ≥104

cfu/ml in 420 and 433 of 999 samples, respec-
tively. The performance of UQ compared to urine
culture is shown in Table 1. As seen in Table 1,
the concordant negatives were 256 and concor-
dant positives were 403; 17 of the samples were
considered as false positive since corresponding
urine cultures were negative. Of the 425 negative
results obtained from Uro-Quick, 21 were false
negative and 148 were detected as mixed culture
by CC. Although the specificity for all samples 
(n = 1480) was low as 73%, UQ had a sensitivity
of 93%, and specificity of 96.9% with a positive
(PPV) and negative predictive value (NPV) of
95.9% and 94.8%, respectively when calculated
for the samples (n = 999) with bacteria and/or
leukocytes. 

Rapıd reportıng of urıne culture results 149

TABLE 1 - Comparison of conventional culture methods and Uro-Quick for samples revealing bacteria
and/or leukocyte.

Conventional culture UroQuick

Growth No Growth Contamination Total
n n n n

Growth 403 21 9 433

No Growth - 256 23 279

Contamination 17 148 122 287

Total 420 425 154 999

TABLE 2 - Analysis of the results in RAA positive samples according to direct microscopy results.

Direct microscopy RAA positive

Growth No Growth Total
n (%) n (%) n (%)

Leukocyte &Microrganism 15 (35.7) 27 (64.3) 42 (100)

Leukocyte 2 (1.9) 106 (98.1) 108 (100)

Microrganism - 2 (100) 2 (100)

Total 17 (11.2) 135 (88.8) 152 (100)



To explain one of the reasons for false negative
results in samples with bacteria and/or leukocytes,
we detected RAA in urine samples. For this, 604
of the samples (n = 999) with leukocyte and/or
microorganism were randomly selected and 152
of them were found to be RAA positive; of these,
135 revealed no growth or contamination by CC.
Most of the positive cultures, despite the presence
of RAA, showed bacteria and leukocytes, where-
as most of the RAA positive samples without
growth was in the group of samples exhibiting
leukocyte but not microorganism (Table 2).

Whether the Uro-Quick system can provide
a bacterial yield for identification and
susceptibility testing
As expected, Escherichia coli (E.coli) was the
most frequent microorganism isolated, followed
by Klebsiella spp. by conventional cultures. A to-
tal of 83 (81.3%) isolates were identified cor-
rectly when UQ bacteria were used as bacterial
yields. Correct identification was highest
(94.7%) for Klebsiella spp. with none in uniden-
tified category. However, 3 of E.coli isolates we-
re identfied as Klebsiella spp. and 12 of them co-
uld not be identified when UQ bacteria were
used, resulting in an agreement level of 80%
(Table 3). 
Susceptibility test results of CC isolates revealed
that agreement was >90% for tested antibiotics,
with the exception of ampicillin/sulbactam bet-
ween VITEK2 and disk diffusion results. Similar
results, except for ampicillin/sulbactam and pi-
peracillin/tazobactam, were obtained when UQ

bacteria were used as bacterial yield in VITEK2
system. VME were not detected either from the
bacterial yield of CC or UQ in VITEK2 results.
Compared to disk diffusion, VITEK2 susceptibi-
lity results of UQ isolates displayed 0-4.2% and
0-15.2% major and minor error rates, respecti-
vely, similar to that of CC results (Table 4).

DISCUSSION

Urine samples comprise the largest volume of
workload in routine bacteriology laboratories, but
almost 80% of these turn out to be culture nega-
tive. Despite the availability of several commercial
screening systems, there is no agreement on
which system seems to be ideal for routine mic-
robiology laboratories. Ideally such a system sho-
uld be in agreement with conventional cultures to
a large extent with regard to accuracy. On the ot-
her hand, such system should be easy to perform,
reproducible and have a considerably shorter tur-
naround time. This study evaluated one of those
systems, the Uro-Quick screening system for its
performance in urine culture results since the
system was introduced to the market with a pro-
mise of giving results in a work time as short as
3 hours. First of all what we looked for was whet-
her UQ accurately differentiates true pathogen
growth from contamination and no growth. We
detected 433 of urine samples with leukocytes
and/or bacteria, as positive for pathogen growth
by conventional cultures; UQ had signaled
403(93.1%) of which as positive. This result indi-
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TABLE 3 - CorreIation of VITEK2 identification results for Uro-Quick bacteria
and conventional culture isolates.

