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Data Consistency and SOA: Old Challenges Rear Their
Ugly Heads

Daniel Sholler, W Schulte

Service-oriented architecture (SOA) has modified the designs of many applications. SOA
systems are inherently much more distributed than their traditionally designed
counterparts. The effects of this distribution are subtle, but are most noticeable when
looking at the nature of the data that is used by these systems. This change in design
challenges the longstanding assumptions equating data consistency with process
integrity.

Key Findings
¢ SOA designs inherently have distributed data.

e The scope and scale of modern SOA make traditional methods of data consistency
management expensive.

o New designs can no longer rely on old assumptions about the relationship between data
consistency and the integrity of the process outcome.

Recommendations

Build explicit consistency assumptions into application requirements.

Identify information boundaries, particularly where replication occurs.

Use information flow models to map consistency requirements.

Build defensive compensation techniques into services.
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ANALYSIS

1.0 Introduction: Sharing Data

Our modern technological world is changing several of the long-held assumptions that we have
had about how to use technology. IT practitioners who fail to adapt to these changes run the risk
of being left behind, or making serious errors. Many of these changes are quite subtle, and
require one to rethink several fundamentals of system design. Among the most far-reaching of
these changes is the impact of SOA, cloud, and distributed systems on our notion of data
consistency.

2.0 Why Shared Data Becomes More Difficult With SOA

Most corporate computing requirements are based on the notion of recording some information of
interest, then communicating that information with different people and with other systems.
Underlying this basic concept is a set of inherent assumptions about the information. One of
those assumptions is that the information is correct, meaning current, up-to-date, the latest that is
known. However, it is not always easy to ensure the correctness of information and its currency.
In many cases, systems will generate erroneous results or actions because they display
information that is inconsistent. The consistency of the business outcomes in most cases relies
on the consistency of the data. Data consistency has been a critical area of research for
computer scientists since the start of the computing era. However, for the past several decades,
most application programmers have been able to manage with relatively simple assumptions
about data consistency. These assumptions (that data exists only in one place, that one can use
database transactions as a method of ensuring integrity of business actions, etc.) have been a
tremendous convenience in terms of simplifying the code needed to manipulate data.

Early on, data was the "property" of just one application. Clearly, in this case, the application
controlled all elements of the data and had whatever consistency model was appropriate for its
function. The rise of databases created a system that supported a uniform consistency model —
atomicity, consistency, isolation, durability (ACID) property transactions — and it was the
responsibility of the application programmer only to define the transaction boundaries in a manner
that was consistent with the behavior of the application. In this case, the designers and
developers of applications did not have to wrestle with many of the complexities of how to
manage data; they could treat the data store as a single point and the transactions as atomic.
This central point also coincided with very simple governance models for the data, and the
controls based on those governance rules were easier to enforce because of the single source of
the information.

Although a great convenience, this centrality of the database was a source of problems, as
specific applications owned the particular representation of the data, and other applications were
unable to use it in those forms. This gave rise to a whole series of replicas of the information in
the form of other databases appended to other applications. This has created several extremely
complex logical data structures where the total information know about a subject, for example,
customers, was spread across multiple databases, stored according to all sorts of different
schemas, and validated according to different rules, etc. This complexity also made it very difficult
to modify the data structures, or their content, because the dependencies and implications of any
changes were unknown and difficult to track down.

While this duplication enabled the decoupling of those application life cycles, it also made it
nearly impossible to maintain consistency among the different stores of the data. There were
inconsistency issues among the various applications, but since applications were targeted at
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specific user constituencies, this did not have a large practical effect, except when analysis was
performed across the entire body of information. This gave rise to data-warehousing techniques
to reconcile the inconsistencies that were created by the partitioning of the information.

Improvements in data warehousing and other data management techniques have enabled these
processes to become near-real-time, and have spawned concepts such as operational data
stores and enterprise information integration (Ell). However, in recent years, the focus of
information processing has shifted somewhat, and today many organizations are looking to build
a library of shared capabilities (shared services) using SOA techniques, and to incorporate them
into applications and processes that have been orchestrated across many of the existing system,
data and organizational boundaries. This demands an abstract information model that spans the
entire organization and the means of representing those boundaries in an application-neutral
fashion. Also, this combination of SOA, business process management (BPM) and end-to-end
automation has caused many organizations to face large-scale distributed-system challenges,
even within their internal enterprise system portfolio. These distributed systems, which often have
many redundant copies of information stored in different subsystems, do not follow the
comfortable assumptions that we had in the past. Application programmers become responsible
for managing many aspects of data consistency, and must do so in a highly distributed
environment where that activity is particularly challenging.

2.1 Data Consistency and Business Outcomes

One of the major difficulties in even thinking about this issue is to overcome the association
between the consistency of data and the consistency of outcomes. The goal of any process
automation system is to have every instance of a process run to completion in a known state.
When this fails to happen, there is a serious program error or exception. While this sounds quite
obvious, it is very challenging in practice, since in a complex, asynchronous interaction that is
part of a long running business process, the number of potential states can be vast. Most process
orchestration engines, particularly those that are associated with integration systems, are used
primarily to manage the state of those interactions, and to make sure that the process can exit
from any indeterminate state, for example, if the further execution of the process is waiting on
input from a system, and that system has failed (crashed and rebooted). The process automation
system must have the facilities to enable the system to rejoin the interaction and to allow it to
complete.

Functionally, the integrity of the business action was maintained by the data integrity
mechanisms. In the simple case of a single database with ACID properties, the transactional
mechanism in the database and the record of business interactions are presumed to be one and
the same, thus the technological mechanisms, such as commit and rollback, can address the
requirements. In other words, one assumes that the business action generates a singular record
that is recorded in the database, and that the boundaries of the database transaction determine
the boundaries of the system transaction, and are presumed to be the same as the business
transaction. In this case, the state of the data would be very clear (because it would be current to
the last observed transaction boundary).

In the distributed case, neither the clarity nor the indicators may work properly. For example,
when activating a process that contains, for example, a dozen steps, these steps might be
implemented by several different applications or services operating independently. While each is
aware of its state, the composite state is likely to be invisible. Coordinating these actions so that
they are apparently atomic is one possibility, but requires substantially more processing, and in
some cases substantial exchanges of information to coordinate.

As processes become increasingly distributed in their execution, they are less able to rely on data
consistency as a means of preserving the consistency of the outcomes. Organizations are forced
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into making some implementation and design decisions based on the type of consistency that is
desired and the method of enforcing that consistency. These kinds of design implications are
unfamiliar to many developers, and will demand careful attention as the systems are built.

2.2 What We Know About Consistent Data and Consistent Outcomes

No matter what the system or design, if the system is distributed, the designer is always faced
with choices about consistency. The first choice is basic: a single point of information (and,
therefore, a single point of failure) versus distributed data. In reality, in most modern SOA
environments, the data is, by definition, distributed. This is usually true because applications
insist on having a data store that they can treat as private for their purposes. If these applications
are purchased, there is effectively no way to have them operate in the absence of their own copy
of the data. Once the data has been copied, there is always a question of how to maintain
consistency among the copies and of what the business consequences of that inconsistency
might be.

The issue that faces application designers is how to manage the "window of inconsistency” so
that it has few or no adverse business outcomes. This decision is highly dependent on an
evaluation of the process and the behaviors of the individuals within that process. For example,
although it might be reasonable for a bank website not to reflect deposited checks until the
following day, most users would expect it to register electronic transactions as they are entered.
From the point of view of the Web application, these two things might be identical (in other words,
they are just transaction records that the application sources from the current account system),
but they have qualitatively different expectations of currency in the users' minds.

There are also situations in which relaxing the definitions and requirements of data consistency
can either radically change the cost of implementing a process, or can change the process itself.
Interesting cases of this are travel resellers such as Priceline.com. Travel industry processes
have always assumed that the prices and dates of travel need to be fixed prior to the execution of
a sales transaction. Priceline.com's business model is based on a radical change in the business
process where the price is negotiated and the date of travel is committed.

Finally, there is a question of what elements of the interaction must be recorded. For example,
when a sales transaction is initiated, one of the first things that usually happens is the negotiation
of a price. In most sales systems, details of the state of the negotiation are rarely recorded. This
is a choice made by the designer of how to correlate the state of the IT system with the real-world
state. Historically, we have allowed systems to ignore the state of these kinds of activities
because they were considered "outside" the realm of the system's function. However, as we use
SOA to build more-extensive end-to-end automation, more and more of those usually
undocumented states are encompassed by the system. Furthermore, the linking of separate
systems creates increasing discrepancies between the state of the data and the state of the real-
world business interactions.

