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Abstract

Complex and distributed systems are more and more
common. Hardware is going from strength to strength and
is embedded in high performance peer-to-peer networks
mostly. The task of a software engineer is to develop soft-
ware systems which are able to take part in these new pos-
sibilities. Hereby, the drawback is the simple fact that such
software systems and their modeling are getting more and
more complex.

If we are looking at the difficulties between customer
and developer teams, especially misunderstandings be-
tween both, then the challenge to model customer oriented
systems is even higher. For customers it is hard to under-
stand the frequently used terms, process models, and tech-
nological concepts. Developers have a hard time to un-
derstand domain specific processes and structures, and ex-
hibit a tendency to abstract concrete examples to higher
level constructs. These problems are especially hard to
avoid during the development of dynamic, distributed sys-
tems with multiple nodes and possibly asynchronous behav-
ior.

In our research we develop a customer-friendly refer-
ence model to demonstrate the aspects of dynamic dis-
tributed systems understandable to the customer. This
model presents and simulates the dynamic aspects of (dis-
tributed) systems without immediate abstraction from exam-
ples and allows for a stepwise generalization and evalua-
tion with help of the customer team. In its final version the
reference model will serve as a requirements statement for
the professional developer.

There are two issues we are going to discuss before we
introduce our approach. First, we shortly survey the situa-
tion in the distributed systems domain. Secondly we pin-
point the importance of customer centered modeling by re-
flecting on the usual success rate of software projects.
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1 Modeling Distributed Systems

Modeling and designing software systems is a
widespread and well researched job profile. The modeling
of truly distributed systems is currently gaining interest and
will be the dominating development profile in the future.
However, its structure and work-flow have not been the
focus of major research efforts so far. In this paper we will
restrict our discussion to the distributed systems domain.

Most modeling approaches in this domain are based on
Petri Nets. Already at the end of the eighties the first
dedicated models for distributed systems were published.
Kramer [6] combines Petri Nets and abstract data types into
a formal, semi-graphical language, SEGRAS. Kindler [5]
also uses Petri Nets to achieve a modular design in a dis-
tributed structure. See also Object Petri Nets [18]. Many
others followed the same trade-off.

Petri Nets are abstract, formal models with strict rules
for static specification and dynamic behavior. Because of
this, Petri Nets are hard to understand for customers with
little experience in computer science. Thus, they should
be available to the developer, but strictly hidden from the
customer.

Another approach emanates from the Unified Model
Language (UML). Emmerich [1] represents UML-
notations, e.g. use case diagrams, class diagrams for
distributed object design. The major disadvantage is that
UML has not yet fully formal semantics, at least in most
of its notations. An online questionnaire [8], distributed
and evaluated by our team, shows again that object ori-
ented modeling is not easily understood by non computer
scientists.

Giese [4] brings together both approaches. He combines
object oriented modeling with Petri Nets in OCoN. How-
ever, the problem of possible misunderstandings between
the customer and developer teams is still prevalent. In our
opinion the logical conclusion must be to make sure that on
the one hand the model of a possibly complex, distributed
system is formal and provably consistent for the developer
team and, on the other hand, fully transparent and under-
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Figure 1. Success of software projects — Source [15, 16]

standable for the customer.

In the remaining portion of this paper we first discuss
the well known problems of software development projects,
with a special emphasis on the fact that in most all method-
ologies and tools the customer is not treated as a first class
citizen. We believe this point to be one of the decisive issues
in the development of distributed systems and will, there-
fore, offer a solution concept that integrates the customer
via a separate reference model that features different views
for different user groups. This will allow to integrate an
informal and example-based view for the customer with a
formal and type-based view for the developer. We conclude
our presentation with a look at our working status and a dis-
cussion of future work.

2 Success of Software Projects

As most developers are no doubt aware, often the devel-
opment of software is canceled in late phases or is retarded
for months. At regular intervals the Standish Group [13]
published a research report about the success of software
projects. Since the first release 1994 [14], every time about
70 percent of all projects miss their goals (Figure 1).

A study [10] on the state of IT project management in the
UK carried out by Oxford University in 2003 is alarming.
This study reported that only 16 percent of IT projects were
considered successful.

In connection with modeling of complex software sys-
tems not only technical problems cause projects to fail.
Mostly abstract and formal models, which provide a concise
and clean basis for the developer, are not easy to understand
by the customer.

Our online questionnaire [8] handed out to (local) small
and medium-sized businesses arrived at similar results.
Goals of the questionnaire were to get answers regarding
the state of art in practice. Which process models, meth-
ods and notations will be used? When, where and how arise
problems between customer and developer teams during the
development process? In addition it was important for us to

Proceedings of the 13th Annual IEEE International Symposium and Workshop on Engineering of Computer Based Systems (ECBS’06)
0-7695-2546-6/06 $20.00 © 2006 IEEE

get an answer how the customer is integrated in the devel-
opment process. We got back 65 answered questionnaires
from 54 companies mostly with less than 50 employees.

As one conclusion of the questionnaire we got a feed-
back about difficulties during the development process (see
Figure 2). In addition to

(1)  imprecise customer requirements and
(2)  changes in requirements
also
3) customers are not familiar with common
techniques in software engineering and
“4) developers are not familiar with customer’s

domain problems.

This causes major problems during the software develop-
ment process. The figure shows the percentage of partic-
ipants who have indicated choices of the question: What
do you think are reasons for difficulties during the software
development process?
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Figure 2. Reasons for deficiency in percent

Regarding the results of these studies we face two im-
portant points as success factors, as many others before:

1. User Involvement

2. Clear Statement of Requirements
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Methods which involve users and support understand-
ability, e.g. Participative Design [12] (STEPS [3], PIC-
TIVE [7], C.A.R.D. [17]) are not widely spread. Not all,
but most participative methods demand higher manpower
requirements, skilled personnel and more time. This is in-
volved with higher cost. Especially for small and medium-
sized businesses this turns out to be too expensive.

To analyze the second factor — clear statement of require-
ments — investigations resulted in three main communica-
tion problems, mostly occurring in early phases of the soft-
ware development process:

e Problems at the identification of requirements for sys-
tems to develop

e Misunderstandings because of different comprehen-
sion of terms

e Communication problems during the transformation of
informal customer requirements into formal require-
ments for developers

Distributed and web-based applications, especially gen-
eralizations of the dynamics of such applications, are tough
to comprehend for the customer and ask for well devel-
oped skills in abstraction and problem matching. This leads,
in turn, to the effect that the customer either needs lots
of attention to be guided, often on the basis of examples,
through the abstracted, type-oriented model or simply dis-
connects from the development process and is later-on most
likely disappointed with the results, causing project failure
or costly re-development efforts.

At Friedrich-Schiller-University Jena (FSU) we suggest
to develop a special reference model where the dynamics
and distributed properties of a system are made visible,
mostly on the level of concrete work-flow examples. We do
not want to develop just another new notation or tool, which
is not understandable to customers. We take an existing and
often used notation as a basis. On a level above that notation
we affix a customer-oriented and understandable additional
notation. Between both notations is an automatism which
translates the customer-oriented notation in the existing en-
gineering notation. Derived abstract and formal models re-
main available to the developer but are hidden from the cus-
tomer. In the sense of participative system design [12] the
customer is included directly into the requirements and de-
sign tasks, although technical complexity is hidden inside
a black-box and presented to the customer in a digestable
format. The end-user is modeled as the triggering entity of
example work-flows and gets the chance to edit and correct
these work-flows and its associated data structures directly.
Generalization is done in a stepwise fashion and makes sure
that the user-model remains concise and correct.

3. Proposed Solution

On the one hand we propose a new flexible approach in
the early phases of a development process. The reference
model creates a new way for a flexible interplay between
requirement analysis and system design. On the other hand
the reference model includes a new customer-oriented mod-
eling tool kit which explains the system considering exam-
ples of real world scenarios with animation. It should be
noted that our approach, based on a new view of customer-
developer interaction, does not replace existing life-cycles,
notations, or tool environments but is designed as an add-
on that improves end-user participation and model evalua-
tion. Furthermore, it is compatible with most technical ap-
proaches and internally based on well known notations and
tools, thus providing an interface to most life-cycles and de-
velopment processes.

3.1 Reference model as process model

The new flexible approach in the early phases of the de-
velopment process supports requirement analysis and sys-
tem design, not stepwise successive but rather in cooper-
ative interplay. The fundamental elements included in our
reference model can be seen in Figure 3. This figure reflects
the external, customer-driven view.

The reference model is composed of an outer and an in-
ner layer. The outer layer is simply a representation layer
(GUD). The inner layer is used to provide the customer with
a visual description of the inner mechanisms that drive the
system under development, based on examples presented
as animation sequences. This will help the customer to
understand why the system behaves in a certain way and
moves away from a pure black-box approach that offers a
GUI only. Please note that the description of the mechanism
has to be a simplified and example-driven model that does
not necessarily reflect the underlying technological solution
and that it may preceed this concrete technological solution
(that can be added-on in a later phase).

This model does not only show the inner processes of
the system to the customer but also involves the customer
actively in the early development of the system and can be
used for further analysis steps. With the help of the GUI
and the Mechanism, a horizontal prototype can be designed
in collaboration with the customer. A vertical prototype can
be designed to refine the mechanism further. The customer
can trigger (the visualization of) an inner process with GUI
elements of the outer process and observe the system’s in-
ner workings, from his perspective, by having a look at the
animation of the mechanism. Both prototypes help to iden-
tify in more detail typical work-flows (Dynamic Elements)
as well as entities (Static Elements) of the system.

When talking about entities and work-flows we really
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Figure 3. Customer-oriented reference model

mean entities, in the sense of instances, and not entity types
(the same holds for the work-flows). This allows us to
present the customer examples with traceable values, to
model multiplicities, copies, recurrences, variants, and un-
folded structures (e.g. trees), instead of generalized and ab-
stracted data structures (and flows). Therefore, the dynamic
generation, manipulation, and deletion of entities or sub-
systems, as well as the cooperation between (sub-)system
instances, can be modeled explicitely and are not reduced
to mere annotations in a (semi-)formal, IT specific nota-
tion that targets the type- instead of the instance-level. We
strongly believe that entities (instances) are better to be un-
derstand by the customer than classes. Thus, we name our
approach User Participation by EXample — UPEX [2].

During further iterations and refinement steps, in close
cooperation with the customer, the reference model is
slowly completed. With active customer participation the
system analysis can promote further. This can be done by
adding-on further examples and instances, e.g. to cover
more unusual situations, error-handling problems, external
interfaces, etc. Finally, a certain level of generalization can
be achieved, we believe by the customer team itself, by clas-
sifying similar entities and work-flows and adding them also
to the reference model. This will give the developer team a
chance to raise the level of abstraction, starting from the ba-
sis the customer team provided, to the usual level of abstrac-
tion employed in requirements and design models, and/or to
compare with already existing (internal, technology-driven)
models the developer team had already developed in paral-
lel.

3.2 Reference model as modeling kit

As mentioned before, we strive to utilize existing nota-
tions (and development processes) wherever possible to stay

compatible with the main stream in software systems devel-
opment techniques. However, these notations and processes
must suit our requirements, as outlined above. First explo-
rations [11], [9] have shown that most existing notations,
and especially development processes, do not fit the bill
right away. This is due to the fact that we think rather in in-
stances than on the type-level and that we target executable
work-flow specifications that provide for future generaliza-
tion.

Currently we look at UML and its extensions, simply
based on the fact that it forms a de-facto standard in the
field. However, we also want to check further notations,
like extended Petri Nets and work-flow systems, to form
the internal engine that will drive the future UPEX system.
We try to develop our “Static Entity-Structures” and “Work-
Flow-Structures” in such a way that the structures conform
to existing and widely used notations. For “Static Entity-
Structures” and “Work-Flow-Structures”, we work with real
world instances well known to customers. The entity types,
the abstraction of the entities (classes), are hidden for cus-
tomers as they are not so familiar with abstraction (see re-
sults of questionnaire). The classes are needed by the devel-
oper to find a model which is suitable to realize the software
system. So our reference model is used as a modeling kit to
elicit requirements and to create a (formal) model based on
customers needs.

To achieve this formal model which is consistent with
the customer’s needs (and not only with the documented re-
quirements) we simulate the behavior of the system using
a prototype approach on the outer level and, on the inner
level, we animate (business) processes realized within the
software system. Petri Nets as an abstract and formal ba-
sis for the developer are quite good for internal background
of our animation. The outside representation of an anima-
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tion should be an image-driven approach, e. g. business ele-
ments effected by an inner process are visualized using im-
ages, and their interplay is animated.

For a quick creation of an user interface we have looked
at paper prototypes and will develop a tool which handles
an easy web-based horizontal prototype without any busi-
ness functions behind. With the help of this prototype the
developer will be supported to find necessary interface el-
ements and to create navigation sequences for user work-
flows. The prototypical graphical interface will be replaced
incrementally by a final version realized by developers. So
early feedback by real users is supported.

3.3 Cooperative Development

The GUI (Representation) and Visualisation/Animation
(“Mechanism”) in Figure 3 show the customer a view of the
system. The Static- and Dynamic-Elements are further in-
formation for the customer, but not in such a clear animated
and prototypical way. Static Entity-Structures and Work-
Flow-Structures are notations for these elements which do
not use abstract elements (classes) but instances as men-
tioned before. These structures (notations) should be cho-
sen in such a way that they are conform with or trans-
formable with common notations like UML notations. With
the help of the GUI and the Visualisation/Animation the
customer can detect additional instances.

Consider for example the postal delivery in an institu-
tion. Normally the secretary writes a letter for the boss. In
abstraction we have two classes, secretary and boss. In our
reference model we do not speak in classes but in instances.
So we have two instances, Susan (secretary) and Jeff (boss).
In a first conversation the customer has explained this work-
flow as follows: write letter — boss signature — address
letter — stamp. In our animation the customer notes “print
job” is missed. Hence, the work-flow element “print letter”
has been added to Dynamic Elements and the animation can
be adapted. Now the customer remarks the technical em-
ployee is missing who manages the printer. So Joe, techni-
cal employee, can be added to the Static Elements. In a step-
wise development with the help of the animation and GUI
the Static- and Dynamic Elements can be composed. With
these two structures the developer can build a formal and
concrete model not only on the level of instances. In fur-
ther time it is considered to develop an automatism which
translates the Static- and Dynamic-Elements in a model de-
scribed with common notations.

4. Working Status

We have analyzed and evaluated existing notations and
tools for usage in the reference model as modeling kit. Ad-
ditionally we have developed a questionnaire which was

handed out to a number of local companies [8]. It explores
which development and process models are used in prac-
tice, especially in small and medium-sized businesses, and
what is regarded to be necessary and understandable, both
from a developer and user perspective.

The evaluation of the questionnaire will lead to refined
requirements for a mix of notations which can be used to
describe entities and work-flows customer-friendly and to
drive the UPEX as its internal engine. Based on this we will
have to refine the process of matching this type of reference
model to customary developer tools and notations, simply
to provide the capability to feed the results of the UPEX
approach into any standardized development process.

Combined with an augmented development process we
also propose the usage of a glossary of terms to avoid mis-
understandings. At the present time we work on a web-
based glossary which explains domain specific terms for
domain experts and lay people.

5. Future Work

In our future works we want to design the notations
“Representation”, “Static Entity-Structures”, “Work-Flow-
Structures” and “Mechanism” in customer understandable
diagrams. There we look to UML and the studies about in-
tuitive symbols.

An evaluation of the proposed reference model should
run in two cycles. After the first evaluation the results
will be integrated in the reference model and after a sec-
ond evaluation the reference model should be transfered in
well known life cycles and notations.

References

[11 W. Emmerich. Engineering Distributed Objects.
2000.
I. Erfurth and W. R. Rossak. UPEX - User Participation by
EXample. In Proceedings of the Joint 10th European Soft-
ware Engineering Conference (ESEC) and the 13th ACM
SIGSOFT Symposium on the Foundations of Software En-
gineering (FSE-13), Doctoral Symposium, pages 374-376,
September 2005.
C. Floyd, F.-M. Reisin, and G. Schmidt. STEPS to Software
Development with Users. In ESEC ’89: Proceedings of the
2nd European Software Engineering Confer ence, pages 48—
64, London, UK, 1989. Springer-Verlag.
H. Giese, J. Graf, and G. Wirtz. Modeling Distributed Soft-
ware Systems with Object Coordination Nets. In B. Kramer,
N. Uchihira, P. Croll, and S. Russo, editors, Int. Symposium
on Software Engineering for Parallel and Distributed Sys-
tems (PDSE’98), Kyoto, Japan, pages 107-116. IEEE Press,
July 1998.
[5] E. Kindler. A Compositional Partial Order Semantics for
Petri Net Components. SFB-Bericht 342/06/96 A, Technis-
che Universitat Miinchen, mar 1996.

wiley,

2

—

[3

—

4

—

YF]',F.

COMPUTER
SOCIETY

Proceedings of the 13th Annual IEEE International Symposium and Workshop on Engineering of Computer Based Systems (ECBS’06)
0-7695-2546-6/06 $20.00 © 2006 IEEE



[6] B. Kriamer. SEGRAS — A Formal and Semigraphical Lan-
guage combining Petri Nets and Abstract Data Types for the
Specification of Distributed Systems. In ICSE ’87: Pro-
ceedings of the 9th international conference on Software En-
gineering, pages 116-125, Los Alamitos, CA, USA, 1987.
IEEE Computer Society Press.

[71 M. J. Muller. PICTIVE — An Exploration in Participatory
Design. In CHI ’91: Proceedings of the SIGCHI conference
on Human factors in com puting systems, pages 225-231,
New York, NY, USA, 1991. ACM Press.

[8] Online Questionnaire “Integration of Customers in the
Software Development”. http://swt.informatik.
uni-jena.de/umfrage.html, 2005.

[9] J. Petermann. Analyse existierender Modellierungsver-
fahren der Softwareentwick lung unter Beriicksichtigung der
Kundenorientierung. Technical report, Friedrich-Schiller-
Universitat Jena, Jena, Germany, 2003. Studienarbeit.

[10] C. Sauer and C. Cuthbertson. The State of IT Project Man-
agement in the UK. Technical report, Templeton College,
Oxford, November 2003.

[11] T. Schlegel. = Analyse existierender Modellierungsver-
fahren der Softwareentwick lung unter Berticksichtigung der
Kundenorientierung. Technical report, Friedrich-Schiller-
Universitat Jena, Jena, Germany, 2003. Studienarbeit.

[12] D. Schuler and A. Namioka, editors. Participatory Design:
Principles and Practices. Lawrence Erlbaum Associates,
Inc., Mahwah, NJ, USA, 1993.

[13] The Standish Group.
http://www.standishgroup.com, 2004.

[14] The Standish Group International. The CHAOS Report.
Technical report, The Standish Group, 1994.

[15] The Standish Group International. Extreme Chaos. Techni-
cal report, The Standish Group, 2001.

[16] The Standish Group International. 2004 Third Quarter Re-
search Report. Technical report, The Standish Group, 2004.

[17] L. G. Tudor, M. Muller, T. Dayton, and R. Root. A participa-
tory design technique for high-level task analysis, critique,
and redesign: the CARD method. In Human Factors and
Ergonomics Society 37th Annual Meeting, 1993.

[18] R. Valk. Object petri nets: Using the nets-within-nets
paradigm. In Lectures on Concurrency and Petri Nets, pages
819-848. Springer, 2003.

YF]',F.

Proceedings of the 13th Annual IEEE International Symposium and Workshop on Engineering of Computer Based Systems (ECBS’06) COMPUTER
0-7695-2546-6/06 $20.00 © 2006 IEEE SOCIETY




<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles false
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (None)
  /CalRGBProfile (None)
  /CalCMYKProfile (None)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 0
  /ParseDSCComments false
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo false
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo false
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo true
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Remove
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 2.00333
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /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 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 2.00333
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /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 1.00167
  /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 (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /JPN <FEFF3053306e8a2d5b9a306f300130d330b830cd30b9658766f8306e8868793a304a3088307353705237306b90693057305f00200050004400460020658766f830924f5c62103059308b3068304d306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103057305f00200050004400460020658766f8306f0020004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d30678868793a3067304d307e30593002>
    /DEU <>
    /FRA <>
    /PTB <>
    /DAN <>
    /NLD <>
    /ESP <>
    /SUO <>
    /ITA <>
    /NOR <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU <FEFF005500730065002000740068006500730065002000730065007400740069006e0067007300200074006f0020006300720065006100740065002000500044004600200064006f00630075006d0065006e007400730020007300750069007400610062006c006500200066006f007200200049004500450045002000580070006c006f00720065002e0020004300720065006100740065006400200031003500200044006500630065006d00620065007200200032003000300033002e>
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [600 600]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