Conventional Culture Uro-Quick

Agreement Misidentification Unidentified Total
n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%)

E.coli (n:75) 60 (80) 3 (4) 12 (16) 75

Klebsiella spp. (n:19) 18 (94.7) 1 (5.3) 0 19

Others* (n:8) 5 (65) 1 (10) 2 (25) 8

Total (n:102) 83 (81.3) 5 (4.9) 14 (13.6) 102

*Isolates (Enterobacter cloacae: 2, Enterobacter aerogenes: 3, Pseudomonas aeruginosa: 1, Proteus mirabilis: 1, Salmonella enteritidis: 1).



cates that UQ may have the advantage of repor-
ting the presence of infection within the same day
for most of the patients with UTI, so that app-
ropriate empirical treatment can be started in a
reasonable time period within a sensitivity, spe-
cificity, PPV and NPV of 93%, 96.9%, 95.9%, and
94.8%, respectively. It seems likely that only 6.9%
of positive cultures require awaiting for conven-
tional culture results to give definite reporting.
Similar statistical analysis results were obtained
for all samples with the exception of a lower spe-
cificity rate of 73%, suggesting that the UQ scree-
ning system could be more reliably used if urine
samples were first evaluated for the presence of
leukocytes and/or microorganisms. This sugges-
tion is also supported by the findings that only
0.6% of the 481 samples with no bacteria and leu-
kocytes exhibited positive growth.
During the study, we also investigated the oppor-
tunity provided by the UQ screening system, that
is, detecting residual antimicrobial activity in uri-
ne samples which might inversely affect micro-
bial growth. As seen in Table 2, most of the sam-
ples (71%) with RAA were in the group of samples
with leukocytes but without bacteria on direct
microscopy and almost all of those samples
(98.1%) exhibited no growth on routine culture
plates. This RAA may explain the low ratio (6.5%)

of positive growth in those samples with relati-
vely low numbers of bacteria that are undetec-
table on microscopy. Overall, it seems likely that
direct microscopy is essential for preliminary exa-
mination of urine samples and combining this
with the UQ screening system will eliminate the
negative samples from the workload in micro-
biology laboratories. 
The second part of our study evaluated the UQ
system as to whether it can provide bacterial yi-
elds to be used in identification and susceptibility
testing. When sediments of UQ vials were used
as test microorganisms, VITEK2 detected the
same phenotypes in relatively high concordance
with that of CC isolates, especially in the case of
gram-negative bacilli (Table 3). This means that
a clinical microbiology laboratory can give in-
formation on both microbial identity and cfu/ml
for a given infecting agent to the clinicians with-
in the same day. 
Antibiotic susceptibilities of CC results, performed
by VITEK2 displayed >90% agreement with all
tested antibiotics, other than ampicillin/sulbac-
tam when compared to the disk diffusion results
(Table 4). Ampicillin/sulbactam was the lowest in
agreement, but all discrepant results (15.2%) were
in the mE category. When UQ sediments were
used as bacterial yields, antibiotic susceptibility
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TABLE 4 - Comparison of VITEK2 antibiotic susceptibility testing results of Uro-Quick and conventional
culture bacteria by standard disk diffusion method.

Antibiotics UQ bacteria CC bacteria

Agreement ME mE Agreement ME mE
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

Ampicillin/sulbactam 80.7 4.1 15.2 84.8 0 15.2

Gentamycin 97.2 2.8 0 97.2 2.8 0

Cefuroxime 95.8 0 4.2 97.2 1.4 1.4

Ceftriaxone 94.5 0 5.5 97.3 2.7 0

Imipenem 100 0 0 100 0 0

Ciprofloxacin 97.2 1.4 1.4 97.2 1.4 1.4

Nitrofurantoin 90.2 2.8 7 95.8 0 4.2

Piperacillin/tazobactam 86 4.2 9.8 91.6 4.2 4.2

Trimethoprim sulfamethoxazole 100 0 0 97.2 2.8 0



results were in concordance with CC results ex-
cept for piperacillin/tazobactam. Imipenem was
the only antibiotic that designated no error but
full agreement by both methods and it was re-
markable that at least for first choice antimicro-
bials used in UTI including ciprofloxacin, nitro-
furantoin and trimethoprim-sulfamethoxazole
demonstrated high (>90%) percentages of agree-
ment. Similar results were evaluated in a previ-
ous study in which aliquots of urine were used di-
rectly for antibiotic susceptibility by adding anti-
biotics into the UQ vials and the results were com-
pared by disk diffusion (Roveta et al., 2006; Roveta
et al., 2004). Susceptibility results indicate that the
bacterial yield of Uro-Quick system can be per-
formed for the determination of the antibiotic sus-
ceptibilities of Enterobacteriaceae, especially for
E .coli and Klebsiella spp. which are the most com-
mon pathogens in UTIs. 
When the processing time was evaluated for all
these procedures, it was found that UQ screening
(3 h), identification and susceptibility steps using
the UQ sediments as bacterial yield by VITEK2
(6+/-2 hrs time) together would take 7-11 h
(Pérez-Vázquez et al., 2001; Eigner, et al., 2005).
Therefore, there will be a time saving of 15-21 h
for the positive samples, when compared with
conventional culture methods. These observati-
ons altogether indicate that such systems can
bring important advantages to clinical microbio-
logy laboratories when handled by experienced
personnel, provided that the system is used to-
gether with direct microscopic examination.
These advantages include the following;
1) Diminishing workload (in clinical microbio-

logy laboratory) by elimination of negative
samples.

2) A chance of repeat request for contaminated
samples on the same day.

3) Informing clinicians of positive growth in 3
hours.

