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Abstract

In recent years many methods and tools for software
clone detection have been proposed. While some work
has been done on assessing and comparing performance of
these tools, very little empirical evaluation has been done.
In particular, accuracy measures such as precision and re-
call have only been roughly estimated, due both to prob-
lems in creating a validated clone benchmark against which
tools can be compared, and to the manual effort required to
hand check large numbers of candidate clones. In this pa-
per we propose an automated method for empirically eval-
uating clone detection tools that leverages mutation-based
techniques to overcome these limitations by automatically
synthesizing large numbers of known clones based on an
editing theory of clone creation. Our framework is effective
in measuring recall and precision of clone detection tools
forvarious types of fine-grained clones in real systems with-
out manual intervention.

1. Introduction

Copying a code fragment and reusing it by pasting with
or without minor modifications is a common practice in
software development, and as a result software systems
often have sections of code that are similar, called soft-
ware clones or code clones. Previous research shows that
a significant fraction (between 7% and 23%) of the code
in a software system has been cloned [5, 41]. While such
cloning is often intentional [28] and not necessarily harmful
[3, 25], there is a consensus that clones should be detected,
both to overcome the maintenance difficulties posed by such
clones, and to address a range of other tasks that require ex-
traction of similar code fragments [39]. In response, over
the past decade many tools and techniques for detecting
code clones have been proposed. Some of these are text-
based [16, 23, 35, 37], some are token-based [5, 24, 34],
some are tree-based [8, 17, 18, 22], some are metrics-based
[31, 30, 36] and some are graph-based [19, 29, 33].

Given the similarity of clone detection to information

retrieval (IR) [31], precision and recall are important fac-
tors in measuring and comparing the effectiveness of these
tools, especially when dealing with large systems. Unfor-
tunately, despite a decade of active research, there has been
a marked lack of in-depth evaluation in terms of precision
and recall. Although in some cases precision has been mea-
sured by manually validating a very small set of randomly
selected clone candidates [19, 22, 29, 33, 34], recall has
not been measured so far, in part due to the practical dif-
ficulties in measuring it. While tool comparison experi-
ments [9, 10, 13, 42] and some individual tool evaluations
[18, 31, 37] have been designed to measure precision and
recall (as well as time and space), these efforts have faced
serious challenges with the difficulty of creating a large
enough base of reliable reference data and the expense of
manually validating thousands of candidate clones.

As a result, these experiments have either used no refer-
ence data [42], have simply assumed that the union of all
tool results from a set of subject systems was representative
(possibly hand validating a small sample) [9, 10, 13, 18] or
have manually validated clones detected in a small subject
system using a human oracle [12, 31, 37]. While the union
reference data may give good relative measurements [10],
one cannot guarantee that the subject tools have indeed de-
tected all the clones from the subject systems. Manually
validating the large number of candidate clones or manu-
ally oracling a subject system is also a real challenge. For
example, in Bellon’s experiment [10], it took 77 hours for
Bellon to validate only 2% of the candidate clones. While
oracling small systems is possible [13, 31, 37], even a rel-
atively small system such as Cook, when looking only for
function clones, has nearly a million function pairs to sort
through [43], an impossible task to be handled error-free
by a human. Moreover, none of the experiments or indi-
vidual authors report on the reliability of the human judges,
and even expert judges frequently disagree in creating task-
relavent reference data [43]. Furthermore, with the excep-
tion of Bellon et al. [10] (for clone types 1, 2 and 3), Falke
etal. [18] (for clone types 1 and 2) and a hypothetical evalu-



ation by Roy and Cordy [38] there is no work that separates
precision and recall values for different types of clones.

In this paper, we propose a mutation-based [2] approach
that automatically and efficiently measures (and compares)
the recall and precision of clone detection tools for differ-
ent types of fine-grained copy/paste/modify clones. We pro-
pose a taxonomy of clone types that reflects a developer’s
typical copy/paste editing activities, and design code muta-
tion operators to model each type. By using these operators
to generate and track a large number of artificial clones, we
then automatically measure how well (i.e., precision) and
how efficiently (i.e., recall) these known clones are detected
by a particular tool (for individual tool evaluation) or group
of tools (for comparing different tools).

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Follow-
ing a short introduction to terminology and general types of
clones in Section 2, we present our proposed editing taxon-
omy of fine-grained clone types in Section 3. We present
our corresponding mutation operators in Section 4, and the
details of the mutation-based evaluation framework in Sec-
tion 5. In Section 6 we report the results of an example use
of the framework. While in Section 7 we consider exist-
ing evaluation studies and their relation to ours, Section 8
concludes the paper with our plans for future research.

2. Background

We begin with a basic introduction to clone detection ter-
minology.

Definition 1: Code Fragment. A code fragment (CF)
is any sequence of code lines (with or without comments).
It can be of any granularity, e.g., function definition, begin-
end block, sequence of statements, or so on. A CF is iden-
tified by its file name and begin-end line numbers in the
original code base and is denoted as a triple (CF.FileName,
CF.BeginLine, CF.EndLine).

Definition 2: Code Clone. A code fragment CF2 is a
clone of another code fragment CF/ if they are similar by
some given definition of similarity, that is, f{CFI) = CF2
where f is the similarity function (see clone types below).
Two fragments that are similar to each other form a clone
pair (e.g., (CF1,CF2)), and when many fragments are sim-
ilar, they form a clone class or clone group.

Definition 3: Clone Types. There are two main kinds
of similarity between code fragments. Fragments can be
similar based on the similarity of their program text, or they
can be similar base on in their functionality (independent
of their text). The first kind of clone is often the result of
copying a code fragment and pasting into another location.

e Textual Similarity: Based on the textual similarity we
distinguish the following types of clones [10]:

Type 1: Identical code fragments except for variations
in whitespace, layout and comments.

Type 2: Syntactically identical fragments except for
variations in identifiers, literals, types, whites-
pace, layout and comments.

Type 3: Copied fragments with further modifications
such as changed, added or removed statements,
in addition to variations in identifiers, literals,
types, whitespace, layout and comments.

e Functional Similarity: If the functionality of two code
fragments is identical or similar, we call them semantic
or Type 4 clones [19, 29].

Type 4: Two or more code fragments that perform the
same computation but are implemented by differ-
ent syntactic variants.

3. An Editing Taxonomy for Cloning

The definition of clone in the literature is inherently
vague. Baxter et al. [8] give the most general definition,
defining clones simply as segments of code that are simi-
lar according to some definition of similarity. Kamiya et
al. [24] define clones as portions of source file(s) that are
“identical” or “similar” to each other, where by identical
they mean exact copy, but similar is undefined, and a sim-
ilar definition is used by Burd et al. [13], where a code
segment is termed a clone if there are two or more occur-
rences of the segment in the source code with or without
“minor” modifications, where minor is undefined. Several
authors, including Baxter et al. [8], have defined “simi-
lar” using detection-dependent definitions in terms of differ-
ence thresholds [26, 31, 34], and it has been proposed that
automatically combining multiple detector result sets can
help overcome such similarity definition problems [10, 31].
Categorization in the form of clone taxonomies has been
suggested as a way to avoid such ambiguities in definition
[6, 36]. However, these taxonomies are limited to function
clones and still use vague terms such as “similar” [36] and
“one/two/three long difference” [6].

While each of these approaches may help in evaluating
the tools in question, they still leave open the question of
how well the results might match what human judges would
decide, and make it difficult to compare methods on an ob-
jective basis. What we need is an evaluation system that
can be used independently of detection method, and that
demonstrably matches human judgement well. Given the
problems with validating existing clones, we propose in-
stead to use a theory of clone creation to mimic the actions
of a development programmer in synthesizing new clones
that can be used to objectively evaluate detection methods
with no need for hand validation.

Intuitively, in most cases the “clones” we are looking for
are those created as a result of copy/paste/modify actions by
programmers. In our work we begin with this assumption,
and use it as the basis of a top-down theory of clones, which



Comments and whitespace change

\l;)) void calculate(int m) {
int s=0;

intp =1; // C1_mod
for (int j=1; j<=m; j++)
{ s=s+j; //C2_mod
p =p * j; //C_new
foo(s, p); /C3
}

Reuse by copy & paste

@ void calculate(int m) {

int s=0;

intp =1;//C1

for (int j=1; j<=m; j++)
{ s=s+j; //C2
p=p*j;
foo(s, p); //C3

Formatting change

c void calculate(int m) {
int s=0;
intp =I; /Cl
for (int j=1; j<=m; j++)Y{
s=s+j; //C2
= *J

p=
foo(s, p);

}14C3

Systematic renaming

Expressions for parameters

m Renaming

\E])Void sumTimes(int n) {

float sum=0.0;

double product =1.0; // C1

for (int i=1; i<=n; i++) {
sum=sum +i; //C2
product = product * i;

fun(sum, product); }} /C3

\9 void sumTimes (int n) {

float sum=0.0;

double product =1.0; // C1

for (int i=1; i<=n; i++) {
sum=sum + (i *¥i); //C2
product = product * (i * i);
fun(sum, product); }} //C3

@ void sumTimes (int n) {
float sum=0.0;
double product =1.0; // C1
for (int i=1; i<=n; i++) {
sum=sum +i; //C2
product = product * i;
fun(product, sum); }}//C3

L 2

Small insertion within a line

Further editing of whole lines

Void sumTimes (int n) {
float sum=0.0;
double product =1.0; // C1
for (int i=1; i<=n; i++) {
sum=sum + (i *i); //C2
product = product * (i * i);

fun(sum, product, n); }}//C3

Insert one or more lines

@void sumTimes (int n) {

float sum=0.0;

double product =1.0; // C1

for (int i=1; i<=n; i++)

if (i % 2==0) {
sum=sum + (i *1i); //C2
product = product * (i * i);

fun(sum, product, n); }} //C3

Reordering of declaration statements’

Delete one or more lines

void sumTimes (int n) {

float sum=0.0;

double product =1.0; // C1

for (int i=1; i<=n; i++) {
sum=sum + (i *i); //C2
/Nline deleted
fun(sum, product , n); }}//C3

Reordering of statements
AND control replacements

Reordering of other statements

Small deletion within a line

h void sumTimes (int n) {
float sum=0.0;
double product =1.0; // Cl
for (int i=1; i<=n; i++) {
sum=sum + (i *i); //C2
product = product * (i * i);
fun(sum) ; }} //C3

Modify one or more lines

\lf) void sumTimes (int n) {

float sum=0.0;

double product =1.0; // C1

for (int i=1; i<=n; i++) {
if (i % 2==0) sum+=(i *i);
product = product * (i * i);
fun(sum, product, n); }} //C3

Control replacements

\Dvoid sumTimes (int n) {

double product =1.0; // C1

float sum=0.0;

for (int i=1; i<=n; i++)

if (i % 2==0) {

sum=sum + (i ¥i); //C2
product = product * (i * i);
fun(sum, product, n); }} //C3

\@Vnid sumTimes (int n) {

float sum=0.0;

double product =1.0; // C1

for (int i=1; i<=n; i++)

if (i % 2==0) {

fun(sum, product, n); /C3
product = product * (i * i);
sum=sum + (i *i) ; }} /C2

@ void sumTimes (int n) {

float sum=0.0;

double product =1.0; // C1

int i=0;

while (i<=n)

if (i % 2==0) {
sum=sum + (i *1i); //C2
product = product * (i * i);
fun(sum, product, n); /C3
i=i+l; }}

Figure 1. Example Application of the Editing Taxonomy for Cloning

we have formalized into a taxonomy of the editing actions
that a programmer may undertake in the intentional creation
of a clone [38]. Our taxonomy is not simply guesswork
- it is derived from the large body of published work on
existing clone definitions [8, 19, 24, 29, 34], clone types
[10, 31], clone taxonomies [6, 26, 36], studies of developer
copy/paste activities [27] and other empirical studies [3, 7,
25, 28]. We have validated the taxonomy by studying the
copy/paste patterns of function clones in an empirical study
that analyzed 17 open source C and Java systems including
the entire Linux Kernel (6265 KLOC C, 154977 functions),
Apache httpd (275 KLOC C, 4301 functions) and j2sdk-
swing (204 KLOC Java, 10971 methods) [41].

Figure 1 demonstrates the use of our proposed editing
taxonomy for code fragments at the function-level of gran-
ularity. The taxonomy is demonstrated on a simple example
original function (a) that calculates the sum and product of
a loop variable and calls another function with these values
as parameters. Although the editing steps are demonstrated
at function-level granularity, they are general enough to be
applicable to any granularity of code fragment.

While we claim that the proposed taxonomy is a com-
prehensive one, we cannot guarantee that clones created by
this editing taxonomy are representative for any particular
task, such as software maintenance by refactoring. What
we can guarantee with some confidence is that there are no



clone types in the literature that cannot be created using our
taxonomy. (For full details on different clone types and tax-
onomies with concrete examples, the reader is referred to
our recent technical report [39]).

4. Mutation Operators for Cloning

Although mutation has been used primarily in the test-
ing community, we have previously applied mutation-based
analysis to the comparative evaluation of fault detection
techniques for concurrent software [11], an area where ob-
jective evaluation is notoriously difficult. With this previous
experience and in light of the similar difficulties in evaluat-
ing clone detection techniques, we use mutation as the basis
of our clone detection tool evaluation framework.

While mutation operators for generating potential “bugs”
in various languages have been extensively studied, muta-
tion operators for code cloning are to our knowledge unique
to our work. In mutation testing analysis, mutation opera-
tors are targeted to change the original code so as to intro-
duce new potential bugs. Analogously, mutation operators
for cloning should create new clones by modeling develop-
ers’ copy/paste editing activities, exactly what our editing
taxonomy (Section 3) encodes.

In this section we outline the set of mutation operators
that we have developed using the TXL source transforma-
tion language [14] for generating each of the different types
of clones (and combinations thereof) in Section 3 given an
original code fragment. Table 1 summarizes the set of muta-
tion operators we have developed and used in our evaluation
framework (Section 5). The first column of the table gives
a name to the mutation operator, the second lists the asso-
ciated editing activities, the third provides an example by
reference to the fragments of Figure 1, and the fourth gives
the clone type of the mutated result.

Like the mutation operators used in mutation testing,
each of our cloning operators is targeted to make just one
random change. For example, the mutation operator mCR
randomly replaces a single for-loop with an equivalent
while-loop, for example producing fragment (n) as a mu-
tant of fragment (i) in Figure 1. However, unlike mutation
testing, we are interested in clones that can be created by
sequences of editing operations, and thus sequences of our
mutation operators can be applied to produce other clones,
possibly of mixed type, as for example in the sequence of
edits that leads from the original fragment (a) to the mutated
fragment (n) in Figure 1 (solid black arrows). By applying
the operators in random sequences to a code fragment, we
can create hundreds of different cloned versions on which
to test clone detectors. As in all mutation-based analysis,
we cannot be certain that the created mutants actually re-
flect a developer’s editing activities, but we know that they
are similar.

Almost all of our mutation operators are language-

Table 1. Mutation Operators for Cloning

| Name | Random Editing Activities | Ref** | Type |
mCW Changes in whitespace and a=b Type 1
mCC Changes in comments
mCF Changes in formating a=c
mSRI Systematic renaming of identi- | ¢ =d

fiers™®
mARI Arbitrary renaming of identifiers* | ¢ =e Type 2
mRPE Replacement of identifiers with | d = f
expressions  (systematically or
non-systematically)

mSIL Small insertions within a line f=g

mSDL Small deletions within a line f=nh

mlLs Insertions of one or more lines g=1i Type 3
mDLs Deletions of one or more lines g=]

mMLs Modifications of whole line(s) g=k

mRDS Reordering of declarations i=1

mROS Reordering of other statements+ i=m Type 4
mCR Replacing one type of control by | i=n

another

**Refers to the taxonomy (Figure 1) for the corresponding mutator
*Function names, variables, data types and literal values
+Data-dependent or independent statements

independent, and can be applied to fragments of any gran-
ularity (e.g., functions, begin-end blocks, statement se-
quences, and so on). Only the keywords of the target lan-
guage need be provided, so that they are not mistaken for
identifiers by the mutator. The operator mCR is of course
language-specific, and currently supports C, Java and C#,
although adaptation to other languages is not difficult.

5. The Evaluation Framework

In this section, we provide the details of our evaluation
framework. We begin with the components of the frame-
work and then discuss evaluation strategies, language de-
pendency, scalability and adaptability to other tools.

Figure 2 shows a conceptual diagram of our framework.
The framework has two main phases, the Generation Phase,
in which randomly mutated clone fragments are generated
from the original code base and randomly injected into the
code base to get mutated code bases, and the Evaluation
Phase, in which the mutated code bases are used to evaluate
and compare clone detection tools. The random mutation
and injection steps allow for thousands of randomly placed
clones to be generated.

5.1 Clone Generation Phase

In the first phase (Figure 2(a)), any number of mutated
versions of the code base containing injected mutant clones
is created. Beginning with a subject system (code base) in a
language supported by the tools under evaluation, the gen-
eration phase has the following steps.

Random Fragment Selection: Once the subject code
base is selected, any desired number of existing code frag-
ments from the code base are automatically and randomly
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Figure 2. The Proposed Evaluation Framework

selected for clone mutation. Code fragments can be of
any chosen granularity (e.g, function definition, begin-end
block, statement sequence) and can be selected by hand if
desired. Selected code fragments are stored as fragment
files in a directory for further processing.

Mutant Clone Generation: A TXL-based mutation
process then uses the clone mutation operators (Section 4)
to mutate the selected code fragment files either randomly
or sequentially to create a set of mutant clone fragments,
which are stored as files in a second directory. Any number
of mutant clone fragments can be generated from each se-
lected fragment, using any fixed or random combination of
the clone mutation operators.

Random Clone Injection: For each of the mutated code
fragments, a mutated version of the code base is created
by injecting the mutated code fragment at a random posi-
tion in a randomly selected source file of the code base.
(This contrasts with our original framework plan [40] in
which we proposed to mutate known clones in place.) Ran-
dom file and location injection mimics a developer’s possi-
ble copy/paste scenario, yielding a set of realistic new code
bases each with exactly one new copy/pasted clone. Infor-
mation for each new code base with the location of its in-
jected mutant clone, the mutation operators that were used
to generate it, and the location of the original code fragment
from which is was mutated is stored in a database for use in
the evaluation phase (Figure 2(b)).

5.2 Tool Evaluation Phase

In the evaluation phase (Figure 2(b)) each of the mutant
code bases is fed to each of the subject clone detection tools
for evaluation and comparison. If the tool detects and pairs
the injected mutant clone with its original fragment, then it
is considered to have “killed” the mutant. This phase con-
sists of the following major components:

Tool Runs: Each of the subject tools is run with each of
the mutant code bases as input. Depending on the mutation
operators used, each tool is run with its tunable parameters
(if any) set to target the clone types of the injected mutants.

Detection Evaluation: For each tool with each mutant
code base, the generated clone report is analyzed for unit
recall (Section 5.3) and precision (Section 5.4) of the tool
in detecting the injected mutant fragment and its original
as a clone pair. Location and type of the mutant clone is
provided by the database generated in the generation phase.

Evaluation Database: As the tools are run, unit re-
call and precision information for each mutant is added to
an evaluation database for summary analysis. Information
from the clone validator (see Section 5.6) is added to the
database before analysis.

Statistical Analysis and Reporting: Once the experi-
ment is completed, the evaluation database is used to cal-
culate the observed summary recall and precision of each
subject tool for each fine-grained clone type (i.e., individ-
ual mutation operator), each clone type (types 1 through 4),



and overall recall and precision. Accurately summarizing
precision may involve a small amount of manual analysis
for some clone pairs (see Section 5.6).