3.0 Why Data Consistency Is a Problem for Distributed Systems
3.1 CAP Theorem

Most technologists who have faced challenges with data consistency have observed that there is
often a trade-off to be made between the consistency of the data and its availability. The first
person to formalize this trade-off was Eric Brewer (see www.cs.berkeley.edu/~brewer) in a
discussion of what he referred to as the consistency, availability and partitioning (CAP) theorem
(see www.cs.berkeley.edu/~brewer/cs262b-2004/PODC-keynote.pdf). This theorem has been
validated by others (see http://portal.acm.org/citation.cfm?doid=564585.564601). His theorem is
that one can only have two of those characteristics in a performant system. In other words, as we
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move toward SOA (with its implicit use of partitioned data), we are faced with a trade-off between
data consistency and data availability. This is a difficult decision, because from one point of view,
the system should always operate using the latest (i.e., most correct) version of the data. This is
the property that ACID enables. No matter what is done, the data seen is the latest version, and it
is assured that there will not be changes to the data while it is being read or written. However, in
many situations, it is clear that having some capability available to the user is more important
than having consistent information. For example, an airline reservation system may have booked
a particular seat on a particular flight. However, because there are many copies of that data, an
alternative system (for example, the Web-based system) may allow someone else to book that
same seat, because its copy of the data is not consistent with the other. From an IT perspective,
this is undesired, but from a business perspective, it might be quite reasonable, since the
likelihood that this will cause a real-world problem is remote (in most cases, there will be a
cancellation that will allow the person to get a seat, if not the one specifically requested).

The idea that we can relax ACID property constraints on our data is a powerful one. On the one
hand, it means that complex shared data scenarios, including shared services, and complex
business process orchestrations can be achieved without making radical changes to the design of
the data-owning systems. On the other hand, this transfers responsibility for the integrity of the
business outcome from the infrastructure to the process of interaction. In other words, it makes
integrity visible at the application level. With the ACID assumption, the integrity of the outcome
could often be assumed due to the inherent integrity of the data. In these cases, there are many
more-intermediate states.

3.2 Definitions of Consistency Aren't Consistent

The issue is that consistency is not an absolute property, but only for the given purpose. For
example, a service that shows flight information might show the schedule as planned weeks in
advance, or it might show the planned work schedule for that day (which starts out the same as
the original plan, but changes based on weather delays and aircraft availability), or it might show
up to the second flight status (which may vary based on even more fine-grained factors, such as
the timeliness of the food services crew). In each of these situations, the information syntax is the
same, but the meaning of the scheduled time is slightly different, due to differing assumptions
about the consistency of the data.

Obviously, in some cases, these differing assumptions will not matter. For example, if a person is
trying to buy a ticket for tomorrow, a difference of 10 minutes in the scheduled departure time is
not that relevant, whereas if a person is trying to make it from the counter to the gate, 10 minutes
matter quite a lot. In the first case, if the ticket agent cannot see the 10-minute delay caused by
the late food service delivery, there is no consequence to the business process. However, in the
second case, the person will learn that the flight has already left, when there may still be a
chance to make it, which is (potentially) a significant consequence. The reason that these
differences in interpretation sometimes exist is because information structures created for one
purpose are used in other purposes. Because all of this data looks the same (i.e., flights and
departure times) there is an assumption that it can or should all be handled the same way.
However, it is clear from these simple use cases that the underlying assumptions sometimes
matter. This leads to a situation where we must know about all the information currency
assumptions.

The second problem is that consistency in a distributed environment can take many forms. One
common form of consistency ("monotonic read consistency") says that a person will never read
anything that is older than the last thing read. For example, if data and query loads were
distributed across multiple copies of a database, and updates were applied to those copies in an
unpredictable order at unpredictable times, it would be possible for an application to first read
from an updated copy, then repeat the same read, but be routed to a copy that has not yet been

Publication Date: 18 September 2009/ID Number: G0O0170094 Page 6 of 12
© 2009 Gartner, Inc. and/or its Affiliates. All Rights Reserved. Gartner




updated, yielding an "older" result. From the point of view of the application, the data has
changed; in reality, what the application sees as a forward change (first the person saw A then B,
so B must be the most current) is exactly the opposite of what occurred. Systems that enforce
monotonic read consistency will not allow the application to see result B, and will instead return
the later time stamped as result A.

While this system does not assure that viewers will always see the latest data (it could have been
possible for the system to see B first, then A), it does assure that when viewers see a change, the
changed value is not an older artifact, but a change that has taken place while viewers were
examining the data, which can be an important assumption in many cases.

There are many more forms of consistency, which are summarized nicely in a blog entry by
Amazon CTO Werner Vogel (see

www.allthingsdistributed.com/2008/12/eventually consistent.html#more). The reason it is
important to understand these is that although database designers spend a lot of time on this
issue, it is now becoming important for SOA application developers to build and apply
consistency mechanisms within their software. This goes back to the point made in the previous
section: If the infrastructure is not guaranteeing data consistency, then issues of state need to be
handled at the application layer. This is not all that unusual; in most cases, the application layer
needs to be aware of potential failures when information is transferred from one physical
component to another. The difference is that SOA designs dramatically increase the number of
these component interactions, so instead of programming each one "from scratch" as a special
case, it is useful to think of an overall design that accommodates them.

In addition to the basic consistency model, other software and data services may affect the ability
to maintain consistency. Many of these have to do with timing. A simple service that accesses
some data may actually invoke many stored procedures in the database, require the
materialization of views, etc. All of these actions put a boundary on how fast some activity may
occur. If that window is not fast enough for one of the use cases, then that use case must
introduce the idea of operating with inconsistent data.

3.3 Boundaries

Another challenge when partitioning data has to do with the differences in the different databases.
In most cases, the data has been replicated because some boundary has been crossed. This
may be an organizational boundary, where different parts of the organization have different use
cases for information, or it may be some other boundary that causes the design to be reproduced,
such as having hired a different system integrator (Sl) partner to assist with the development of
two different applications which share some information. Usually, this boundary included some
technology requirements (for example, the items in the replica were designed to work with a
particular application that used Microsoft technologies, and ADO .NET, for example). However,
there are also issues of information stewardship and trust. In the single-source model, the owner
of the data was presumed to have governance responsibilities. In an SOA environment, where
the information associated with an element of the corporate information model may be spread
around the organization, it is critical to be more explicit in terms of governance roles and quality
requirements.

While we may logically accept that all the customer information should be the same, allowing
someone else the physical management of critical customer data (even if that someone else is
within your company) is a difficult decision. Because many of the replicas that exist do so
because of these trust issues, one of the items that is usually a prerequisite for dealing with any
distributed data environment is identity management, so that the actions that are taken on
information can be tracked across the copies of the information and across organizational
boundaries.
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3.4 Client Versus Server

Another difficult issue is figuring out who is responsible for determining the correct state. In the
classic ACID database model, this is clearly the server. The database serializes the requests
from the various applications and users, and manages the state. However, many other models
can be utilized. Most Web applications use a slightly different assumption (derived from the
representational state transfer [REST] principles) where the information that is owned by the
client is always assumed to be current, even if it was transferred from an outdated copy on the
server.

Many systems attempt to solve this problem by handing the complete state back and forth among
the actors. However, this is impossible when the actors are independent programs that have
different representations for the state, such as when integrating two unrelated packaged
applications. This avoids the problems associated with hidden state, but it still does not identify
how to resolve change conflicts, where multiple actors change the state in different ways at the
same time. In order for this to occur, there must be some kind of data consistency model that is
understood to apply in the circumstances. The processes that make use of this data must be
aware of the choice of model, and must develop their actions based on the assumptions in that
model.

4.0 Data Consistency Models

Since the actual goal is to ensure the consistency of a business outcome, there are many
different models that allow that to occur. The ACID model that most modern databases support is
just one possible model, and even within that there are variations (the difference between
"repeatable read" and "cursor stability" modes in SQL, for example).

41 ACID
Most developers are familiar with the notion of ACID, which is an acronym standing for:
o Atomicity (everything either succeeds or fails together; there is no partial work)

o Consistency (data is in a consistent state both before and after the transaction,
regardless of success or failure)

¢ Isolation (no one can see the data while it is inconsistent; i.e., being written)

o Durability (when the transaction over the state is permanent, and no type of failure can
undo it)

These are the qualities that most developers associate with the notion of a transaction. However,
data consistency is just a means to an end. The range of things that may qualify as "consistent"
and the consequences of inconsistencies are highly dependent on the cost of maintaining the
consistency, and the value that consistent data has to the organization.

4.2 Eventual Consistency

In many cases, it is both cost-effective and reasonable to have what has been termed "eventual”
consistency. This can take several forms, but the notion is that, as the term describes, the system
will eventually become consistent. The idea with eventual consistency is that, in a nonfailure
state, the window of inconsistency (the time during which reads from copies of the data might
return different results, because one of them is not yet updated with the new values) is relatively
predictable. This means that within certain parameters, processes can rely on the window
duration. In many systems, there are eventual consistency models, the most common of which is
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the data consistency form of integration (see "Understanding the Three Patterns of Application
Integration"), which is much easier (and less-expensive) to implement, and which may serve the
process well.

5.0 Likelihood of Error and Cost of Repair

Obviously, one of the determinations that affects facets like the inconsistency window, as well as
whether the system supports eventual consistency, has to do with the overlap between the read
and write sets. In a situation where only a small percentage of the database is read and written at
any time, and where the read will be evenly distributed throughout the data set, the probability of
interference can be reasonably calculated. While some processes tolerate no errors, most
processes can deal with a situation where the wrong information is used one time out of tens of
thousands. The real issue is: When does the cost of the repair associated with this error rate
become significant enough to overshadow the cost of implementing some kind of ACID data
consistency? In the past, when faced with this problem, most organizations would focus on
consolidating the data into a spot where they could use the database engine. However, SOA
applications often make this impossible, because they utilize shared components that have their
own inherent assumptions about where the data is and what it means, so the focus is on either
reducing the error rate or reducing the cost of repair.

5.1 Questions of ACID Versus Eventual Consistency

There are many who believe that in a complex, highly distributed SOA environment, the notion of
strong (ACID) consistency is just not useful. This thinking is based on the assumption that in any
situation where consistency of information could impact the business outcome there will be code
to handle failures, because it is always possible to fail to acquire the correct or complete
information for reasons that are nontechnical. For example, it is possible that people's names in a
database were misspelled or even willfully misrepresented. In fact, in many cases, these types of
errors are far more common than the errors that developers worry about, such as failures of
communication or computers, or of being locked out of data waiting for a consistency update.
Given that there must be some code to deal with the consequences of the logical errors, the
marginal cost of adding code to deal with the IT system failures (including the failure to use the
latest data) is very small. In some designs, this can even be zero. This implies that spending lots
of money and effort to ensure data consistency at the underlying layers (for example, the
database)

6.0 General Recommendations for Data Consistency Uses

Ultimately, organizations must make some decisions about how and when to enable data
consistency across distributed data. In this section we list some general rules.

6.1 Use ACID Transactions When There's a Reference Copy of the Data

In the SOA environment, the partitioning of the data is nearly always present. However, there are
often cases where, from a business point of view, even though copies of the data may be (at any
given time) out of sync, there is a business agreement that one privileged copy is used as an
authoritative source. The use of an authoritative source implies that the data is partially
consolidated around that source, and usually means that the mechanisms for ensuring integrity
(such as a two-phase commit) have already be implemented and tested with that data source. In
these cases, the services that enable the manipulation and use of that data should be able to
hide virtually all consistency issues from the use and utilize ACID data consistency to manage the
integrity of the outcome.
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6.2 Use Mediated Eventual Consistency to Manage Distributed, Low-
Volatility Data, Such as Master Data

One very common scenario with SOA is the creation of a set of services for managing various
classes of master data. Whether conceived as part of an SOA project or as part of a master data
management program, this model is an excellent situation in which eventual consistency plays a
large role. Nearly every master data management scenario has portions of the total master data
replicated near the applications that consume that information and a central store (either
materialized or virtual) that coordinates the changes between them. Changes are communicated
among the participants asynchronously, and that enables them to remain peformant and rapid.
However, the cost is that there is some small window of inconsistency. Given the low volatility of
master data, the likelihood that someone will read the data in that window is usually very small.
Therefore, this model enables a highly scalable means of improving data quality and consistency,
without putting all the applications using the data into a synchronization straightjacket.

6.3 Build Explicit Consistency Into the Processes When Managing
Complex, Long-Running Interactions

In cases where SOA services are used as elements in a BPM suite (BPMS)-based business
process, this is usually a circumstance in which eventual consistency is required, and where the
consistency management needs to be explicitly included in the process definition. The
relationship between the logical model of the business transactions and the consistency of the
data needs to be clearly defined. These processes generally run over lengthy periods (minutes,
hours, days, weeks). The coupling among the various actors is loose and is intentionally so. The
process itself must account for a variety of logical errors, which can easily add consistency errors.
The only meaningful technique involves building a set of compensations for each action
undertaken by the process. If each action has a compensating action (or if actions can be
grouped into a set, and the set have a compensating action), this will allow the process to be
unwound at any point.

Compensations are not always simple. In an ACID system, one can rely on the "rollback™ action,
since no one else has access to the data. However, in more-complex systems, especially in
distributed systems with multiple asynchronous parts, the compensation may be entirely different
from the action itself. For example, the compensation for sending an invoice to a counterpart is
likely to be a complex series of steps that determines whether the invoice was sent (and,
therefore, a change process initiated with the counterpart), or whether it can just be deleted from
the local sending queue.

Different tools have different approaches to how compensations are represented, or more
accurately, how the relationship between an action and its compensation is represented, and how
the compensation is triggered. Systems that do a good job of helping users create compensations
and trigger them when appropriate are usually easier to use than those that require the
compensation to be an explicit path in the defined process.

6.4 Build Services to Tolerate Repetition

One of the classic "defensive programming techniques" that can be used is to design services so
that transactions may be transmitted multiple times without error. Although many techniques
allow this, being able to resend an action to another system without adverse consequences
makes it quite simple for any actor to recover from any sort of failure. It can simply repeat its
actions, and as long as those actions have the same outcomes, no harm will come.
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7.0 Recommendations

7.1 Build Explicit Consistency Assumptions Into Application Requirements

A proper process definition will include the requirements for consistency, the assumptions about
inconsistency windows and the compensations required.

7.2 Identify Information Boundaries, Particularly Where Replication Occurs

Where information can exist in more than one place, that fact should be known, and any systems
that make use of that information need to understand what kind of consistency model is in place,
and how to use the data in a manner that is in line with that model.

7.3 Use Information Flow Models to Map Consistency Requirements

Strong consistency is very expensive in the distributed world, but business failures due to
inconsistent data may be expensive as well. The goal is to create a level of consistency that is
commensurate with the likelihood of error and the cost of remediation. This can only be modeled
with a complete understanding of the information flow.

Determine at what level the consistency should be maintained.
7.4 Build Defensive Compensation Techniques Into Services

If services are programmed to assume that data inconsistencies and resynchronizations will need
to occur, the systems will be much more robust. Even if these capabilities are not exercised
frequently, they will allow systems to run even in the face of erroneous data.

RECOMMENDED READING

"Q&A on SOA and Latency in Applications"

"The Emerging Vision for Data Services: Logical and Semantic Management"

Publication Date: 18 September 2009/ID Number: G0O0170094 Page 11 of 12
© 2009 Gartner, Inc. and/or its Affiliates. All Rights Reserved. Gartner




REGIONAL HEADQUARTERS

Corporate Headquarters
56 Top Gallant Road
Stamford, CT 06902-7700
U.S.A.

+1 203 964 0096

European Headquarters
Tamesis

The Glanty

Egham

Surrey, TW20 9AW
UNITED KINGDOM

+44 1784 431611

Asia/Pacific Headquarters
Gartner Australasia Pty. Ltd.
Level 9, 141 Walker Street
North Sydney

New South Wales 2060
AUSTRALIA

+61 2 9459 4600

Japan Headquarters
Gartner Japan Ltd.

Aobadai Hills, 6F

7-7, Aobadai, 4-chome
Meguro-ku, Tokyo 153-0042
JAPAN

+81 3 3481 3670

Latin America Headquarters
Gartner do Brazil

Av. das Nagdes Unidas, 12551
9° andar—World Trade Center
04578-903—Sa0 Paulo SP
BRAZIL

+55 11 3443 1509

Publication Date: 18 September 2009/ID Number: G00170094

Page 12 of 12

© 2009 Gartner, Inc. and/or its Affiliates. All Rights Reserved.

Gartner




<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /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 /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /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 false
  /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

  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  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 /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