4) Writing reports of identification and suscep-
tibility results on the same day with great ac-
curacy.

In conclusion, the UQ screening system, when
used together with direct microscopy of urine
samples seems to be a reliable instrument to ob-
tain urine microbiological results in a timely
manner. Both UQ screening and its bacterial yi-
eld used in identification and susceptibility pro-
cedures will also reduce the use of empirical

and/or inappropriate antimicrobials, resulting in
an appreciable cost-effectiveness to the medical
care system.

Acknowledgements
This study was supported by a grant from Marmara
University Scientific Research Commission, with a
grant number of HEA-BGS-061106-0221. 

REFERENCES

BALDASSAERE J-S., KAYE D. (1991). Special problems of
urinary tract infection in the elderly. Med. Clin.
North. Am. 75, 375-390.

CLINICAL AND LABORATORY STANDARDS INSTITUTE. (2008).
Performance standards for antimicrobial suscepti-
bility testing: eighteenth ınformational supplement
M100-S18. CLSI, Wayne, PA, USA.

DIMECH W., RONEY K. (2002). Evaluation of an auto-
mated urinalysis system for testing urine chemistry,
microscopy and culture. Pathology. 34 (2), 170-177.

EIGNER U., SCHMID A., WILD U., BERTSCH D., FAHR A.-
M. (2005). Analysis of the comparative workflow
and performance characteristics of the VITEK 2
and Phoenix systems. J. Clin. Microbiol. 43 (8),
3829-3834.

GRAHAM J.-C., GALLOWAY A. (2001). The laboratory di-
agnosis of urinary tract infection. J. Clin. Pathol.
54, 911-919.

GROSSO S., BRUSCHETTA G., DE ROSA R., AVOLIO M.,
CAMPORESE A. (2008). Improving the efficiency and
efficacy of pre-analytical and analytical work-flow
of urine cultures with urinary flow cytometry New
Microbiol. 31 (4), 501-505.

KELLOGG J.A., MANZELLA J. P., SHAFFER SN., SCHWARTZ

BB. (1987). Clinical relevance of culture versus scre-
ens for the detection of microbial pathogens in uri-
ne specimens. American Journal of Medicine. 83,
739-745.

NORDENSTAM G., SUNDH V., LINCOLN K., SVANBORG A,
EDÉN CS. (1989) Bacteriuria in representative pop-
ulation samples of persons aged 72-79 years. Am. J.
Epidemol. 130, 1176, 86-90.

OKADA H., SAKAI U., MIZAZAKI S., ARAKAWA S.,
HAMAGUCHI Y., KAMIDONO S. (2000). Detection of sig-
nificant bacteriuria by automated urinalysis using
flow cytometry. J. Clin. Microbiol. 38, 2870-2872.

PÉREZ-VÁZQUEZ M., OLIVER A., SÁNCHEZ B., LOZA E.,
BAQUERO F., CANTÓN R. (2001). Performance of the
VITEK2 system for identification and susceptibili-
ty testing of routine Enterobacteriaceae clinical iso-
lates. Int. J. Antimicrob. Agents. 17 (5), 371-376.

PEZZLO M. (1988). Detection of urinary tract infections
by rapid methods. Clin. Microbiol. Rev. 1 (3), 268-
280.

152 A. Ilki, P. Bekdemir, N. Ulger, G. Soyletir



RONALD A-R., PATRILLO A-L-S. (1991). The natural his-
tory of urinary tract infections in adults. Med. Clin.
North Am. 75, 299-312.

ROVETA S., MARCHESE A., DEBBIA E.A. (2006). Antibiotic
susceptibility tests directly on urine samples using
Uro-Quick, a rapid automated system. J.
Chemother. 18 (1), 12-19.

ROVETA S., MARCHESE A., DEBBIA E.A. (2004).
Evaluation of the Uro-Quick, a new rapid auto-
mated system, for the detection of well-character-
ized antibiotic-resistant bacteria. J. Chemother. 16
(2), 107-118.

SEMENIUK H., NOONAN J., GILL H., CHURCH D. (2002).
Evaluation of the Coral UTI Screen system for rap-
id automated screening of significant bacteriuria in
a regional centralized laboratory. Diagn. Microbiol.
Infect. Dis. 44 (1), 7-10.

VIDAY A., HEFFNER M.D., MARC H., GORELICK M.D.,
MSCE (2008). Pediatric urinary tract ınfection.
Clin. Ped. Emerg. Med. 9, 233-237.

WAISMAN Y., ZEREM E., AMIR L., MIMOUNI M. (1999).
The validity of the uriscreen test for early detec-
tion of urinary tract infection in children pedi-
atrics. 104 (4), e41.

Rapıd reportıng of urıne culture results 153





<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles false
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (Coated FOGRA27 \050ISO 12647-2:2004\051)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize false
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Remove
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile (None)
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 320
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.09375
  /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 false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 320
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.09375
  /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 false
  /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 (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /ITA <>
  >>
  /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 true
      /AddPageInfo true
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MarksOffset 6
      /MarksWeight 0.250000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed true
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice




