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ABSTRACT
This paper describes the development of a Chinese–English
statistical machine translation system for the 2011 NTCIR
patent translation task. We used phrase-based and hierar-
chical systems based on the Moses decoder, trained on the
provided data only. Additional features include translation
model adaptation using monolingual data and a continuous
space language model. We report comparative results for
these various configurations.
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I.2.7 [Artificial intelligence]: Natural Language Process-
ing—Machine Translation

General Terms
Natural Language Processing

Keywords
Statistical machine translation, unsupervised training, con-
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Team Name: LIUM
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External Resources Used: Stanford segmenter, Giza++,

Moses, SRILM

1. INTRODUCTION
This paper describes the statistical machine translation

systems developed by the computer science laboratory of
the University of Le Mans (LIUM) for the patent transla-
tion task organized in the framework of the NTCIR work-
shop. We only participated in the Chinese–English patent
translations task. This was our first participation to this
evaluation. A detailed description of all the tasks and com-
parative results can be found in [3]. We developed a hi-
erarchical system based on the Moses software [4] and our
own extensions. These include translation model adapta-
tion using monolingual data and continuous space language
models. The systems are described in the following.

This paper is organized as follows. In the next section, we
first describe the architecture of our approach. A detailed
experimental comparison of the various models is given in
section 3. The paper concludes with a discussion and possi-
ble directions of future research.

2. ARCHITECTURE OF THE APPROACH
The overall architecture of our approach is depicted in fig-

ure 1. Translation is performed in two passes. First, we use
moses or moses_chart to produce an n-best list of possible
translations. The LM probabilities on these n-best lists are
then rescored with a special language model called continu-
ous space language model and the coefficients of all models
are retuned to optimize the BLEU score on the development
data. For this we use a publicly available tool named CON-
DOR [2].

The translation mode (phrase- or rule-table), is trained in
several steps. We want to translate from Chinese to English.
For this, we dispose of parallel data and monolingual data
in the target language. This data is used to build a baseline
system. This translation model us then adapted using large
amounts of monolingual data in the target language, e.g.
English. For this task, we have approximately 36M words of
parallel training data. This is a small amount in comparison
to other tasks like French—English news translation (WMT
tasks) or the translation from Arabic and Chinese into En-
glish in the framework of the NIST evaluations. Based on
our previous experiences [8, 9, 5] we applied unsupervised
training. The main idea is to use an existing system to trans-
late monolingual data and to add the source texts together
with the automatic translations to the parallel training data,
after some filtering.

A somehow similar approach was named self-enhancing
of the translation model [11]. The idea is to translate the
test data only, to filter the translations with help of a con-
fidence score and to use the most reliable ones to train an
additional small phrase table that is jointly used with the
generic phrase table. In follow up work, this approach was
refined [12]. Unsupervised training as proposed in [8] differs
from self-enhancing since it does not adapt itself to the test
data, but large amounts of monolingual training data are
translated and a completely new model is built. This model
can be applied to any test data.

The approach proposed in this work is related to both self-
improvement and lightly-supervised training. Our idea is to
exploit the available in-domain monolingual data in the tar-
get language. This data is usually available in large amounts
since it is needed to train the target language model. We
propose to use information retrieval (IR) techniques to select
a small subset of relevant sentences in this collection. The
queries for IR are either the reference translations of the
development data or the automatic translations of the test
data as produced by a baseline system. These sentences are
then translated back to the source language by an inverse
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Figure 1: Overall architecture of the SMT system.

system and this data is used as additional parallel training
data, without any additional filtering. By these means we
perform unsupervised training similar to [8]. An important
difference is that we actively select which data to translate
instead of blindly translating large amounts and then apply-
ing a threshold on some confidence score.

2.1 Continuous space language model
We also applied the so-called continuous space language

model. The basic idea of this approach is to project the
word indices onto a continuous space and to use a probabil-
ity estimator operating on this space [1]. Since the resulting
probability functions are smooth functions of the word rep-
resentation, better generalization to unknown n-grams can
be expected. A neural network can be used to simultane-
ously learn the projection of the words onto the continuous
space and to estimate the n-gram probabilities. This is still
an n-gram approach, but the language model posterior prob-
abilities are “interpolated” for any possible context of length
n − 1 instead of backing-off to shorter contexts. This ap-
proach is expected to take better advantage of the limited
amount of training data.

Training is performed with the standard back-propagation
method using weight decay and a re-sampling algorithm.
This approach is described in detail in [7].

3. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS
All results described in this paper were obtained using

only the data provided in the framework of the Patent trans-
lation task of the NTCIR workshop (constrained condition).
For this task, 1 million sentences of parallel data and 2000

Corpus #lines Chinese English
[M chars] [M words]

Train 1M 167M 36.5M
Development 999 166k 33.7k
Internal test 1001 165k 34.1k
US patents - - 13.6T

Table 1: Statistics of the available data.

sentences of development data are available. We randomly
split the available development data into two parts: one to
tune the parameters of our systems and the other one as
internal test set. Only one reference translation is available.
For language modeling huge amounts of monolingual En-
glish patent texts are available, coming from several years
of US patent data. Detailed statistics of these corpora are
given in Table 1. Note that all the available data can be
considered as specific to the task, i.e in-domain.

3.1 Baseline Chinese/English systems
We build baseline systems using all the available training

data. The translation model was trained on 1M sentences
of parallel data. The Chinese characters were segmented
using the Stanford segmenter with the PKU standard. This
resulted in approximately 38M“words”. On the English side,
we kept the case of the words.

A 4-gram back-off language model was trained on all the
available monolingual data, e.g. the English side of the bi-
texts and 13.6T words of US patent texts. This data was
split into several parts, individual LMs were trained using
modified Kneser-Ney smoothing as implemented in the SRI
LM toolkit [10] and then interpolated to get one huge LM.
The corresponding interpolation coefficients were calculated
to optimize the perplexity on the development data using the
usual EM procedure. In addition, we have observed small
improvements by keeping all observed n-grams, i.e. using a
cut-off value of 1. The perplexity on the development data
of this huge LM is 79.5, and the file occupies 40 GBytes on
the disk in the binary representation of the SRI toolkit. A
continuous space language model was trained on a subset of

Bitexts LM data
BLEU

Dev Test

Phrase-based 36.5M 33.26 31.64
13.6T 35.17 33.56

Hierarchical 36.5M 33.55 32.48
13.6T 36.14 34.93

Table 2: Performances of the baseline Chi-
nese/English systems
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System Bitexts BLEU
type corpus M words Dev Test

Baseline systems:
Phrase

human only 37.8M
35.17 33.56

Hiero 36.14 34.93

Selection with sentence confidence level:

Phrase-
based

human+threshold 0.005 38.9M 35.17 33.83
human+threshold 0.01 39.2M 35.14 33.74
human+threshold 0.02 39.8M 34.87 33.50
human+threshold 0.03 40.7M 35.05 33.45
human+threshold 0.04 41.8M 35.09 33.46

Hiero human+threshold 0.005 38.9M 35.99 35.08

Selection on n best IR sentences:

Phrase-
based

human+10-best IR 41.0M 35.20 33.81
human+20-best IR 42.0M 35.29 34.20
human+25-best IR 43.0M 35.29 34.00

Hiero human+20-best IR 38.9M 36.41 35.45

Table 3: Comparison of different adaptation techniques of phrase-based and hierarchical systems.

the data using a resampling technique and interpolated with
the back-off LM. This gives a perplexity of 71.7.

We build standard phrase-based and hierarchical SMT
systems using the Moses toolkit [4]. For both models we
used the default procedure. The result of both models are
summarized in Table 2. The BLEU scores are calculated
with the tool multi-bleu.perl as provided by the Moses
tool kit. Scoring is case sensitive and includes punctuation.

The hierarchical system clearly performs better than the
phrase-based one. This observation is in-line with other re-
ports on the translation of Chinese to English.

3.2 English/Chinese translation system
Since no additional Chinese monolingual data was avail-

able, we used (a subset) of the English monolingual data
to perform unsupervised training. We argue that this is
a very common setting: usually there are large amounts of
in-domain data available in the target language that are col-
lected for language modeling.

In addition, we have observed in the past that it is better
to translate from the target to the source language instead of
the inverse direction [5] Unsupervised training can of course
produce wrong translations. When those are added on the
target side of the phrase-table they may be actually used in
future translations and the errors propagate. On the other
hand, when translating from the target to the source lan-
guage the possible errors will appear in the source phrases.
We argue that this will have less impact since it is less likely

Pruning BLEU Speed
Beam Stack Transl. Dev Test [word/s]

0.4 200 50 29.63 27.79 54
0.4 100 50 29.67 27.53 116
0.4 100 20 29.64 27.83 280
0.4 100 10 29.83 27.94 566
0.4 50 10 29.71 27.80 998
0.5 100 20 29.67 27.75 296
0.6 100 20 29.76 27.62 310

Table 4: Performance of the English/Chinese
phrase-based systems.

that wrong phrases will be matched when translating gram-
matically correct sentences.

On the other hand, we need to build an SMT system for
the inverse translation direction, in our case from English
to Chinese. We only built a phrase-based system for this
translation direction since it is faster to build and to run,
using the available resources (1M sentence pairs of bitexts
and 167M characters for language modeling). Their per-
formances are given in Table 4, for different settings of the
pruning parameters.

First of all, one realizes that the BLEU scores are about
5.5 BLEU points lower for this translation direction. The
English/Chinese system will be used to potentially translate
large amounts of monolingual data. Consequently, we inves-
tigated different pruning settings to speed up the system
without a large impact on the translation quality. We were
surprised to see that the pruning parameters seem to have
almost no impact on the translation quality, the system that
performs 10 times faster than our default actually performs
slightly better (BLEU on test 27.79 → 27.94). We used this
system to translate the monolingual data.

3.3 Unsupervised training
We have first done experiments with the two adaptation

methods for a phrase-based system only since they are faster
to build and to tune (due to the large rule-tables of hierar-
chical systems). We then built hierarchical systems for the
most interesting operation points only. For this, we trans-
lated all the English US patents of the year 2005 to Chi-
nese, i.e. 1145M words. The first adaptation method was
implemented as proposed in [8], i.e. keeping only the most
reliable translations according to the word normalized con-
fidence score. The second method, the new one proposed in
this paper, consists in using the English side of the develop-
ment data as queries to retrieve related sentences in the huge
corpus of 1145M words of LM training data. For each query
sentence, we retrieved up to 100 sentences, sorted according
to the score of the IR process. The Lemur IR toolkit [6]
was used for sentence extraction. We then used the n first
sentences and their automatic translations as additional bi-
texts. It is important to note that our new method is much
more efficient: instead of translating blindly more than 1 bil-
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Baseline Improved system
system with conf. score using IR

Number of entries 8.1M 8.0M 8.1M
Number of different
source phrases 41993 42037 43227

Number of new
source phrases n/a 809 2148

Average number
of translations 191.8 191.3 187.3

Average length
of source phrases 2.64 2.65 2.67

Table 5: Characteristics of the phrase tables of the baseline and the improved systems. In both cases the
table was filtered to include only entries that could be applied on the test data.

lion of words in order to keep only a couple of million words,
we first select the interesting sentences and then translate
them. This is more than two orders of magnitude faster.
The results of these two methods, together with the base-
line systems, are summarized in Table 3. All systems use
the huge LM trained on 13.6 billion words.

Adding the the most reliable translations according to
the word-normalized sentence confidence scores yielded only
modest improvements in the BLEU scores on the test data:
33.56 to 33.83 for the phrase-based system and 34.93 to 35.08
for the hierarchical system, and this for a very restrictive
confidence score (only 1.1M words were added). Adding
more words degraded the performances.

On the other hand, the proposed new method yielded sig-
nificant improvement in the BLEU score on the test data
of more than 0.5 BLEU. The phrase-based system improved
from 33.56 to 34.20 BLEU and the hierarchical system from
34.93 to 35.45 BLEU. This was obtained by using the 20 top
ranking sentences for each IR query, i.e. around 4.2M words,
roughly 10% of additional parallel training data. An im-
provement of 0.5 BLEU may sound modest, but experience
has shown that such gains in heavily tuned state-of-the-art
systems are not easy to obtain. Note also that we have only
one reference translation. We conjecture that a gain of 0.5
BLEU with one reference would correspond to more than 1
point BLEU difference if we had four reference translations.

Finally, we combined both adaptation techniques and ap-
plied a threshold on the word normalized confidence scores
of the sentences that were selected by the IR process. In our
experience, we were not able to improve the results obtained
by using the IR retrieved sentences. This seems to indicate
that the topic closeness of the adaptation data seems to be
more important than the quality of the translations (since
we translate from the target to the source).

3.4 Results analysis
In order to get more insight on this unsupervised training

method we tried to analyze the phrase-table of the baseline
system (BLEU score of 33.56 on test data), the system im-
proved using selection with word-normalized sentence confi-
dence score (BLEU score of 33.83) and the system improved
using selection of the data with IR methods (BLEU score of
34.20 in Table 3). We show the total number of entries in
the phrase-table, the number of entries with different source
phrases, the number of new source phrases, the average num-
ber of translations per source phrase (actually the fraction
of the both first quantities) and the average length of the
source phrases.

[9] reported an significant decrease in the number of av-
erage translations per source phrase, in the order of more
than a thousand for the generic system, and around 40 after
adaptation. We did not observe this tendency in our experi-
ments: there is no notable difference for all indicators when
using the word-normalized sentence confidence score to se-
lect the sentences to add to the parallel training data. We
explain this by the fact that in our system all the parallel
training data can be considered as in-domain – we do not use
generic corpora like the UN corpus. Therefore there is no
need to “filter” the possible translations in the phrase-table
by unsupervised training on in-domain monolingual data.

On the other hand, here is a slight decrease in the average
number of translations for the system adapted using the IR
methods: from 191.8 to 187.3. It is also striking to see that
the proposed approach resulted in 2148 new source phrase
in comparison to only 809 when using the confidence score
to select the sentences to keep. It is important to remem-
ber that is impossible to learn new translations using un-
supervised training. When adding automatically translated
sentences to the bitexts the phrase extraction algorithm can
only modify the probability distributions of existing phrase
pairs or add new source phrases that were not previously
observed (using parts of existing translations). An interest-
ing effect is that we used a phrase-based system to produce
automatic translations to improve a hierarchical system. We
will investigate in the future whether this change of system
architecture is actually beneficial.

3.5 Official system
The best system in Table 3 is the hierarchical system

trained on all provided human translation and the 20-best
automatic translations obtained by information retrieval (last
line in Table 3). We used this system to generate 1000-best
lists which were rescored with the continuous space language
model. The coefficients of all models were retuned to op-
timize the BLEU score on the development data (see Fig-
ure 1). For this we use a publicly available tool named CON-
DOR [2]. The use of the continuous space language model

System BLEU
type Bitexts LM Dev Test

Hiero human+20-best IR
back-off 36.41 35.45
CSLM 37.01 35.91

Table 6: Performance of the continuous space lan-
guage model.
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yielded an additional improvement of about 0.5 BLEU on
the test set (see Table 6). The system which obtains a BLEU
score of 35.91 on the test data is our official submission. The
organizers of the evaluation reported a BLEU score of 34.76
for LIUM’s system.