5.3 Measurement of Recall

One of the primary objectives of our work is to auto-
matically measure the recall of clone detection tools. Our
framework reports recall for each fine-grained clone type
(i.e., individual mutation operator), each clone type (types
1 through 4), and overall for each tool. Our recall definition
is the usual one in IR research, that is, the number of items
detected divided by the total number of detectable items. In
our case the detectable items are our injected mutant clones,
and our mutation-based technique makes each individual re-
call decision simple - if the mutant clone moCF of original
code fragment oCF injected into mutant code base mioCB
of code base oCB is “killed” (i.e., (0CF, moCF) is detected
as a clone pair) by the detector, then its recall for that clone
is 1, otherwise it is 0. We can denote this decision by:

ROCFmoCF) _ 1, if (oCE, moCF) is detected by T'in mioCB;
T " 10, otherwise.

The same mutated code fragment, moCF can be ran-
domly injected to the original code base, oCB any num-
ber of times, producing n different mutated / injected ver-
sions of oCB, say mioCBI, mioCB2 ... mioCBn. (The
framework randomly injects the same mutant clone several
times in order to check sensitivity of tools to clone loca-
tion). The random fragment selector chooses m code frag-
ments (say oCF1, oCF2 ... oCFm) from the code base, and
each of them will be mutated by each mutation operator
dmOP producing mutated code fragments moCF1, moCF2

. moCFm. Thus, the recall for mutation operator dmOP
for tool T is given by:

nxm R(oCFi,moCFi)
Ei*l T

dmOP __
RT

m*xn

Similarly, for Type 1 clones, three mutation op-
erators (mCW, mCC, mCF) and their combinations
(mMCW+mCC+mCF), (mCW+mCC), (mCW+ mCF),
(mCC+ mCF)) can be applied to the m code fragments
(although note that if we allow operator repetition we could
theoretically generate any number of combinations), each
of which will be injected n times to the code base. Thus,
recall of tool T for Type 1 clones can be defined as:

nxm*(344) R(oCFi,moCFi)
Zi:l T

mxnx(3+4)

R;ypl _

The overall recall for tool T is the summary of recall for

the / clone mutation operators and ¢ combinations applied n
times to m selected code fragments, given by:

nxmx*(l+c oCFi,moCFi
St By :
mxn* (l+c)

overall __
RT -

For tools that give textual results as clone classes rather
than clone pairs, we simply check whether the original and
mutated / injected code fragments are in the same class.

5.4 Measurement of Precision

In information retrieval, precision measures the noise in
the results, such as irrelevant items appearing in the results
of a query [31]. The relationship between recall and pre-
cision is an indication of how well a matching engine per-
forms. Ideally, precision should remain high as recall in-
creases, but in practice this is difficult to achieve. The more
the constraints of a query are relaxed to retrieve more rele-
vant items (increasing recall), the more noise is present in
the results (decreasing precision). Similarly, in clone de-
tection the tunable parameters of a tool might be relaxed to
detect a reference clone pair, but this can decrease the pre-
cision of the results, both for the reference pair in particular
and for the tool in general.

Our precision definition is the usual one of IR research,
that is, the number of correctly detected items divided by
the total number of items detected. Applying precision mea-
surement in the context of mutation-based analysis, we con-
sider the total set of items to be all clone pairs (if any) re-
ported for the injected mutant clone (the mutation-related
clone pairs). We then automatically evaluate how many of
the mutation-related clone pairs are valid clone pairs (Sec-
tion 5.6) and use this as the number of correct items.

Using the notation of the previous subsection, let us say
that for a mutated code fragment moCF created by mutation
operator dmOP, a tool T reports k clone pairs, (moCFE, CF1),
(moCF, CF2) ... (moCF, CFk) in mutant code base mioCB.
If automatic validation reports that v of these are valid, then
the unit precision of the tool T for the single injection of
moCF for clone type/mutation operator dmOP is as follows:

PdmOP w.r.t. single injection of moCF U
" —
k
As before, moCF may be injected n different times, and
there may be m different code fragments selected for muta-
tion using mutation operator dmOP. Thus, the precision of
tool 7 for mutation operator dmOP is given by:

nxm
Zi:l (%
nxm
Zi:l ki
For Type 1 clones, the 3 mutation operators and 4 com-

binations may be applied n times to the m code fragments.
Thus, precision for Type 1 clones can be calculated as:

dmOP __
PT

nxmx*(3+4)
pTvrl _ D Vi
r =

Zn*m*(3+4) ks

i=1

For overall precision of tool T over [ mutation operators

and ¢ combinations applied n times to m code fragments,
we have:



Zn*m*(l-{-c) "y

Poverall _ i=1 ?
T nxmx(l4c) k;
Zi:l 7

Again, for tools that return clone classes rather than clone
pairs, we consider all the reported classes associated with
the mutated / injected code fragment and form clone pairs
from the member fragments of the clone classes.

5.5 Mapping of Code Fragments

In order to measure recall (c.f., Section 5.3), we need to
be able to accurately tell if a tool has actually paired a mu-
tant clone with its original, and in order to measure preci-
sion (c.f., Section 5.4), we additionally need to know which
other reported pairs include the mutant clone. If all tools
reported with exactly the same granularity and exactly ac-
curate source locations, then this would be easy - but that
is not the case. Thus the framework must be able to deter-
mine if a known code fragment is matched or subsumed by
fragments in the reported clone pairs.

Definition 4: Fragment containment. We say that a
code fragment CF1 is contained by another fragment CF2
if both are in the same file, and and the range of line num-
bers of CF1 is within the range of line numbers of CF2. In
algorithmic form,

boolean isContained(CF CFl, CF CF2)
return ((CFl.FileName == CF2.FileName)

AND (CFl.BeginLine >= CF2.BeginLine)
AND (CF1l.EndLine <= CF2.EndLine))

Unlike Bellon et al. [10] and Baker [4], we do not con-
sider partial overlapping of clone pairs in this study, because
our mutant clones are exactly like the original except for the
intended editing mutation. Thus in a partial match, either
the non-matching part of the clone pair is the mutated part,
in which case the subject tool was unable to match the mu-
tated code lines, or the original part, in which case it failed
an exact match. However, if a detected clone pair subsumes
the mutant-original clone pair by containment, then we con-
sider that the mutant clone has been detected because sim-
ilar surrounding code of the original and injected context
may also match and be included by the tool. This strict
non-overlap binary definition of detection is consistent with
the mutation testing tradition of “killed” mutants.

The following algorithm implements our definition of
detection for a mutant pair (MP) consisting of clone mu-
tant moCF of original fragment oCF and a tool T’s clone
candidate set (CSet) of detected clone pairs C:

boolean isDetected (MP (oCF, moCF), CSet C) {
for each clone pair (CF1, CF2) in C {
if ((isContained (oCF, CF1)
AND isContained (moCF, CF2))
OR (isContained (moCF, CF1)

AND isContained(oCF, CF2)))
return True;

}

return False;

To measure precision, we need to find all pairs in C for
which one of the fragments is the mutant clone moCF:
CSet validateUs (CF moCF, CSet C)({
CSet ValidateMe = {};
for each clone pair (CF1l, CF2) in C {
if (isContained (moCF, CF1)
OR isContained (moCF, CF2))
ValidateMe = ValidateMe + (CF1, CF2);

}

return ValidateMe;

If the function call validateUs(moCF, C) returns the
empty set for a run of a particular tool, we do not need to
validate any clone pairs. For all non-empty results from val-
idateUs(moCF, C) we may need to validate all clone pairs it
returns (Section 5.6) except the mutant clone pair itself.

5.6 Validation of Clone Pairs

While recall measurement is completely automatic and
no validation of clone pairs is required, to accurately mea-
sure precision we need to validate those few clone pairs
that are associated with the mutant code fragment. To par-
tially automate this, we have developed a clone pair val-
idator based on our NICAD [37, 41] tool, using standard
pretty-printing (to remove Type 1 formatting differences),
flexible code normalization (to equalize Type 2 variation in
code fragments) and a dissimilarity threshold (to relax the
comparison to allow for Type 3 line insertions/deletions) to
validate clone pairs. However, unlike NICAD, the validator
is not itself a clone detector, both because it works on a spe-
cific given clone pair and because it is aware of the mutation
operator that was used to produce the mutant clone. Using
this information, it can tailor its normalization to make the
validation task relatively straightforward.

For example, when only mutation operators of Type 1
clones are used, the validator only applies standard pretty-
printing and compares the pair text line-wise. Similarly,
when only mutation operators of Type 3 are applied, the val-
idator allows a corresponding dissimilarity threshold [37] in
addition to standard pretty-printing of the fragments to re-
lax the similarity between the code fragments of the subject
clone pair, and so on. Thus because the validator is aware
of the possible differences between the two code fragments,
it can accurately measure their real similarity. However, for
mutation operators of Type 4 clones, it is not always pos-
sible to automatically validate a clone pair. Fortunately, in
these few cases the validator can accurately identify those
clone pairs for which manual validation is required based
on their similarity values.

As part of our first experiment (Section 6), we hand val-
idated more than 500 clone pairs (of all types) as a sec-
ondary check. The clone validator neither falsely validated



nor falsely rejected any clone pairs, and correctly tagged the
small number of Type 4 pairs requiring manual validation.

5.7 Other Issues

Measurement of Time and Memory Requirements:
Measuring time and space requirements of tools seems easy
since one needs only to run the tools on large systems, and
most tool authors have extensively evaluated these proper-
ties of thier tools. Moreover, in our experience time is not a
factor, as long as it is reasonable (not in months for exam-
ple) and the tool gives good quality output (precision and
recall). Similarly, memory requirements are generally not
a problem since most state-of-the-art tools use linear space.
However, our framework can report fine-grained time and
memory requirements of subject tools for different clone
types, something others have not reported.

Scalability of the Framework: The framework can
work with subject systems of any size, depending only on
the scalability of the subject tools. While a mutation-based
technique inherently implies a large number of tool runs, the
framework is built to take advantage of multi-processor ma-
chines to balance the load of runs over as many processors
as are available. In future we plan to extend this to networks
of distributed processors as well.

Adapting Tools to the Framework: The only require-
ment for adapting a third party tool to the framework is
that the tool should be run from the command line (most
tools usually do or at least have such an option in addition
to their graphical output) and that it should provide a tex-
tual report of the detected clones, either in XML format or
the usual column-oriented textual format of full file name
and begin/end line numbers of the code fragments of the
candidate clone pairs. The framework can run subject tools
with varying tunable parameters suitable for identifying dif-
ferent types of clones. The framework is language-specific,
and currently supports only C, Java and C#. However, since
the majority of the framework is language-independent, it is
not difficult to add new languages.

6. An Example Use of the Framework

In order to test the framework, both in evaluating a single
tool and in comparing a set of tools with different subject
systems in a variety of languages, we have conducted sev-
eral studies of our own NICAD [37] clone detector and its
variants in detecting function-level clones. In the following
we briefly report our findings.

Subject Code Bases: To test the framework with differ-
ent code bases and languages, we have chosen several open
source subject systems written in C and Java. Table 2 pro-
vides a statistical overview of these subject systems (only C
and Java files are counted in the calculations).

Single Tool Evaluation: One of the main objectives of
the framework is to evaluate the performance of single tools

Table 2. Overview of the Subject Code Bases

| Language | Code Base | LOC | Methods |
Gzip-1.2.4 [20] 8K 117
C Apache-httpd-2.2.8 [1] 275K 4301
Weltab [9] 11K 123
Netbeans-Javadoc [9] 14K 972
Java Eclipse-jdtcore [9] 148K 7383
JHotDraw 5.4b1 [21] 40K 2399

Table 3. Recall and Precision of the Tools (%)

Type |Mutator| Basic NICAD | FlexP NICAD | Full NICAD
Rec. | Prec. | Rec. | Prec. Rec. | Prec.
mCW 100 100 100 100 100 100
Type 1 | mCC 100 100 100 100 100 100
mCF 100 100 100 100 100 100
Type 1 overall 100 100 100 100 100 100
mSRI 29 96 32 92 100 100
Type 2| mARI 31 95 28 91 100 95
mRPE 28 94 31 95 100 97
Type 2 overall 29 94 27 94 100 97
mSIL 96 97 95 97 100 98
mSDL 96 97 95 97 100 98
Type 3| mlLs 96 84 91 76 100 95
mDLs 96 82 93 78 100 94
mMLs 94 84 92 75 100 96
Type 3 overall 95 85 94 81 100 96
Type 4 | mRDS 71 82 66 82 76 90
mROS 69 83 67 79 78 89
Type 4 overall 67 81 67 79 77 89
[ TotalOverall | 87 [ 90 [ 8 [ 89 | 9% [ 95 |

on different types of clones. To examine whether the frame-
work works well with single tools we have used our Basic
NICAD variant (see below) and obtained recall and preci-
sion values for different types of clones as shown in the Ba-
sic NICAD column of Table 3.

Multiple Tool Comparison: Next we wanted to see how
the framework would handle multiple tools at a time on the
same set of mutants. For this test we used three different
versions of NICAD. NICAD has three variants. The first is
Basic NICAD, which is largely language-independent, ap-
plies standard pretty-printing to the source and uses a se-
quence matching algorithm with dissimilarity thresholds for
detecting clones. (This variant was used in a recent large
empirical study [41] with good results.) The second vari-
ant, Flexible Pretty-Printed NICAD or FlexP NICAD [37],
adds “flexible” pretty-printing, which reformats to isolate
potential changes to different lines, and then uses the same
sequence matching algorithm with dissimilarity thresholds.
The third variant, Full NICAD, utilizes the entire range of
NICAD capabilities, including flexible pretty-printing, flex-
ible code normalization, clone filtering and the sequence
matching algorithm with dissimilarity thresholds. Our ob-
jective was to evaluate and compare the relative capabilities
of these three variants using the proposed framework.

Although we have run the experiment with several sub-
ject systems, we only have room for a sample of the results.



Table 3 shows the results that we obtained using the frame-
work using Weltab [9] as the subject system with each of the
three NICAD variants as subject tools. In this experiment,
20 functions were randomly selected from Weltab and each
of the mutation operators was applied 500 times on those
20 functions, yielding 10,000 mutant code bases. Combi-
nations of the mutation operators were also used. These
results are typical of those obtained for NICAD and its vari-
ants on other systems. In these results we can see that Basic
NICAD has relatively poorer recall for clones generated by
mutation operators of Type 2 clones (which is not surprising
since it was not designed to detect them). FlexP NICAD is
also not a good choice for these, and thus full NICAD is the
best option, although there is a cost to its language-specific
transformation rules.

7. Related Work

To our knowledge ours is the first attempt to provide a
fully automated means for evaluating and comparing clone
detection tools. However, several tool authors have done
partial evaluation of the precision of their tools, and a num-
ber of experiments have attempted to compare tools in terms
of precision, recall, time and space. In this section, we out-
line their evaluation strategies and compare them with ours.

Tool Comparison Experiments: Bailey and Burd [13]
compared three state-of-the-art clone detection and two pla-
giarism detection tools using hand validation of clone can-
didates. Although they were able to verify all of the clone
candidates, the modest size of the subject system, focus on
preventive maintenance tasks and reliance on unguided sub-
jective judgment limits the generality of their conclusions.

In an attempt to overcome the limitations of Burd and
Bailey’s study, Bellon et al. [9, 10] conducted a larger tool
comparison experiment on the three clone detection tools
used in the Burd and Bailey study as well as three additional
tools, and with a much larger and more diverse set of subject
systems in C and Java and totalling 850 KLOC. While their
study is the most extensive to date, only a small propor-
tion of the clone candidates (about 2%) were oracled, and a
number of other factors may have influenced the results [4].
Bellon’s framework has since been reused by Koschke et al.
[18, 32] and Ducasse et al. [15], with similar results.

Rysselberghe and Demeyer [42] evaluated and compared
prototypes of three representative clone detection tech-
niques with respect to portability, kinds of duplication re-
ported, scalability, number of false matches, and number
of useless matches. However, their evaluation is qualitative
rather than quantitative, focussing on refactoring opportu-
nities rather than general clones. It is also based on small
systems and is limited by subjectivity in validation.

Finally, a recent study by Bruntink et al. [12], evalu-
ates several clone detection techniques in identifying known

cross-cutting concerns in C programs with homogeneous
implementations.

Our work differs from all these experiments in its full
automation, its formal clone definition based on an editing
taxonomy, its use of mutation and injection to provide large
numbers of known and pre-validated clones, its quantitative
statistical evaluation based on accepted mutation analysis
techniques, and its independence from the target task.

Single Tool Evaluation Strategies: Most text-based
techniques [16, 23, 35] have been published with only
example-based evaluation, reporting neither precision nor
recall. Our own recent text-based tool, NICAD [37] was
initially evaluated for precision and recall by manually ana-
lyzing and injecting different types of clones into two small
C systems. While this evaluation did yield defensible re-
sults, the small size of the subject systems and heavy use of
manual work does not allow for generalization.

Among the token-based tools [5, 24, 34], only CP-Miner
[34] was evaluated for precision, by manually examining
100 randomly selected copy/paste segments. Recall was
only qualitatively estimated, on the basis of finding more
clone pairs than CCFinder [24].

The abstract syntax tree (AST) based tool cpdetector
[18, 32] has been evaluated in terms of both precision and
recall for clone Types 1 and 2 by adapting Bellon’s frame-
work (and thus inheriting the same limitations). Of the other
AST-based tools [8, 17, 22], only Deckard [22] was eval-
uated for precision, by manually validating 100 randomly
selected clone groups. While recall was not measured, it re-
ports of detecting more cloned lines than CloneDr [8] and
CP-Miner [34].

Among the metrics-based techniques [30, 31, 36], only
Kontogiannis [31] has evaluated the effectiveness of differ-
ent metrics in his IR-based approach in terms of precision
and recall, using subject systems that were manually tagged
with known clones by the developers.

The new graph-based approach for semantic clones of
Gabel et al. [19] is aimed at the scalability problems of
previous graph-based techniques. To estimate precision
they randomly sampled 30 clone groups per experiment and
manually verified each of them as clones. While they report
detecting more clones than Deckard, they did not study re-
call. Previous graph-based methods [29, 33] similarly used
random validation for precision but did not report recall.

Our proposed framework provides both recall and preci-
sion in an automated, statistically sound way for a range of
different types of fine-grained clones. It allows for complete
experiments free of subjective opinions and hand analysis,
yielding comparable evaluations that overcome the limita-
tions of previous attempts at both validating individual tools
and comparing sets of tools.



8. Conclusion

Existing methods for evaluating (and comparing) clone
detection tools suffer from several limitations. We have
presented an evaluation framework that uses code fragment
mutation to artificially create and inject known code clones
that can be used to accurately measure recall and precision
of clone detection tools. The framework is based on an
editing taxonomy that is used to synthesize artificial clones
by mimicking developers’ typical editing activities in clone
creation. The framework is capable of evaluating and com-
paring recall of clone detection tools for various languages
and clone types with no need for manual intervention, and
can evaluate precision either automatically using language-
dependent validation rules, or semi-automatically using an
interface with minimal manual intervention. An example
study of evaluating basic NICAD (for single tool evalua-
tion) and three variants of NICAD (for tool comparison)
has been successfully conducted using the framework.

As future work, we are already in the planning stages of a
large scale tool comparison experiment based on the frame-
work by inviting participation from all current tool authors.

Acknowledgments: This work is supported in part by
the Natural Sciences and Engineering Research Council of
Canada and by an IBM Faculty Award.

References

[1] The Apache-httpd: http://httpd.apache.org/ (April 2008)

[2] J. H. Andrews, L. C. Briand and Y. Labiche. Is Mutation an Appro-
priate Tool for Testing Experiments? In ICSE, pp. 402-411, 2005.

[3] L. Aversano, L. Cerulo, and Massimiliano Di Penta. How Clones are
Maintained: An Empirical Study. In CSMR, pp. 81-90, 2007.

[4] B. Baker. Finding Clones with Dup: Analysis of an Experiment. In
IEEE TSE, 33(9):608-621, 2007.

[5] B. Baker. On Finding Duplication and Near-Duplication in Large
Software Systems. In WCRE, pp. 86-95, 1995.

[6] M. Balazinska, E. Merlo, M. Dagenais, B. Lague and K. Kontogian-
nis. Measuring Clone Based Reengineering Opportunities. In MET-
RICS, pp. 292-303, 1999.

[71 M. Balint, T. Girba, Radu Marinescu. How Developers Copy. In
ICPC, pp. 56-68, 2006.

[8] I. Baxter, A. Yahin, L. Moura and M. Anna. Clone Detection Using
Abstract Syntax Trees. In ICSM, pp. 368-377, 1998.

[9] S. Bellon and R. Koschke. Detection of Software Clone: Tool Com-
parison Experiment: http://www.bauhaus-stuttgart.
de/clones/ (December 2007).

[10] S. Bellon, R. Koschke, G. Antoniol, J. Krinke and E. Merlo. Compar-
ison and Evaluation of Clone Detection Tools. IEEE TSE, 33(9):577-
591, 2007.

[11] J. Bradbury, J.R. Cordy and J. Dingel. Comparative Assessment of
Testing and Model Checking Using Program Mutation. In Mutation
pp- 210-219, 2007.

[12] M. Bruntink, A. Deursen, R. Engelen and T. Tourwe. On the Use of
Clone Detection for Identifying Crosscutting Concern Code. IEEE
TSE, 31(10):804-818, 2005.

[13] E. Burd, J. Bailey. Evaluating Clone Detection Tools for Use during
Preventative Maintenance. In SCAM, pp. 36-43, 2002.

[14] J.R. Cordy. The TXL source transformation language. In Science of
Computer Programming, 61(3):190-210, 2006.

[15]

[16]
(17]

(18]

[19]
[20]
[21]
[22]

[23]

[24]

[25]
[26]

[27]

[28]
[29]

[30]

[31]
[32]
[33]

[34]

[35]

[36]

[37]

(38]
[39]

[40]

[41]
[42]

[43]

S. Ducasse, O. Nierstrasz and M. Rieger. On the Effectiveness of
Clone Detection by String Matching. JSME: Research and Practice,
18(1): 37-58, 2006.

S. Ducasse, M. Rieger and S. Demeyer. A Language Independent Ap-
proach for Detecting Duplicated Code. In ICSM, pp. 109-118, 1999.
W. Evans and C. Fraser. Clone Detection via Structural Abstraction.
In WCRE, pp. 150-159, 2007.

R. Falke, R. Koschke and P. Frenzel. Empirical Evaluation of Clone
Detection Using Syntax Suffix Trees. Empirical Software Engineer-
ing, 43 pp., 2008 (to appear).

M. Gabel, L. Jiang and Z. Su. Scalable Detection of Semantic Clones.
In ICSE, pp. 321-330, 2008.

The Gzip-1.2.4 http://www.gzip.org/ (Feb 2008).

The JHotDraw: http://www.jhotdraw.org/ (June 2006)

L. Jiang, G. Misherghi, Z. Su and S. Glondu. DECKARD: Scalable
and Accurate Tree-based Detection of Code Clones. In ICSE, pp. 96-
105, 2007.

J. Johnson. Substring Matching for Clone Detection and Change
Tracking. In ICSM, pp. 120-126, 1994.

T. Kamiya, S. Kusumoto and K. Inoue. CCFinder: A Multilinguistic
Token-Based Code Clone Detection System for Large Scale Source
Code. IEEE TSE, 28(7):654-670, 2002.

C. Kapser and M. Godfrey. “Cloning Considered Harmful” Consid-
ered Harmful. In WCRE, pp. 19-28, 2006.

C. Kapser, and M. Godfrey. Aiding Comprehension of Cloning
Through Categorization. In /IWPSE’04, pp. 85-94, 2004.

M. Kim, L. Bergman, T. Lau and D. Notkin. An Ethnographic Study
of Copy and Paste Programming Practices in OOPL. In ISESE, pp.
83-92, 2004.

M. Kim and G. Murphy. An Empirical Study of Code Clone Ge-
nealogies. In FSE, pp. 187-196, 2005.

R. Komondoor and S. Horwitz. Using Slicing to Identify Duplication
in Source Code. In SAS, pp. 40-56, 2001.

K. Kontogiannis, R. DeMori, E. Merlo, M. Galler, and M. Bernstein.
Pattern Matching for Clone and Concept Detection. JASE, 3(1-2):77-
108, 1996.

K. Kontogiannis. Evaluation Experiments on the Detection of Pro-
gramming Patterns using Metrics. In WCRE, pp. 44-54, 1997.

R. Koschke, R. Falke and P. Frenzel. Clone Detection Using Abstract
Syntax Suffix Trees. In WCRE, pp. 253-262, 2006.

J. Krinke. Identifying Similar Code with Program Dependence
Graphs. In WCRE, pp. 301-309, 2001.

Z. Li, S. Lu, S. Myagmar and Y. Zhou. CP-Miner: Finding Copy-
Paste and Related Bugs in Large-Scale Software Code. IEEE TSE,
32(3):176-192, 2006.

A. Marcus and J. Maletic. Identification of High-level Concept
Clones in Source Code. In ASE, pp. 107-114, 2001.

J. Mayrand, C. Leblanc and E. Merlo. Experiment on the Automatic
Detection of Function Clones in a Software System Using Metrics.
In ICSM, pp. 244-253, 1996.

C.K. Roy and J.R. Cordy. NICAD: Accurate Detection of Near-Miss
Intentional Clones Using Flexible Pretty-Printing and Code Normal-
ization. In ICPC, pp. 172-181, 2008.

C.K. Roy and J.R. Cordy. Scenario-Based Comparison of Clone De-
tection Techniques. In ICPC, pp. 153-162, 2008.

C.K. Roy and J.R. Cordy. A Survey on Software Clone Detection Re-
search. Queen’s School of Computing TR 2007-541, 115 pp., 2007.
C.K. Roy and J.R. Cordy. Towards a Mutation-Based Automatic
Framework for Evaluating Clone DetectionTools. In C3S2E, Student
Poster, pp. 137-140, 2008.

C.K. Roy and J.R. Cordy. An Empirical Study of Function Clones in
Open Source Software. In WCRE 2008, pp. 81-90, 2008.

F. Rysselberghe and S. Demeyer. Evaluating Clone Detection Tech-
niques from a Refactoring Perspective. In ASE, pp. 336-339, 2004.
A. Walenstein, N. Jyoti, J. Li, Y. Yang, A. Lakhotia. Problems Cre-
ating Task-relevant Clone Detection Reference Data. In WCRE, pp.
285-295, 2003.




<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.6
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 0
  /ParseDSCComments false
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo false
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo false
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo true
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Remove
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
    /AbadiMT-CondensedLight
    /ACaslon-Italic
    /ACaslon-Regular
    /ACaslon-Semibold
    /ACaslon-SemiboldItalic
    /AdobeArabic-Bold
    /AdobeArabic-BoldItalic
    /AdobeArabic-Italic
    /AdobeArabic-Regular
    /AdobeHebrew-Bold
    /AdobeHebrew-BoldItalic
    /AdobeHebrew-Italic
    /AdobeHebrew-Regular
    /AdobeHeitiStd-Regular
    /AdobeMingStd-Light
    /AdobeMyungjoStd-Medium
    /AdobePiStd
    /AdobeSansMM
    /AdobeSerifMM
    /AdobeSongStd-Light
    /AdobeThai-Bold
    /AdobeThai-BoldItalic
    /AdobeThai-Italic
    /AdobeThai-Regular
    /AGaramond-Bold
    /AGaramond-BoldItalic
    /AGaramond-Italic
    /AGaramond-Regular
    /AGaramond-Semibold
    /AGaramond-SemiboldItalic
    /AgencyFB-Bold
    /AgencyFB-Reg
    /AGOldFace-Outline
    /AharoniBold
    /Algerian
    /Americana
    /Americana-ExtraBold
    /AndaleMono
    /AndaleMonoIPA
    /AngsanaNew
    /AngsanaNew-Bold
    /AngsanaNew-BoldItalic
    /AngsanaNew-Italic
    /AngsanaUPC
    /AngsanaUPC-Bold
    /AngsanaUPC-BoldItalic
    /AngsanaUPC-Italic
    /Anna
    /ArialAlternative
    /ArialAlternativeSymbol
    /Arial-Black
    /Arial-BlackItalic
    /Arial-BoldItalicMT
    /Arial-BoldMT
    /Arial-ItalicMT
    /ArialMT
    /ArialMT-Black
    /ArialNarrow
    /ArialNarrow-Bold
    /ArialNarrow-BoldItalic
    /ArialNarrow-Italic
    /ArialRoundedMTBold
    /ArialUnicodeMS
    /ArrusBT-Bold
    /ArrusBT-BoldItalic
    /ArrusBT-Italic
    /ArrusBT-Roman
    /AvantGarde-Book
    /AvantGarde-BookOblique
    /AvantGarde-Demi
    /AvantGarde-DemiOblique
    /AvantGardeITCbyBT-Book
    /AvantGardeITCbyBT-BookOblique
    /BakerSignet
    /BankGothicBT-Medium
    /Barmeno-Bold
    /Barmeno-ExtraBold
    /Barmeno-Medium
    /Barmeno-Regular
    /Baskerville
    /BaskervilleBE-Italic
    /BaskervilleBE-Medium
    /BaskervilleBE-MediumItalic
    /BaskervilleBE-Regular
    /Baskerville-Bold
    /Baskerville-BoldItalic
    /Baskerville-Italic
    /BaskOldFace
    /Batang
    /BatangChe
    /Bauhaus93
    /Bellevue
    /BellGothicStd-Black
    /BellGothicStd-Bold
    /BellGothicStd-Light
    /BellMT
    /BellMTBold
    /BellMTItalic
    /BerlingAntiqua-Bold
    /BerlingAntiqua-BoldItalic
    /BerlingAntiqua-Italic
    /BerlingAntiqua-Roman
    /BerlinSansFB-Bold
    /BerlinSansFBDemi-Bold
    /BerlinSansFB-Reg
    /BernardMT-Condensed
    /BernhardModernBT-Bold
    /BernhardModernBT-BoldItalic
    /BernhardModernBT-Italic
    /BernhardModernBT-Roman
    /BiffoMT
    /BinnerD
    /BinnerGothic
    /BlackadderITC-Regular
    /Blackoak
    /Bodoni
    /Bodoni-Bold
    /Bodoni-BoldItalic
    /Bodoni-Italic
    /BodoniMT
    /BodoniMTBlack
    /BodoniMTBlack-Italic
    /BodoniMT-Bold
    /BodoniMT-BoldItalic
    /BodoniMTCondensed
    /BodoniMTCondensed-Bold
    /BodoniMTCondensed-BoldItalic
    /BodoniMTCondensed-Italic
    /BodoniMT-Italic
    /BodoniMTPosterCompressed
    /Bodoni-Poster
    /Bodoni-PosterCompressed
    /BookAntiqua
    /BookAntiqua-Bold
    /BookAntiqua-BoldItalic
    /BookAntiqua-Italic
    /Bookman-Demi
    /Bookman-DemiItalic
    /Bookman-Light
    /Bookman-LightItalic
    /BookmanOldStyle
    /BookmanOldStyle-Bold
    /BookmanOldStyle-BoldItalic
    /BookmanOldStyle-Italic
    /BookshelfSymbolOne-Regular
    /BookshelfSymbolSeven
    /BookshelfSymbolThree-Regular
    /BookshelfSymbolTwo-Regular
    /Botanical
    /Boton-Italic
    /Boton-Medium
    /Boton-MediumItalic
    /Boton-Regular
    /Boulevard
    /BradleyHandITC
    /Braggadocio
    /BritannicBold
    /Broadway
    /BrowalliaNew
    /BrowalliaNew-Bold
    /BrowalliaNew-BoldItalic
    /BrowalliaNew-Italic
    /BrowalliaUPC
    /BrowalliaUPC-Bold
    /BrowalliaUPC-BoldItalic
    /BrowalliaUPC-Italic
    /BrushScript
    /BrushScriptMT
    /CaflischScript-Bold
    /CaflischScript-Regular
    /Calibri
    /Calibri-Bold
    /Calibri-BoldItalic
    /Calibri-Italic
    /CalifornianFB-Bold
    /CalifornianFB-Italic
    /CalifornianFB-Reg
    /CalisMTBol
    /CalistoMT
    /CalistoMT-BoldItalic
    /CalistoMT-Italic
    /Cambria
    /Cambria-Bold
    /Cambria-BoldItalic
    /Cambria-Italic
    /CambriaMath
    /Candara
    /Candara-Bold
    /Candara-BoldItalic
    /Candara-Italic
    /Carta
    /CaslonOpenfaceBT-Regular
    /Castellar
    /CastellarMT
    /Centaur
    /Centaur-Italic
    /Century
    /CenturyGothic
    /CenturyGothic-Bold
    /CenturyGothic-BoldItalic
    /CenturyGothic-Italic
    /CenturySchL-Bold
    /CenturySchL-BoldItal
    /CenturySchL-Ital
    /CenturySchL-Roma
    /CenturySchoolbook
    /CenturySchoolbook-Bold
    /CenturySchoolbook-BoldItalic
    /CenturySchoolbook-Italic
    /CGTimes-Bold
    /CGTimes-BoldItalic
    /CGTimes-Italic
    /CGTimes-Regular
    /CharterBT-Bold
    /CharterBT-BoldItalic
    /CharterBT-Italic
    /CharterBT-Roman
    /CheltenhamITCbyBT-Bold
    /CheltenhamITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /CheltenhamITCbyBT-Book
    /CheltenhamITCbyBT-BookItalic
    /Chiller-Regular
    /CMB10
    /CMBSY10
    /CMBSY5
    /CMBSY6
    /CMBSY7
    /CMBSY8
    /CMBSY9
    /CMBX10
    /CMBX12
    /CMBX5
    /CMBX6
    /CMBX7
    /CMBX8
    /CMBX9
    /CMBXSL10
    /CMBXTI10
    /CMCSC10
    /CMCSC8
    /CMCSC9
    /CMDUNH10
    /CMEX10
    /CMEX7
    /CMEX8
    /CMEX9
    /CMFF10
    /CMFI10
    /CMFIB8
    /CMINCH
    /CMITT10
    /CMMI10
    /CMMI12
    /CMMI5
    /CMMI6
    /CMMI7
    /CMMI8
    /CMMI9
    /CMMIB10
    /CMMIB5
    /CMMIB6
    /CMMIB7
    /CMMIB8
    /CMMIB9
    /CMR10
    /CMR12
    /CMR17
    /CMR5
    /CMR6
    /CMR7
    /CMR8
    /CMR9
    /CMSL10
    /CMSL12
    /CMSL8
    /CMSL9
    /CMSLTT10
    /CMSS10
    /CMSS12
    /CMSS17
    /CMSS8
    /CMSS9
    /CMSSBX10
    /CMSSDC10
    /CMSSI10
    /CMSSI12
    /CMSSI17
    /CMSSI8
    /CMSSI9
    /CMSSQ8
    /CMSSQI8
    /CMSY10
    /CMSY5
    /CMSY6
    /CMSY7
    /CMSY8
    /CMSY9
    /CMTCSC10
    /CMTEX10
    /CMTEX8
    /CMTEX9
    /CMTI10
    /CMTI12
    /CMTI7
    /CMTI8
    /CMTI9
    /CMTT10
    /CMTT12
    /CMTT8
    /CMTT9
    /CMU10
    /CMVTT10
    /ColonnaMT
    /Colossalis-Bold
    /ComicSansMS
    /ComicSansMS-Bold
    /Consolas
    /Consolas-Bold
    /Consolas-BoldItalic
    /Consolas-Italic
    /Constantia
    /Constantia-Bold
    /Constantia-BoldItalic
    /Constantia-Italic
    /CooperBlack
    /CopperplateGothic-Bold
    /CopperplateGothic-Light
    /Copperplate-ThirtyThreeBC
    /Corbel
    /Corbel-Bold
    /Corbel-BoldItalic
    /Corbel-Italic
    /CordiaNew
    /CordiaNew-Bold
    /CordiaNew-BoldItalic
    /CordiaNew-Italic
    /CordiaUPC
    /CordiaUPC-Bold
    /CordiaUPC-BoldItalic
    /CordiaUPC-Italic
    /Courier
    /Courier-Bold
    /Courier-BoldOblique
    /CourierNewPS-BoldItalicMT
    /CourierNewPS-BoldMT
    /CourierNewPS-ItalicMT
    /CourierNewPSMT
    /Courier-Oblique
    /CourierStd
    /CourierStd-Bold
    /CourierStd-BoldOblique
    /CourierStd-Oblique
    /CourierX-Bold
    /CourierX-BoldOblique
    /CourierX-Oblique
    /CourierX-Regular
    /CreepyRegular
    /CurlzMT
    /David-Bold
    /David-Reg
    /DavidTransparent
    /Desdemona
    /DilleniaUPC
    /DilleniaUPCBold
    /DilleniaUPCBoldItalic
    /DilleniaUPCItalic
    /Dingbats
    /DomCasual
    /Dotum
    /DotumChe
    /EdwardianScriptITC
    /Elephant-Italic
    /Elephant-Regular
    /EngraversGothicBT-Regular
    /EngraversMT
    /EraserDust
    /ErasITC-Bold
    /ErasITC-Demi
    /ErasITC-Light
    /ErasITC-Medium
    /ErieBlackPSMT
    /ErieLightPSMT
    /EriePSMT
    /EstrangeloEdessa
    /Euclid
    /Euclid-Bold
    /Euclid-BoldItalic
    /EuclidExtra
    /EuclidExtra-Bold
    /EuclidFraktur
    /EuclidFraktur-Bold
    /Euclid-Italic
    /EuclidMathOne
    /EuclidMathOne-Bold
    /EuclidMathTwo
    /EuclidMathTwo-Bold
    /EuclidSymbol
    /EuclidSymbol-Bold
    /EuclidSymbol-BoldItalic
    /EuclidSymbol-Italic
    /EucrosiaUPC
    /EucrosiaUPCBold
    /EucrosiaUPCBoldItalic
    /EucrosiaUPCItalic
    /EUEX10
    /EUEX7
    /EUEX8
    /EUEX9
    /EUFB10
    /EUFB5
    /EUFB7
    /EUFM10
    /EUFM5
    /EUFM7
    /EURB10
    /EURB5
    /EURB7
    /EURM10
    /EURM5
    /EURM7
    /EuroMono-Bold
    /EuroMono-BoldItalic
    /EuroMono-Italic
    /EuroMono-Regular
    /EuroSans-Bold
    /EuroSans-BoldItalic
    /EuroSans-Italic
    /EuroSans-Regular
    /EuroSerif-Bold
    /EuroSerif-BoldItalic
    /EuroSerif-Italic
    /EuroSerif-Regular
    /EuroSig
    /EUSB10
    /EUSB5
    /EUSB7
    /EUSM10
    /EUSM5
    /EUSM7
    /FelixTitlingMT
    /Fences
    /FencesPlain
    /FigaroMT
    /FixedMiriamTransparent
    /FootlightMTLight
    /Formata-Italic
    /Formata-Medium
    /Formata-MediumItalic
    /Formata-Regular
    /ForteMT
    /FranklinGothic-Book
    /FranklinGothic-BookItalic
    /FranklinGothic-Demi
    /FranklinGothic-DemiCond
    /FranklinGothic-DemiItalic
    /FranklinGothic-Heavy
    /FranklinGothic-HeavyItalic
    /FranklinGothicITCbyBT-Book
    /FranklinGothicITCbyBT-BookItal
    /FranklinGothicITCbyBT-Demi
    /FranklinGothicITCbyBT-DemiItal
    /FranklinGothic-Medium
    /FranklinGothic-MediumCond
    /FranklinGothic-MediumItalic
    /FrankRuehl
    /FreesiaUPC
    /FreesiaUPCBold
    /FreesiaUPCBoldItalic
    /FreesiaUPCItalic
    /FreestyleScript-Regular
    /FrenchScriptMT
    /Frutiger-Black
    /Frutiger-BlackCn
    /Frutiger-BlackItalic
    /Frutiger-Bold
    /Frutiger-BoldCn
    /Frutiger-BoldItalic
    /Frutiger-Cn
    /Frutiger-ExtraBlackCn
    /Frutiger-Italic
    /Frutiger-Light
    /Frutiger-LightCn
    /Frutiger-LightItalic
    /Frutiger-Roman
    /Frutiger-UltraBlack
    /Futura-Bold
    /Futura-BoldOblique
    /Futura-Book
    /Futura-BookOblique
    /FuturaBT-Bold
    /FuturaBT-BoldItalic
    /FuturaBT-Book
    /FuturaBT-BookItalic
    /FuturaBT-Medium
    /FuturaBT-MediumItalic
    /Futura-Light
    /Futura-LightOblique
    /GalliardITCbyBT-Bold
    /GalliardITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /GalliardITCbyBT-Italic
    /GalliardITCbyBT-Roman
    /Garamond
    /Garamond-Bold
    /Garamond-BoldCondensed
    /Garamond-BoldCondensedItalic
    /Garamond-BoldItalic
    /Garamond-BookCondensed
    /Garamond-BookCondensedItalic
    /Garamond-Italic
    /Garamond-LightCondensed
    /Garamond-LightCondensedItalic
    /Gautami
    /GeometricSlab703BT-Light
    /GeometricSlab703BT-LightItalic
    /Georgia
    /Georgia-Bold
    /Georgia-BoldItalic
    /Georgia-Italic
    /GeorgiaRef
    /Giddyup
    /Giddyup-Thangs
    /Gigi-Regular
    /GillSans
    /GillSans-Bold
    /GillSans-BoldItalic
    /GillSans-Condensed
    /GillSans-CondensedBold
    /GillSans-Italic
    /GillSans-Light
    /GillSans-LightItalic
    /GillSansMT
    /GillSansMT-Bold
    /GillSansMT-BoldItalic
    /GillSansMT-Condensed
    /GillSansMT-ExtraCondensedBold
    /GillSansMT-Italic
    /GillSans-UltraBold
    /GillSans-UltraBoldCondensed
    /GloucesterMT-ExtraCondensed
    /Gothic-Thirteen
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-Bold
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-BoldItalic
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-Italic
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-Roman
    /GoudyOldStyleT-Bold
    /GoudyOldStyleT-Italic
    /GoudyOldStyleT-Regular
    /GoudyStout
    /GoudyTextMT-LombardicCapitals
    /GSIDefaultSymbols
    /Gulim
    /GulimChe
    /Gungsuh
    /GungsuhChe
    /Haettenschweiler
    /HarlowSolid
    /Harrington
    /Helvetica
    /Helvetica-Black
    /Helvetica-BlackOblique
    /Helvetica-Bold
    /Helvetica-BoldOblique
    /Helvetica-Condensed
    /Helvetica-Condensed-Black
    /Helvetica-Condensed-BlackObl
    /Helvetica-Condensed-Bold
    /Helvetica-Condensed-BoldObl
    /Helvetica-Condensed-Light
    /Helvetica-Condensed-LightObl
    /Helvetica-Condensed-Oblique
    /Helvetica-Fraction
    /Helvetica-Narrow
    /Helvetica-Narrow-Bold
    /Helvetica-Narrow-BoldOblique
    /Helvetica-Narrow-Oblique
    /Helvetica-Oblique
    /HighTowerText-Italic
    /HighTowerText-Reg
    /Humanist521BT-BoldCondensed
    /Humanist521BT-Light
    /Humanist521BT-LightItalic
    /Humanist521BT-RomanCondensed
    /Imago-ExtraBold
    /Impact
    /ImprintMT-Shadow
    /InformalRoman-Regular
    /IrisUPC
    /IrisUPCBold
    /IrisUPCBoldItalic
    /IrisUPCItalic
    /Ironwood
    /ItcEras-Medium
    /ItcKabel-Bold
    /ItcKabel-Book
    /ItcKabel-Demi
    /ItcKabel-Medium
    /ItcKabel-Ultra
    /JasmineUPC
    /JasmineUPC-Bold
    /JasmineUPC-BoldItalic
    /JasmineUPC-Italic
    /JoannaMT
    /JoannaMT-Italic
    /Jokerman-Regular
    /JuiceITC-Regular
    /Kartika
    /Kaufmann
    /KaufmannBT-Bold
    /KaufmannBT-Regular
    /KidTYPEPaint
    /KinoMT
    /KodchiangUPC
    /KodchiangUPC-Bold
    /KodchiangUPC-BoldItalic
    /KodchiangUPC-Italic
    /KorinnaITCbyBT-Regular
    /KozGoProVI-Medium
    /KozMinProVI-Regular
    /KristenITC-Regular
    /KunstlerScript
    /Latha
    /LatinWide
    /LetterGothic
    /LetterGothic-Bold
    /LetterGothic-BoldOblique
    /LetterGothic-BoldSlanted
    /LetterGothicMT
    /LetterGothicMT-Bold
    /LetterGothicMT-BoldOblique
    /LetterGothicMT-Oblique
    /LetterGothic-Slanted
    /LetterGothicStd
    /LetterGothicStd-Bold
    /LetterGothicStd-BoldSlanted
    /LetterGothicStd-Slanted
    /LevenimMT
    /LevenimMTBold
    /LilyUPC
    /LilyUPCBold
    /LilyUPCBoldItalic
    /LilyUPCItalic
    /Lithos-Black
    /Lithos-Regular
    /LotusWPBox-Roman
    /LotusWPIcon-Roman
    /LotusWPIntA-Roman
    /LotusWPIntB-Roman
    /LotusWPType-Roman
    /LucidaBright
    /LucidaBright-Demi
    /LucidaBright-DemiItalic
    /LucidaBright-Italic
    /LucidaCalligraphy-Italic
    /LucidaConsole
    /LucidaFax
    /LucidaFax-Demi
    /LucidaFax-DemiItalic
    /LucidaFax-Italic
    /LucidaHandwriting-Italic
    /LucidaSans
    /LucidaSans-Demi
    /LucidaSans-DemiItalic
    /LucidaSans-Italic
    /LucidaSans-Typewriter
    /LucidaSans-TypewriterBold
    /LucidaSans-TypewriterBoldOblique
    /LucidaSans-TypewriterOblique
    /LucidaSansUnicode
    /Lydian
    /Magneto-Bold
    /MaiandraGD-Regular
    /Mangal-Regular
    /Map-Symbols
    /MathA
    /MathB
    /MathC
    /Mathematica1
    /Mathematica1-Bold
    /Mathematica1Mono
    /Mathematica1Mono-Bold
    /Mathematica2
    /Mathematica2-Bold
    /Mathematica2Mono
    /Mathematica2Mono-Bold
    /Mathematica3
    /Mathematica3-Bold
    /Mathematica3Mono
    /Mathematica3Mono-Bold
    /Mathematica4
    /Mathematica4-Bold
    /Mathematica4Mono
    /Mathematica4Mono-Bold
    /Mathematica5
    /Mathematica5-Bold
    /Mathematica5Mono
    /Mathematica5Mono-Bold
    /Mathematica6
    /Mathematica6Bold
    /Mathematica6Mono
    /Mathematica6MonoBold
    /Mathematica7
    /Mathematica7Bold
    /Mathematica7Mono
    /Mathematica7MonoBold
    /MatisseITC-Regular
    /MaturaMTScriptCapitals
    /Mesquite
    /Mezz-Black
    /Mezz-Regular
    /MICR
    /MicrosoftSansSerif
    /MingLiU
    /Minion-BoldCondensed
    /Minion-BoldCondensedItalic
    /Minion-Condensed
    /Minion-CondensedItalic
    /Minion-Ornaments
    /MinionPro-Bold
    /MinionPro-BoldIt
    /MinionPro-It
    /MinionPro-Regular
    /MinionPro-Semibold
    /MinionPro-SemiboldIt
    /Miriam
    /MiriamFixed
    /MiriamTransparent
    /Mistral
    /Modern-Regular
    /MonotypeCorsiva
    /MonotypeSorts
    /MSAM10
    /MSAM5
    /MSAM6
    /MSAM7
    /MSAM8
    /MSAM9
    /MSBM10
    /MSBM5
    /MSBM6
    /MSBM7
    /MSBM8
    /MSBM9
    /MS-Gothic
    /MSHei
    /MSLineDrawPSMT
    /MS-Mincho
    /MSOutlook
    /MS-PGothic
    /MS-PMincho
    /MSReference1
    /MSReference2
    /MSReferenceSansSerif
    /MSReferenceSansSerif-Bold
    /MSReferenceSansSerif-BoldItalic
    /MSReferenceSansSerif-Italic
    /MSReferenceSerif
    /MSReferenceSerif-Bold
    /MSReferenceSerif-BoldItalic
    /MSReferenceSerif-Italic
    /MSReferenceSpecialty
    /MSSong
    /MS-UIGothic
    /MT-Extra
    /MT-Symbol
    /MT-Symbol-Italic
    /MVBoli
    /Myriad-Bold
    /Myriad-BoldItalic
    /Myriad-Italic
    /MyriadPro-Black
    /MyriadPro-BlackIt
    /MyriadPro-Bold
    /MyriadPro-BoldIt
    /MyriadPro-It
    /MyriadPro-Light
    /MyriadPro-LightIt
    /MyriadPro-Regular
    /MyriadPro-Semibold
    /MyriadPro-SemiboldIt
    /Myriad-Roman
    /Narkisim
    /NewCenturySchlbk-Bold
    /NewCenturySchlbk-BoldItalic
    /NewCenturySchlbk-Italic
    /NewCenturySchlbk-Roman
    /NewMilleniumSchlbk-BoldItalicSH
    /NewsGothic
    /NewsGothic-Bold
    /NewsGothicBT-Bold
    /NewsGothicBT-BoldItalic
    /NewsGothicBT-Italic
    /NewsGothicBT-Roman
    /NewsGothic-Condensed
    /NewsGothic-Italic
    /NewsGothicMT
    /NewsGothicMT-Bold
    /NewsGothicMT-Italic
    /NiagaraEngraved-Reg
    /NiagaraSolid-Reg
    /NimbusMonL-Bold
    /NimbusMonL-BoldObli
    /NimbusMonL-Regu
    /NimbusMonL-ReguObli
    /NimbusRomNo9L-Medi
    /NimbusRomNo9L-MediItal
    /NimbusRomNo9L-Regu
    /NimbusRomNo9L-ReguItal
    /NimbusSanL-Bold
    /NimbusSanL-BoldCond
    /NimbusSanL-BoldCondItal
    /NimbusSanL-BoldItal
    /NimbusSanL-Regu
    /NimbusSanL-ReguCond
    /NimbusSanL-ReguCondItal
    /NimbusSanL-ReguItal
    /Nimrod
    /Nimrod-Bold
    /Nimrod-BoldItalic
    /Nimrod-Italic
    /NSimSun
    /Nueva-BoldExtended
    /Nueva-BoldExtendedItalic
    /Nueva-Italic
    /Nueva-Roman
    /NuptialScript
    /OCRA
    /OCRA-Alternate
    /OCRAExtended
    /OCRB
    /OCRB-Alternate
    /OfficinaSans-Bold
    /OfficinaSans-BoldItalic
    /OfficinaSans-Book
    /OfficinaSans-BookItalic
    /OfficinaSerif-Bold
    /OfficinaSerif-BoldItalic
    /OfficinaSerif-Book
    /OfficinaSerif-BookItalic
    /OldEnglishTextMT
    /Onyx
    /OnyxBT-Regular
    /OzHandicraftBT-Roman
    /PalaceScriptMT
    /Palatino-Bold
    /Palatino-BoldItalic
    /Palatino-Italic
    /PalatinoLinotype-Bold
    /PalatinoLinotype-BoldItalic
    /PalatinoLinotype-Italic
    /PalatinoLinotype-Roman
    /Palatino-Roman
    /PapyrusPlain
    /Papyrus-Regular
    /Parchment-Regular
    /Parisian
    /ParkAvenue
    /Penumbra-SemiboldFlare
    /Penumbra-SemiboldSans
    /Penumbra-SemiboldSerif
    /PepitaMT
    /Perpetua
    /Perpetua-Bold
    /Perpetua-BoldItalic
    /Perpetua-Italic
    /PerpetuaTitlingMT-Bold
    /PerpetuaTitlingMT-Light
    /PhotinaCasualBlack
    /Playbill
    /PMingLiU
    /Poetica-SuppOrnaments
    /PoorRichard-Regular
    /PopplLaudatio-Italic
    /PopplLaudatio-Medium
    /PopplLaudatio-MediumItalic
    /PopplLaudatio-Regular
    /PrestigeElite
    /Pristina-Regular
    /PTBarnumBT-Regular
    /Raavi
    /RageItalic
    /Ravie
    /RefSpecialty
    /Ribbon131BT-Bold
    /Rockwell
    /Rockwell-Bold
    /Rockwell-BoldItalic
    /Rockwell-Condensed
    /Rockwell-CondensedBold
    /Rockwell-ExtraBold
    /Rockwell-Italic
    /Rockwell-Light
    /Rockwell-LightItalic
    /Rod
    /RodTransparent
    /RunicMT-Condensed
    /Sanvito-Light
    /Sanvito-Roman
    /ScriptC
    /ScriptMTBold
    /SegoeUI
    /SegoeUI-Bold
    /SegoeUI-BoldItalic
    /SegoeUI-Italic
    /Serpentine-BoldOblique
    /ShelleyVolanteBT-Regular
    /ShowcardGothic-Reg
    /Shruti
    /SimHei
    /SimSun
    /SnapITC-Regular
    /StandardSymL
    /Stencil
    /StoneSans
    /StoneSans-Bold
    /StoneSans-BoldItalic
    /StoneSans-Italic
    /StoneSans-Semibold
    /StoneSans-SemiboldItalic
    /Stop
    /Swiss721BT-BlackExtended
    /Sylfaen
    /Symbol
    /SymbolMT
    /Tahoma
    /Tahoma-Bold
    /Tci1
    /Tci1Bold
    /Tci1BoldItalic
    /Tci1Italic
    /Tci2
    /Tci2Bold
    /Tci2BoldItalic
    /Tci2Italic
    /Tci3
    /Tci3Bold
    /Tci3BoldItalic
    /Tci3Italic
    /Tci4
    /Tci4Bold
    /Tci4BoldItalic
    /Tci4Italic
    /TechnicalItalic
    /TechnicalPlain
    /Tekton
    /Tekton-Bold
    /TektonMM
    /Tempo-HeavyCondensed
    /Tempo-HeavyCondensedItalic
    /TempusSansITC
    /Times-Bold
    /Times-BoldItalic
    /Times-BoldItalicOsF
    /Times-BoldSC
    /Times-ExtraBold
    /Times-Italic
    /Times-ItalicOsF
    /TimesNewRomanMT-ExtraBold
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-ItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPSMT
    /Times-Roman
    /Times-RomanSC
    /Trajan-Bold
    /Trebuchet-BoldItalic
    /TrebuchetMS
    /TrebuchetMS-Bold
    /TrebuchetMS-Italic
    /Tunga-Regular
    /TwCenMT-Bold
    /TwCenMT-BoldItalic
    /TwCenMT-Condensed
    /TwCenMT-CondensedBold
    /TwCenMT-CondensedExtraBold
    /TwCenMT-CondensedMedium
    /TwCenMT-Italic
    /TwCenMT-Regular
    /Univers-Bold
    /Univers-BoldItalic
    /UniversCondensed-Bold
    /UniversCondensed-BoldItalic
    /UniversCondensed-Medium
    /UniversCondensed-MediumItalic
    /Univers-Medium
    /Univers-MediumItalic
    /URWBookmanL-DemiBold
    /URWBookmanL-DemiBoldItal
    /URWBookmanL-Ligh
    /URWBookmanL-LighItal
    /URWChanceryL-MediItal
    /URWGothicL-Book
    /URWGothicL-BookObli
    /URWGothicL-Demi
    /URWGothicL-DemiObli
    /URWPalladioL-Bold
    /URWPalladioL-BoldItal
    /URWPalladioL-Ital
    /URWPalladioL-Roma
    /USPSBarCode
    /VAGRounded-Black
    /VAGRounded-Bold
    /VAGRounded-Light
    /VAGRounded-Thin
    /Verdana
    /Verdana-Bold
    /Verdana-BoldItalic
    /Verdana-Italic
    /VerdanaRef
    /VinerHandITC
    /Viva-BoldExtraExtended
    /Vivaldii
    /Viva-LightCondensed
    /Viva-Regular
    /VladimirScript
    /Vrinda
    /Webdings
    /Westminster
    /Willow
    /Wingdings2
    /Wingdings3
    /Wingdings-Regular
    /WNCYB10
    /WNCYI10
    /WNCYR10
    /WNCYSC10
    /WNCYSS10
    /WoodtypeOrnaments-One
    /WoodtypeOrnaments-Two
    /WP-ArabicScriptSihafa
    /WP-ArabicSihafa
    /WP-BoxDrawing
    /WP-CyrillicA
    /WP-CyrillicB
    /WP-GreekCentury
    /WP-GreekCourier
    /WP-GreekHelve
    /WP-HebrewDavid
    /WP-IconicSymbolsA
    /WP-IconicSymbolsB
    /WP-Japanese
    /WP-MathA
    /WP-MathB
    /WP-MathExtendedA
    /WP-MathExtendedB
    /WP-MultinationalAHelve
    /WP-MultinationalARoman
    /WP-MultinationalBCourier
    /WP-MultinationalBHelve
    /WP-MultinationalBRoman
    /WP-MultinationalCourier
    /WP-Phonetic
    /WPTypographicSymbols
    /XYATIP10
    /XYBSQL10
    /XYBTIP10
    /XYCIRC10
    /XYCMAT10
    /XYCMBT10
    /XYDASH10
    /XYEUAT10
    /XYEUBT10
    /ZapfChancery-MediumItalic
    /ZapfDingbats
    /ZapfHumanist601BT-Bold
    /ZapfHumanist601BT-BoldItalic
    /ZapfHumanist601BT-Demi
    /ZapfHumanist601BT-DemiItalic
    /ZapfHumanist601BT-Italic
    /ZapfHumanist601BT-Roman
    /ZWAdobeF
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 200
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 2.00333
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 1.30
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 10
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 10
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 200
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 2.00333
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 1.30
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 10
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 10
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 400
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 600
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00167
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e5c4f5e55663e793a3001901a8fc775355b5090ae4ef653d190014ee553ca901a8fc756e072797f5153d15e03300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc87a25e55986f793a3001901a904e96fb5b5090f54ef650b390014ee553ca57287db2969b7db28def4e0a767c5e03300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV <>
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020d654ba740020d45cc2dc002c0020c804c7900020ba54c77c002c0020c778d130b137c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor weergave op een beeldscherm, e-mail en internet. 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 on-screen display, e-mail, and the Internet.  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 /ConvertToRGB
      /DestinationProfileName (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
      /DestinationProfileSelector /UseName
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PreserveEditing false
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [600 600]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


