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Abstract: Recently, the ontological metamodel plays an increas-
ingly important role to specify systems in two forms: ontology and
metamodel. Ontology is a descriptive model representing reality
by a set of concepts, their interrelations, and constraints. On the
other hand, metamodel is a more classical, but more powerful
model in which concepts and relationships are represented in a
prescriptive way. This study firstly clarifies the difference between
the two approaches, then explains their advantages and limita-
tions, and attempts to explore a general ontological metamodeling
framework by integrating each characteristic, in order to implement
semantic simulation model engineering. As a proof of concept, this
paper takes the combat effectiveness simulation systems as a
motivating case, uses the proposed framework to define a set of
ontological composable modeling frameworks, and presents an
underwater targets search scenario for running simulations and
analyzing results. Finally, this paper expects that this framework
will be generally used in other fields.
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1. Introduction

In the recent past, ontology as a means of describing a di-
versified simulation system has taken an increasingly sig-
nificant role at the heart of the conceptual modeling phase
in system engineering. It allows the users to describe the
reality in an analytical way. Hence, many researchers in
modeling and simulation (M&S) have paid much atten-
tion to it, especially in the area of model-driven engi-
neering (MDE). These researchers usually focus on em-
ploying it to capture domain knowledge, and the adapted
know-how is considered as a key attempt to gain efficiency
and productivity as well as to improve the product quality
[1]. Meanwhile, both ontology and model are shared by a
group of people, and are usually represented in different
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forms due to different preferences of simulation model-
ers. Consequently, these differences raise many issues and
make the model composability [2], particularly the seman-
tic composability, very difficult.

According to [3], model composability has four differ-
ent levels in general: deep semantic composability (also
called full composability), semantic composability, syn-
tactical composability, and no composability. Regarding
different types of model heterogeneity and different ways
of semantic mapping and matching, syntactical and se-
mantic composability can be divided into further cate-
gories [4]. Traditional technological standard specifica-
tions such as the high level architecture (HLA) [5], simu-
lation model portability (SMP) [6] and discrete event sys-
tem specification (DEVS) [7,8] mainly focus on the syn-
tactical facet of model composability. These specifications
aim to build a commonly accepted standard to represent
models. However, without any consideration on the se-
mantic facet, models are hard to be integrated meaning-
fully. Therefore, some domain specific simulation sys-
tems or platforms such as extended air defense system
(EADSIM) [9], system effectiveness analysis simulation
(SEAS) [10], and joint mission effectiveness analysis
simulator for utility, research and evaluation (JointMEA-
SURE) [11] concentrate on domain knowledge abstraction
from the domain knowledge’s perspective, and get consid-
erable successful applications. All these attempts lay a well
foundation for realizing semantic composability of sim-
ulation models and also provide a lot of experience for
complex systems M&S. Yet, given a certain domain, a set
of composable modeling frameworks (CMF) is the key to
engineering semantic composability of simulation models
[12].

This paper applies ontology in CMEF, also called
ontology-aware CMF (ontoCMF), to enhance CMF’s se-
mantic expressiveness. The remainder is structured as fol-
lows. Section 2 describes the background. In Section 3, the
general ontological metamodeling framework is proposed.
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Section 4 shows how to build the ontoCMF. A typical case
study of combat effectiveness simulation systems (CESS)
is illustrated in Section 5, which is followed by conclusions
in Section 6.

2. Background

2.1 Model, ontology and metamodel

This study adopts a definition in [13] that a model is a rep-
resentation of reality for some definite purpose. A model
can be used to represent many different kinds of realities,
such as domains and systems. According to [14], a model
of a system is a description or specification of that system
and its environment for some certain purpose, where the
environment of a system is described by a domain model.
Hence, a model has two distinctive categories: descrip-
tiveness and prescriptiveness [15]. A descriptive model de-
scribes reality, but the reality is not constructed from it,
that is, the model truth lies in reality. Whereas, a prescrip-
tive model prescribes the structure or behavior of the reali-
ty and the reality is constructed according to the model, so
in a descriptive model the truth lies in the model itself [16].

According to [17], ontology is a shared, descriptive,
structural model, representing reality by a set of concepts,
their interrelations, and constraints under the open-world
assumption (OWA). In the OWA, things that have not been
represented explicitly are assumed unknown, whereas the
close-world assumption (CWA) is important to restrict ar-
bitrary extensions which could incur consistencies, under-
lying that what has not been specified is either implicitly
disallowed or implicitly allowed. In general, there are two
types of ontology: reference ontology and local ontology.
In the former case, the ontology is more stable and is usua-
Ily released by standard organizations, to prescribe how
the ontologies on the next level below, i.e., local onto-

| Similarity relations |

Journal of Systems Engineering and Electronics Vol. 31, No. 3, June 2020

logy, are represented. In the latter case, the ontology ex-
tends/specializes certain concepts or relationships of the
reference ontology on an upper level, to achieve know-
ledge reuse among different applications. In practice, on-
tologies usually include top ontology, domain ontology,
business ontology and application ontology. Firstly, the top
ontology describes the most common concepts and rela-
tionships, like objects, events, and time, etc., which are
independent of concrete applications. Secondly, the do-
main ontology and the business ontology describe the sys-
tem structure and behavioral logic for a given domain.
The former emphasizes the explicit representation of the
static domain knowledge, whereas the latter concentrates
on concepts and relationships for a certain task or beha-
vior. Thirdly, the application ontology is often customized
as a concrete scenario.

A metamodel is a representation for a class of models
[18,19]. Models that conform to the metamodel are true so
the metamodel is a prescriptive model. The term “meta” is
widely used combined with concepts such as computing,
language, and data, forming new words like metacomput-
ing, metalanguage, metadata and so on. These terms rep-
resent some implications like “super”, “fundamental” and
“specification” from an abstract perspective. In general, it
is reasonable to say that a metamodel is the model that pre-
scribes models, metadata is the data that schedule data, and
metalanguage is the language that specifies languages. In
metamodeling, it is helpful to distinguish similarity rela-
tions for precisely locating a special concept within the
similarity space. This study agrees with the classification
of similarity relations in [17] and makes a simple exten-
sion for the instanceOf relation, distinguishing ontological
instanceOf and linguistic instanceOf relations, as shown in
Fig. 1.

| is-represented-by |

ﬁ| Specification model |

L

is-decribed-by |

instance Of |

| Linguistic instance Of | | Ontological instanceOf

ﬁ | Description model |

Fig. 1 Similarity relations with linguistic and ontological extensions

2.2 Ontological metamodel

The ontological metamodel integrates ontology and meta-
model, both of which are closely related but also indepen-

dent of each other. On the one hand, the ontological meta-
model is based on the description logic so it has formali-
zed features to some degree. Moreover, it directly uses do-
main concepts and relationships to describe systems so it
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is closer to human’s way of thinking; thus it is easier to
be understood. On the other hand, the ontological meta-
model is a kind of meta-theory that improves the level of
system abstractions to prescribe the representation of mul-
tiple system objects. As a result, both ontology and meta-
model lay the foundational theory of ontological metamod-
eling, enable the semantic expressiveness of metamodels
and hence promote semantic composability of simulation
models [20]. In general, the ontology is introduced through
two ways: ontological metamodeling from scratch and uni-
fied modeling language (UML) extension with tags.

(i) Ontological metamodeling from scratch is also called
the implantation way. This way directly introduces a de-
scriptive ontology concept as the metaclass of a certain
metamodel. For example, one builds an ontological meta-
model by using the web ontology language (OWL) to de-
scribe the concepts and structure of metamodels. In this
way, the consequent ontological metamodel is usually
clumsy because the metamodel and ontology are strongly
coupled, and incurring a little evolution of the ontology
may change the overall ontological metamodel structure.
Therefore, it belongs to a heavyweight way and is more
suitable for the case of a considerable stable ontology, such
as the top ontology or the reference ontology.

(ii)) UML extension with tags is also called the tag way.
This way defines a set of properties for the metaclasses
of a given metamodel by several descriptive ontology con-
cepts. Using the UML class diagram to construct a meta-
model, for example, one tags the properties of a metaclass
by defining its connection to the ontology concept. In this
way, the metamodel and ontology are loosely coupled so
that a certain ontology evolution will not change the meta-
model. Hence, it is a lightweight way to be usually used to
build the local ontology, such as the domain ontology, the
business ontology and the application ontology.

2.3 Ontological metamodeling for semantic
composability

As discussed before, traditional methods for model com-
posability focus on the syntactical facet from a technologi-
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cal point of view. Consequently, many simulation model-
ers concentrate on the simulation software, hardware and
also the network environment, but pay less attention to how
the information contained in simulation models are rep-
resented and understood, neither is it paid to composing
simulation models effectively and meaningfully for a spe-
cial simulation service. From a domain’s perspective, onto-
logical metamodeling that is driven by realities or the do-
main knowledge focuses on the semantic facet. As such,
simulation modelers concentrate on how to introduce the
domain concepts and relations into a metamodel so as to
enhance its semantic expressiveness. Specifically, the core
of ontological metamodeling for semantic composability
includes the following. Firstly, upon a set of domain spe-
cific modeling frameworks we introduce ontologies for
those key elements that affect semantic composability and
reuse much. Secondly, provide a formal and semantically
accurate ontological modeling language as well as its sup-
porting ontological modeling environment. Finally, engi-
neer semantic composability within the MDE paradigm in
order to develop simulation models in a composable way,
and thus reduce the system development cost, promote the
development effectiveness and enhance the quality of the
final simulation products.

In general, different types of ontological metamodels for
semantic composability are based on two different mecha-
nisms: general-purpose ontology language like the OWL
and UML profile for common ontologies [21]. Both of
them have some similar advantages and disadvantages with
ways (i.e., the implantation and tag ways) of building onto-
logical metamodels. In the former case, simulation models
involved in semantic composability are all specified by the
OWL, that is, all of the simulation models conform to a
similar ontological metamodel, i.e., the OWL metamodel.
In the latter case, these simulation models have a common
syntactical base, e.g., the UML, but their model elements
lack accurate semantics for a special domain as well as a
strong logic foundation. Both mechanisms are illustrated
in Fig. 2.

Ontological metamodel

* instanceOf
Common ontologies

Semantic
composability
based on common

Semantic
anchoring

Model component A

ontologies

Model component B

Fig.2 Two mechanisms of semantic composability using ontological metamodels
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3. Ontological metamodeling framework

Because of MDE’s potential to dramatically change the
way the simulation modelers develop simulation mo-
dels, both practitioners and researchers have been working
hard to deliver relative supporting technologies. Two well-
known technologies that are commonly accepted and used
in the MDE community are meta-object facility (MOF)
and model-driven architecture (MDA), giving rise to two
orthogonal directions of processes. One is concerned with
language definitions from a vertical viewpoint, and the
other is horizontally concerned with model transforma-
tions [22]. Instead of relegating either one to a secondary
role, a well-defined framework for engineering semantic
composability within MDE should give equal emphasis to
both views, that is, neither should be subservient to the
other [23,24].

Employing ontologies in MDE permits simulation
modelers to group simulation models around ontologies
[25,26]. In particular, the conceptual modeling stage plays
a special role. Fig. 3 illustrates such an ontological meta-

Problem domain, analysis, description

modeling framework within MDE. In Fig. 3, CIM means
computation independent model, PIM means platform in-
dependent model, PSM means platform specific model,
CIM-MM means CIM-metamodel, PIM-MM means PIM-
metamodel, and PSM-MM means PSM-metamodel. M2M
means model to model, M2T means model to text, and
ATL means atlas transformation language. This frame-
work integrates the ontological metamodeling methodolo-
gies along with the MOF and the MDA, with the objective
of engineering semantic composability of simulation mod-
els. The left side contains information about a given system
from the perspective of system users. This side belongs to
the problem domain, in which an analyzed method is of-
ten adopted and the models are usually represented in the
form of descriptive models, e.g., the ontology. Whereas,
the right side concerns details of a system’s specification
from the perspective of system developers. This side be-
longs to the methodology domain, in which a designed
method is applied and simulation models are prescriptive
models.
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Fig. 3 Ontological metamodeling framework within MDE

The problem domain focuses on the description of real
things, things that exist, unlike the artificial things that are
designed to confine models in the methodology domain.
We use the letter “O” plus a number “n”
logical meta-level on which a specific ontology lives, while
the linguistic meta-level is notated by the letter “A/” plus
also a number “n”. Hence, the ontologies on different onto-
logical meta-levels are related with each other through the
ontological instanceOf relation, while the relation between
models on different linguistic meta-levels is linguistic in-
stanceOf. Another two relations include “model transfor-

to notate the onto-

mation” that occurs either as an input or output, and “spe-
cializes/extends” that exists between ontologies on a simi-
lar ontological meta-level.

Ontologies that live on the meta-level Oy correspond to
system objects. An upper-level O; contains four practical
types of ontologies discussed before: top ontology, domain
ontology, business ontology and application ontology. Fur-
thermore, the upper-level ontologies, also the standardized
ones, live on O since they provide a set of constructs for
building O; ontologies. Then, the ontological instanceOf
relation should stop on O3 according to a “meta-stop prin-
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ciple” that is significant to terminate the unlimited meta-
level of domain knowledge abstraction. This principle ex-
plains that, for a specific meta-level, if only there exists
one single element or exclusive elements, the meta-level
structure should stop intuitively at this level since there is
no need to set a higher meta-level to abstract its common-
alities. This is also the reason why the top ontology stops
at Os.

In the methodology domain, a collection of models are
transformed in a clear and systematic way by defining a set
of languages [27]. First of all, the CIM-PIM transformation
engine takes the ontology-aware CIM as an input and out-
puts the PIM, and the CIM-PIM transformation template
inputs the ontology-aware CIM-MM and outputs the PIM-
MM. Secondly, PIM-MM is transformed into the PSM-
MM by the PIM-PSM transformation template, and the
PIM is transformed into the PSM by the PIM-PSM trans-
formation engine. Finally, the PSM-MM is transformed
into the code framework by the PSM-code transformation
template. Also, the PSM is transformed into the final code
by the PSM-code transformation engine. Hence, it is obvi-
ous that such an ontological metamodeling framework can
benefit from ontologies, because via the standardized on-
tologies, the ontology-aware CIM requirements are able to
be traceable to the PIM and the PSM constructs step by
step, and vice versa.

In addition, this ontological metamodeling framework
provides several other benefits. Firstly, employing ontolo-
gies into the CIM should increase the reliability of simu-
lation products, because this ontology-aware CIM is go-
ing to be refined to the PIM and, then, via the PSM to-
wards the final implementation. Secondly, ontologies pro-
vide a number of vocabularies that are readily captured and
understood for system users, domain experts and simula-
tion modelers. This should improve the communication be-
tween them. As a result, even domain experts can qualify
the role of simulation modelers. Finally, refining models
step by step should help enhance semantic composability
of simulation models, because during the process of refine-
ment, simulation modelers commence with a high level of
abstraction and then refine and transform the models by
adding more details of semantics, until they lead to a con-
crete application [28].

4. Building ontology-aware CMF

Indeed, it is not sufficient to adopt the MDE paradigm for
engineering semantic composability of simulation models,
neither is it sufficient to apply ontological metamodeling
additionally, because ontological metamodeling is used to
enhance the semantic expressiveness from the perspective

of language definition. Rather, the key is to explore a well-
defined mechanism to classify ever increasing simulation
models. This mechanism should provide a common and
effective management for different simulation resources,
so as to precisely and rapidly locate a specific simula-
tion resource. What is more, this mechanism should enable
the technology of model abstraction to organize numerous
simulation models and predefine the composable relations
that inherently exist in them. With this mechanism, it is
able to prescribe the efficient development of simulation
models, and thus ensure the reuse of existing simulation
resources. That is the ontology-aware composable model-
ing framework [29], namely ontoCMF.

4.1 Whatis ontoCMF?

The CMF elicits the commonalities that exist in various
domain models to represent general knowledge concepts
and relations but reserves their differences. As such, the
abstract knowledge encapsulating in the CMF provides a
unified support for the customization, management and
evolvement of simulation models to acquire model reuse to
a great degree. As a result, it is possible to develop simu-
lation models in a composble way, and thus promote engi-
neering simulation models. In fact, the ontoCMF is an ab-
breviation of the ontology-aware CMF in which the com-
mon information is elicited through ontological metamo-
deling. In this way, it benefits from not only the advantages
of the CMF, but also the improvement of the understanding
and interoperability of simulation models, because simula-
tion models that use ontologies contain a common core of
common vocabularies.

Similar to the CMF, the ontoCMF also has several fea-
tures as follows. (i) Generality. It is able to define the struc-
tural and behavioral commonalities that are embedded in
a lot of simulation models, and to prescribe the standard
specifications of these simulation models. (ii) Construc-
tiveness. It needs to construct a set of rules for seman-
tic composability, explaining how to compose simulation
models based on a unified CMF. (iii) Composability. Mul-
tiple simulation models can be composed into a valid and
meaningful whole according to the constructive compos-
able rules. (iv) Readability. It should be easily understood
by simulation modelers, and has certain formal capabil-
ities to be operated by computers. (v) Extendability. It
should provide a predefined mechanism to extend simu-
lation models under the change of outside environment or
requirements.

The design of the ontoCMF mainly depends on two
important modeling methodologies: knowledge abstrac-
tion and component-based development (CBD). The for-
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mer one attempts to define a hierarchy of abstraction from
both ontological and linguistic viewpoints. For example,
the ontological hierarchy of a wire guided torpedo consists
of tmSimModel, tmSimEntity, tmSimWeapon, tmTorpedo
and tmWireGuidedTorpedo, while its linguistic hierarchy
may contain metaclass, class and object. In this way, each
layer only concerns the properties embedded in its layer.
Moreover, a class that lives on a lower layer can reuse the
properties of which lives on a higher layer. In general, the
higher layer a class lives on, the more commonalities are
embedded in this layer. Up to now, it is easy to find that
the modeling task decreases a lot thanks to the knowledge
abstraction. However, it is still not sufficient to support se-
mantic composability of simulation models, so the latter
methodology aims to classify the coupling relations that
exist in various simulation models, uses mechanisms such
as the aggregations, interfaces and events to capture them
on an abstraction layer as high as possible, and decouples
simulation models in order to develop them independently
and to integrate them automatically. For example, the com-

posable relationships between a platform and a weapon are
predefined on a certain layer of abstraction, which could
make a lot of prototypes of weapons that can be equipped
in kinds of platforms, and a platform that has an access to
weapons control.

4.2 Semantic composability of ontoCMF

So far, the studies to address model composability could
mostly be summarized into two phases: standard specifica-
tions and semantics anchoring. The ways that are formed
at the first phase mainly focus on the syntactical hetero-
geneity from a technological perspective, while the second
phase attempts to address the semantic difference from a
domain’s perspective. Specifically, standard specifications
aim to build a commonly accepted specification or formal-
ism to represent models in a unified form. The semantics
anchoring, whereas, intends to define good mapping rela-
tionships between different model elements for a particular
domain. In practice, there exist two alternatives for map-
ping model elements [30,31], as shown in Fig. 4.

Simulation model A <:> |Simulation model B| |

ontoCMF |

Simulation model C

| | |

Simulation model A ||Simu1ation model B

Simulation model C |

Fig. 4 Two alternatives for semantic mapping between simulation models

The left is to directly define a model to model mapping
relationship between simulation models. This method does
not intend to realize semantic composability of simulation
models among all the domains, but limits to one or a couple
of domains. Furthermore, it takes advantage of the inher-
ent properties of simulation models in terms of reuse and
composability to define their mapping relationships. For
this reason, this method seems like a considerable prag-
matic way in a small range of systems. Such typical sys-
tems generally have a long time of experience to be used
in kinds of industries; thus, their simulation models gradu-
ally tend to be mature. However, it is still not easy to reuse
their simulation models on a larger scale due to the relative
closed system environment.

The right is to create a common modeling framework
that is able to widely support a larger range of semantic
composability. With this method, the common modeling
framework functions as a bridge to indirectly connect dif-
ferent simulation models. In the context of MDE, the mo-
dels have taken an increasingly important role during the
development processes in system engineering. This trend
has come along with the significant multiplication of mod-
eling languages tailored to particular domains or applica-

tions, which incubates the inherent heterogeneity of sim-
ulation models. Therefore, researchers increasingly pay
great attention to constructing a common model frame-
work to support a wider range of semantic composability
of simulation models.

4.3 OWL extension using UML profile

The OWL is a family of knowledge representation lan-
guages for authoring ontologies. According to different
capabilities of expressiveness, the OWL family contains
many species, such as OWL Lite, OWL description logic
(DL) and OWL Full. Firstly, OWL Lite provides a clas-
sification hierarchy and simple constraints. For example,
while it supports cardinality constraints, it only permits
cardinality values of O or 1. Secondly, OWL DL is de-
signed to provide the maximum possibility of expressive-
ness while retaining the computational completeness, de-
cidability and the availability of practical reasoning algo-
rithms. Thirdly, OWL Full allows an ontology to augment
the meaning of the pre-defined vocabulary, but is not unde-
cidable, so no reasoning software is able to perform com-
plete reasoning for it.

Fig. 5 shows the classic OWL metamodel which
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Fig. 5 Classic OWL metamodel

contains three core elements, i.e., Individual, Property,
and Class. To begin with, Property has many types
such as OntologyProperty, DataProperty, AnnotationPro-
perty, ObjectProperty and DeprecatedProperty. Annota-
tionProperty can be typed by Label, versionlnfo, com-
ment, seeAlso and isDefinedBy. ObjectProperty is further
inherited by FunctionalProperty, InverseFunctionalPro-
perty, TransitionProperty, SemetricProperty and Asmmet-
ricProperty. Then, one can define a special class by adding
a Restriction to an ObjectProperty. Restriction consists
of Cardinality Restriction, HasValue and Quantifier. First,
Cardinality Restriction describes the minimum, maximum,
or a special value relation that exists between two different
classes. Second, HasValue describes the relation that exists
between an individual and another individual through the
ObjectProperty connection. Third, QuantifierRestriction is
divided into Existential and Universal. The former refers
to a special relation of an individual with at least one indi-
vidual of another class, while the latter refers to a special

relation of an individual with only one individual of an-
other class. In addition, Class is associated with Individual
through TypeForIndividual, and has a many-to-many re-
lation with Property. The classes connected by a special
Property are called Domain and Range of this Property.
Either Class or Property has its own generation relation,
namely Class GeneralizationorProperty Generalization.

Table 1 presents how the OWL Lite elements are
mapped to the UML metaclasses, and also their corre-
sponding UML profile mechanisms [32], as well as the
mathematical semantics. Aiming at a set of basic mo-
deling elements of OWL Lite, the UML profile provides
stereotype, tagged values and constraints to extend the fun-
damental UML metaclasses such as Association, Class,
Package, Enumeration, Literal, Multiplicity and Inheri-
tance relation, and thus the semantic expressiveness of part
of UML metaclasses increases much as a result. We call
this profile ontoUML, and its ontological modeling envi-
ronment ontoUMLTool will be discussed later.

Table 1 UML profile for OWL Lite (part)

OWL Lite UML UML profile Mathematical semantics
Symmetric Literal Tagged values Poy — Pogs = Pos — Pop
Asymmetric Literal Tagged values Poy — Poz = —(Po2 — Po1)
Reflexive Literal Tagged values Po; € Pos € Pogs,...,€ Pop
Irreflexive Literal Tagged values —(Poy € Pog € Pos,...,€ Poy)
maxCardinality Multiplicity <UML2 kernel> <n.P
minCardinality Multiplicity <UML2 kernel > =>n.P
exactCardinality Multiplicity <UML2 kernel > =n
HasValue Restriction Association Stereotype P
UnionOfRelation Association Stereotype RiU---URp
NonUnionOfRelation Association Stereotype “(R1U---URp)

4.4 Ontological metamodeling environment:
ontoUMLTool

The OWL has a widely used tool support named Protégé

[33], which is able to satisfy the implantation way to build
ontological metamodels. However, we often need to con-
struct a new tool for the tag way to build ontological meta-
models. In fact, there exists not a unified standard because
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different simulation modelers may have different prefer-
ences and also the information that is needed to be tagged
is often different, leading to a tremendous difference of on-

tological metamodels. Based on theUML profile, we de-
velop a tool called ontoUMLTool in support of the profile
ontoUML, as shown in Fig. 6.
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Fig. 6 Ontological metamodeling environment within MagicDraw

Within the ontoUMLTool, we can apply the tag way to
build a top level ontology in the editing area. The top level
ontology describes a set of domain specific concepts, rela-
tionships and tags for the CESS domain. First of all, tm-
SimModel as the most fundamental concept is inherited
by tmSensor and tmSimEntity. Note tmSimEntity differs
from tmSensor in that the former has a motion concept
but the latter has not. Furthermore, tmSimEntity derives
tmWeapon, tmCounterMeasure and tmPlatform. Secondly,
it is possible for tmPlatfrom to be armed by a union of
tmSensor, tmCounterMeasure, tmWeapon and another sub
tmPlatfrom. Finally, tmWeapon can be designated as a Tor-
pedo according to the ontology Category and has a pro-
perty named Underwater according to the Space ontology.

In addition, the tool palette of the ontoUMLTool con-
tains three main blocks, i.e., Common, BasicUML Palette
and ontoUMLTools Palette. The first block is concerned
with several general decorations such as Note, Text Box
and Anchor, and the second holds a collection of modeling
elements of the UML class diagram. For the third block,
it contains a set of domain specific concepts which sim-
ulation modelers can customize according to their special
requirements, such as <tmSimConcept>>, < Ontology>>,
and so forth.

S. Case study: CESS

In recent years, CESS is becoming one of the most impor-
tant supporting means to combat systems acquisition and

conceptual design. Plenty of research has been carried out
and a number of CESS systems are developed as a result.
This section describes an example application of the CESS
engineering process to illustrate the semantic composabi-
lity of simulation models based on ontological metamo-
deling. Initially, we propose a three-decomposition plus a
two-layer knowledge architecture to reduce the complexi-
ty of CESS specification, and continue designing a set of
CESS ontoCMFs, and then develop an illustrative exam-
ple of underwater targets search to demonstrate the final
simulation implementations.

5.1 CESS ontoCMFs

As shown in Fig. 7, a set of ontologies such as the top
level, domain, behavior, process, application, and simu-
lation scheduling ontoCMFs are also identified as same
as the hierarchical structure of ontology [34]. These on-
toCMFs are layered with three levels that are notated by
the letter “F” plus a number “n”. Each level refers to a
specialized or extended level on which a specific ontoCMF
lives.

‘ Top level ontoCMF | F,
i in z
Simulation - l - | |
scheduling ‘Domam ontoCMF ‘ ‘Behavnor ontoCMF ‘ | Process 0nt0CMF| £
CMF ‘IP ‘IP T
‘ Application ontoCMF | F

Fig. 7 Hierarchical structure of ontoCMF
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Note that the simulation scheduling CMF is a key tech-
nology in support of simulation running, which belongs to
the range of simulation engine and has nothing to do with
the special application or domain.

Firstly, the top level ontoCMF on F; is the core of
the overall ontoCMFs. In the form of abstraction, it uses
the most fundamental concepts and relationships to re-
strict the range that is able to reach when describing
ontoCMFs on the levels below. Secondly, a lower level
I specializes or extends some specific elements of on-
toCMFs on F5 to build domain, behavior, and process on-
toCMFs. First, the domain ontoCMF is concerned with the
static entities, properties, operations, as well as the inheri-
tance, dependence, and aggregation relations. Hence, it is
mainly described by the UML class diagram or the entity-
relationships (ER) diagram. Second, the behavior on-
toCMF is concerned with the states, transitions and events
and hence the finite state machine (FSM) and the dynami-
cal model are widely applied. Third, the process ontoCMF
is concerned with the tasks, activities, and the procedure
on which these activities are executed. The integrated def-
inition methods (IDEF) and the business process model-
ing notation (BPMN) are usually used to describe them.
Finally, the level F{, describes the most concrete simu-
lation entities, relationships and various data resources in-
volved in a special scenario.

Fig. 8 shows several typical CESS ontoCMFs. Based on
the original CMFs that are described as UML class dia-
grams, we adopt the second ontological metamodeling
method, i.e., UML extension with tags, to build these
ontoCMFs for the representation of tactics. To begin
with, on the level F; is the top ontoCMF, which con-
sists of the most fundamental concepts and relations of the
CESS. We select tmGroup, tmCounterMeasure, tmPlat-
form, tmWeapon and tmSensor as the extension points to
construct domain ontoCMFs on the level F}. Secondly, the
level F) contains a set of domain ontoCMFs with respect
to the weapon, platform, countermeasure and sensor, and
note the ontoCMF for group is omitted for brevity. In the
ontoCMF for platform, tmPlatform is tagged by two kinds
of tactics: AirDefense and AntiSub. In fact, there are more
tactics that could be tagged on this level. For brevity, here
we only present relative tactics according to the concrete
scenario on the level Fj. These details will be discussed
later. Finally, on the level F{, there is a concrete scenario
of engagement between two sides, where the red side is an
anti-submarine group that consists of a warship and a heli-
copter, while the blue side contains only an enemy subma-
rine.

5.2 Simulation results and analysis

The weapon effectiveness simulation system (WESS) is an
M&S platform for the CESS domain [35]. In general, the
WESS has two workflows from different perspectives: do-
main model development (DMD) for modelers and simu-
lation application development (SAD) for users, and the
SAD starts when the DMD finishes. In the SAD workflow,
a set of tools are developed to support collecting data and
editing scenarios, designing experiments and tactics, and
displaying and analyzing simulation results.

The purpose of scenario editing is to deploy the forces
of two sides and their initial status, as well as to confi-
gure the attributes of each entity. The configuration con-
tains four things: setting up the prototype and tactical data
of each entity, associating the decision script with each
platform entity, adding weapons and sensors for each plat-
form entity, and planning the initial waypoints of each plat-
form entity. In this scenario, we assume that an adversary
will cruise through an ocean area at a certain velocity, and
its acoustic signature is already detected by the ground-
based sonar, or by other information means. Thus, the war-
ship, cooperatively equipped with a helicopter, is ordered
to conduct the mission of searching the adversary subma-
rine. The helicopter has two devices to conduct this mis-
sion. For the sonobuoys, we just need to set the number of
sonobuoys in the panel of attributes configuration. For the
dipping sonar, we need to set the number of dipping points
in the decision script.

When all the data are configured completely and simu-
lation models are prepared, the next work is to run simu-
lations and analyze the results to get meaningful informa-
tion. We set the total logical running time for each simu-
lation to 1 000 s and perform 500 rounds of Monte Carlo
simulations. Fig. 9 shows the two-dimension (2D) simu-
lation display of each tactic. A benefit of the simulation
display is that it assists us in a visual way to grasp the
whole real-time situation of the battlefield, releasing us
from thousands of lines of codes or texts. Furthermore, we
just need to change the value of any decision parameter
in the same scenario, not to construct a new scenario from
scratch, and thus a different search pattern can be acquired.
For example, a triangle search pattern is easily acquired by
an assignment of searchMode = C_searchTriangle which is
originally the assignment of searchMode = C_searchCircle.
In addition, taking Fig. 9(e) as an example, we can see the
circle consists of 12 sonobuoys, and each pair of two ad-
jacent sonobuoys connects to form a polygon. If an adver-
sary submarine acts inside the circle, then it is not easy to
escape from any range of this search pattern.
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(d) Square

6. Conclusions

Abstraction is now widely admitted as an effective means
to reduce the complexity of system specification. It is also
generally agreed that the ontology as an important form of
abstraction can be employed in MDE to describe the exi-
sting world, the environment and the domain of a system.
However, this consensus has not lead to a coherent research
on how to enhance the semantic composability of simu-
lation models yet. Hence, this study attempts to adopt an
ontological metamodeling method for engineering the se-
mantic composability of simulation models within MDE.
We believe that the experience collected from this study
can bring some new visions of simulation models develop-
ment and semantic composability.

This study introduces the basic concepts of model, on-
tology, and metamodel initially, then moves forward to
conclude the ontological metamodel concept and also iden-
tifies two general ways to build an ontological metamodel.
Correspondingly, we present two typical mechanisms for
semantic composability based on ontological metamodel-
ing, in which one corresponds to the implantation way and
the other to the tag way. After that, the ontological meta-
modeling framework is proposed. This framework empha-
sizes the role of ontologies at the phase of conceptual mo-
deling with the objective to define a set of ontology-aware
CMFs, namely ontoCMFs. Then, we give what an on-
toCMF is and discuss two widely used alternatives to re-

(b) Parallel round

(e) Circle

$ : Helicopter; @ : Submarine; j; : Warship; O : Detection range.

Fig. 9 2D simulation display of each tactic

(c) Line spread

(f) Triangle

alize semantic conposability. As a proof of concept, the
CESS is adopted to design a set of ontoCMFs, and an illus-
trative simulation example of underwater targets search is
simulated. However, as a drawback more simulations about
different scenarios are necessarily required as further illus-
trations.

References
[

—

ZEIGLER B P. How can modeling and simulation help engi-
neering of system of systems? Amsterdam, the Netherlands:
Elsevier, 2017.

SARJOUGHIAN H S. Model composability. Proc. of the 38th

Conference on Winter Simulation, 2006: 149 —158.

SZABO C, TEO Y M. On syntactic composability and model

reuse. Proc. of the 1st Asia International Conference on Mo-

deling and Simulation, 2007: 230 -237.

[4] SZABO C, TEO Y M. An analysis of the cost of validating se-
mantic composability. Journal of Simulation, 2012, 6(3): 152 —
163.

[5] IEEE Computer Society. IEEE 1516-2010-standard for mo-
deling and simulation high level architecture-framework and
rules. http://www.ieee.org/HLA.

[6] European Space Agency. SMP 2.0 handbook. http://www.
eurosim.nl/support/manuals/manual_4_2/pdf/SMP_2.0_Meta-
model-1.2.pdf.

[71 ZEIGLER B P, PRAEHOFER H, KIM T G. Theory of mo-
deling and simulation: integrating discrete event and continu-
ous complex dynamic systems. 2nd ed. New York: Academic
Press, 2000.

[8] TENDELOO Y V, VANGHELUWE H S. Classic DEVS mo-
delling and simulation. Proc. of the Winter Simulation Confer-
ence, 2017: 644 —658.

[91 AZAR M C. Assessing the treatment of airborne tactical high

2

—

3

—



538

[10]

(11]

[12]

[13]

(14]

[15]

[16]

[17]

[18]

[19]

[20]

[21]

[22]

(23]

[24]

[25]

[26]

(27]

Journal of Systems Engineering and Electronics Vol. 31, No. 3, June 2020

energy lasers in combat simulations. Dayton, U.S.A.: Air
Force Institute of Technology, 2003.

MILLER J O, JASON L, HONABARGER B. Modeling and
measuring network centric warfare (NCW) with the system ef-
fectiveness analysis simulation (SEAS). Proc. of the 11th Inter-
national Command and Control Research & Technology Sym-
posium, 2006: 1-22.

HALL S B, ZEIGLER B P, SARJOUGHIAN H S. Joint mea-
sure TM: distributed simulation issues in a mission effective-
ness analytic simulator. Proc. of the Simulation Interoperabi-
lity Workshop, 1999: 1-7.

LEIYL,LIQ, YANGEF, et al. A composable modeling frame-
work for weapon systems effectiveness simulation. Systems
Engineering — Theory & Practice, 2013, 33(11): 2954 —2966.
(in Chinese)

PIDD M. Tools for thinking-modeling in management science.
New York: Wiley, 2009.

Object Management Group. MDA guide. http://www.omg.
org/mda.

SEIDEWITZ E D. What models mean? IEEE Software, 2003,
20(5): 26-32.

FAVRE J M, NGUYEN T. Towards a megamodel to model
software evolution through transformations. Electronic Notes
in Theoretical Computer Science, 2005, 127(3): 59 —74.
ABMANN U, ZSCHALER S, WANNER G. Ontlogies, meta-
models, and model-driven paradigm. New York: Springer Ver-
lag, 2006.

SELIC B. A systematic approach to domain-specific language
design using UML. Proc. of the 10th IEEE Internatinal Sym-
posium on Object and Component-oriented Real-time Dis-
tributed Computing, 2007: 2-9.

NORDSTROM G, SZTIPANOVITS J, KARSAI G, et al.
Metamodeling — rapid design and evolution of domain-specific
modeling environments. Proc. of IEEE Conference on Engi-
neering of Computer-based Systems, 1999: 68 —74.

LEI Y L, ZHU N, YAO J, et al. Model-architecture oriented
combat system effectiveness simulation. Proc. of the Winter
Simulation Conference, 2015: 3190-3191.

HAPPEL H J, KORTHAUS A, SEEDORF S, et al. KontoR: an
ontology-enabled approach to software reuse. Proc. of the 18th
International Conference on Software Engineering & Know-
ledge Engineering, 2006: 349 —354.

CETINKAYA D. Model driven development of simulation
models: defining and transforming conceptual models into
simulation models by using metamodels and model transfor-
mations. Ankara, Turkey: Middle East Technical University,
2003.

HITZ M, KESSEL T. Using application ontologies for the au-
tomatic generation of user interfaces for dialog-based appli-
cations. Proc. of Research and Practical Issues of Enterprise
Information Systems, 2016: 16—31.

TUENO S, LALEAU R, MAMMAR A, et al. Towards using
ontologies for domain modeling within the SysML/KAOS ap-
proach. Proc. of the 25th International Requirements Engineer-
ing Conference Workshops, 2017: 1-5.

ATKINSON C, KUHNE T. Model-driven development: a
metamodeling foundation. IEEE Software, 2003, 20(5): 36—
41.

ZHU Z, LEI Y L, SARJOUGHIAN H S, et al. UML-
based combat effectiveness simulationsystem modeling within
MBDE. Journal of Systems Engineering and Electronics, 2018,
29(6): 1180—1196.

LACKO P, KAJSA P, NAVRAT P. Design pattern instances
within model driven development based on abstraction, con-

(28]

[29]

[30]

[31]

[32]

(33]

[34]

[35]

cretization and variability. Computing and Informatics, 2017,
36(1): 55-85.

ZHU Z, LEI Y L, LI Q, et al. Exploring MDE techniques
for engineering simulation models. Wireless Networks, 2020,
26(4): 1-12.

ZHUZ,LEI'Y L, ZHU N, et al. Composable modeling frame-
works for networked air & missile defense systems. Journal
of National University of Defense Technology, 2014, 36(5):
186—190. (in Chinese)

SMIRNOV P A, KOVALCHUK S V, DUKHANOV A V. Do-
main ontologies integration for virtual modelling and simula-
tion environments. Procedia Computer Science, 2014, 29(1):
2507 -2514.

BENJAMIN P, AKELLA K, VERMA A. Using ontologies for
simulation integration. Proc. of the Winter Simulation Confer-
ence, 2007: 1081 —1089.

ABDULAH M S. A UML profile for conceptual modeling of
knowledge-based systems. York, U.K.: University of York,
2006.

Protégé. Plugin Anatomy. http://protegewiki.stanford.edu/wiki/
PluginAnatomy.

ZHU Z, LE1 Y L, ZHU Y E. Model-driven combat effective-
ness simulation systems engineering. Defence Science Jour-
nal, 2020, 70(1): 54-59.

LEIY L, ZHU Z, L1 Q, et al. WESS: a generic combat effec-
tiveness simulation system. Proc. of the 17th Asia Simulation
Conference, 2017: 272 -283.

Biographies

e
@ =) Tl
¢

LEI Yonglin was born in 1978. He received his
Ph.D. degree in management science and engineer-
ing from National University of Defense Techno-
logy in 2006. He is now a professor at National Uni-
versity of Defense Technology. He was also a visit-
ing scholar at Arizona State University. His research
interests are complex system modeling & simula-
tion, model-driven engineering and simulation com-
posability.

E-mail: yllei@nudt.edu.cn

ZHU Zhi was born in 1989. He received his M.S.
degree in control science and engineering and Ph.D.
degree in military equipment from National Univer-
sity of Defense Technology in 2013 and 2018, re-
spectively. He is now an assistant professor at Na-
tional University of Defense Technology. He was
also a visiting Ph.D. student at Arizona State Uni-
versity. His research interests are language-driven
development and system engineering.

E-mail: zhuzhi@nudt.edu.cn

LI Qun was born in 1971. He received his M.S. and
Ph.D. degrees in management science and engineer-
ing from National University of Defense Techno-
logy in 1995 and 1997, respectively. He is now a
professor at National University of Defense Tech-
nology. He was also a visiting scholar at Nanyang
Technological University. His research interests are
software engineering, simulation-based design and
agent-based simulation.

E-mail: liqun@nudt.edu.cn




<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 802.205]
>> setpagedevice