4. CONCLUSION
This paper described the system developed by LIUM for

the Chinese—English NTCIR patent translation task. We
described various experiments with phrase-based and hier-
archical statistical machine translation systems. All systems
are based on the Moses toolkit and our own extensions.
We have described a new approach to adapt the transla-
tion model using monolingual data in the target language.
We used information retrieval techniques to find a relevant
subset of the available English patent data and translated
it back to Chinese. This data was then used as additional
parallel training data. This yielded an improvement of 0.4
BLEU on the internal test data. We also observed signifi-
cant improvement by applying a continuous space language
model.

5. ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
This work has been partially funded by the European

Commission under the project EuromatrixPlus (ICT-2007.2.2-
FP7-231720).

6. REFERENCES
[1] Y. Bengio, R. Ducharme, P. Vincent, and C. Jauvin.

A neural probabilistic language model. JMLR,
3(2):1137–1155, 2003.

[2] F. V. Berghen and H. Bersini. CONDOR, a new
parallel, constrained extension of powell’s UOBYQA
algorithm: Experimental results and comparison with
the DFO algorithm. Journal of Computational and
Applied Mathematics, 181:157–175, 2005.

[3] I. Goto, B. Lu, K. P. Chow, E. Sumita, and B. K.
Tsou. Overview of the patent machine translation task
at the ntcir-9 workshop. In The 9th NTCIR Workshop
Meeting, December 2011.

[4] P. Koehn, H. Hoang, A. Birch, C. Callison-Burch,
M. Federico, N. Bertoldi, B. Cowan, W. Shen,
C. Moran, R. Zens, C. Dyer, O. Bojar, A. Constantin,
and E. Herbst. Moses: Open source toolkit for
statistical machine translation. In ACL, demonstration
session, 2007.

[5] P. Lambert, H. Schwenk, C. Servan, and
S. Abdul-Rauf. Investigations on translation model
adaptation using monolingual data. In Sixth Workshop
on SMT, 2011.

[6] P. Ogilvie and J. Callan. Experiments using the Lemur
toolkit. In In Proceedings of the Tenth Text Retrieval
Conference (TREC-10), pages 103–108, 2001.

[7] H. Schwenk. Continuous space language models.
Computer Speech and Language, 21:492–518, 2007.

[8] H. Schwenk. Investigations on large-scale
lightly-supervised training for statistical machine
translation. In IWSLT, pages 182–189, 2008.

[9] H. Schwenk and J. Senellart. Translation model
adaptation for an Arabic/French news translation
system by lightly-supervised training. In MT Summit,
2009.

[10] A. Stolcke. SRILM - an extensible language modeling
toolkit. In ICSLP, pages II: 901–904, 2002.

[11] N. Ueffing. Using monolingual source-language data to
improve MT performance. In IWSLT, pages 174–181,
2006.

[12] N. Ueffing. Transductive learning for statistical
machine translation. In ACL, pages 25–32, 2007.

― 622 ―

Proceedings of NTCIR-9 Workshop Meeting, December 6-9, 2011, Tokyo, Japan



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (Adobe RGB \0501998\051)
  /CalCMYKProfile (Japan Color 2001 Coated)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.7
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType true
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize false
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo false
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages false
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /None
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeColorImages false
  /ColorImageFilter /FlateEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages false
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /None
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeGrayImages false
  /GrayImageFilter /FlateEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages false
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /None
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeMonoImages false
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects true
  /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 (Japan Color 2001 Coated)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier (JC200103)
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /JPN <>
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames false
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName (Japan Color 2001 Coated)
      /DestinationProfileSelector /UseName
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements true
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MarksOffset 0
      /MarksWeight 0.283460
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /UseName
      /PageMarksFile /JapaneseWithCircle
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [1200 1200]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice




