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+ Throughput Rates . lqter_net Support
- Single System Throughput * Distribution
- Distribution Implementation - Import/Export

- Client Implementation
* Process Power

- Network Structure

- Variables Definition

- Exception Processing

- Automatic Ca-operation Mechanism
+ Enterprise Application Integration (EAl)
+ Dynamic Changes
- Change Procedure Network Definition
- Change Variables Definition
- Change Dispatching Rules
- Late Sub-Network Definition
- Change Activity Implementation
* Procedure Definition
- Graphical Definition
- Assisted Definition of Rules/conditions

- Complexity Management
- Verification
* Activity Programming Power
- Facilities Provided by the Engine
- APl Compteteness
- Events Processing Mechanisms

+ Dispatching and Organization - Embedded Feature
- Dispatching Rules - BPR and Simutation
- Organizational model * Activity definition
- Administration and Privacy - Activity Library
- Substitution Rules - Form Generation
- Import from Directories - Action Library
+ Operation and Statistics - Action Scripting Assembly
- Recovery and Restart - Integration Tools
- g{;;ehr‘av:hn - Multi-lingual Support
 Statistics Processing * Ready to Use Agents
- Home Work - Worklist Handler
- Procedure Network Visualiser
- Standard Activity Agent
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