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Abstract

Planning-based techniques are a very powerful tool for
automated story generation. However, as the number
of possible actions increases, traditional planning tech-
niques suffer from a combinatorial explosion due to
large branching factors. In this work, we apply Monte
Carlo Tree Search (MCTS) techniques to generate sto-
ries in domains with large numbers of possible actions
(100+). Our approach employs a Bayesian story evalu-
ation method to guide the planning towards believable
stories that reach a user defined goal. We generate sto-
ries in a novel domain with different type of story goals.
Our approach shows an order of magnitude improve-
ment in performance over traditional search techniques.

Introduction

Within the last decade, there has been a growing interest in
computer generated stories. Such stories are important to
enrich the immersiveness of virtual environments used for
entertainment, training and education. Also, as these auto-
matically generated stories are brought into increasing use
in modern computer games, they must be scaled to handle
large domains with dozens of characters, each with many
different actions across multiple environments.

Generating stories efficiently in large domains is a dif-
ficult problem due to the exponential growth in the search
space. Furthermore, the number of possible actions each
character can take changes as the story progresses and
agents’ states change. Monte Carlo Tree Search (MCTS)
has shown promising results in several domains with large
search spaces. Since it has been proposed, MCTS has been a
game changer for several AI problems [Chaslot et al., 2006].
One of the most notable examples is computer Go, recently
the program FUEGO beat a top human professional at 9x9
Go game [Enzenberger et al., 2010] despite the large search
space inherent in Go. Inspired by this, we seek to apply
MCTS to the story generation domain to generate believable
stories for large scale story domains.

Main Result We propose new algorithms and heuristics
to handle automated story generation by employing Monte
Carlo Tree Search. This approach performs well both in
terms of search time and memory usage. We also introduce
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a story evaluation metric capable of guiding MCTS to gen-
erate believable stories that meet user specified goals. Our
method is flexible as it does not need predefined main char-
acters, instead actions arise emergently as needed to satisfy
the goals in a believable fashion providing more diversity
and flexibility in stories.

Previous Work

In this section we briefly discuss previous work in the area of
automated narrative generation and highlight some related
work which makes use of MCTS.

Automated Narrative Generation

There are many approaches proposed for narrative genera-
tion. We discuss first some character-centric approaches as
they are most closely related to our approach.

Character-centric The work of Theune et al. [2003] on
Virtual Storyteller models autonomous agents and assigns
them roles within the story by an external plot-agent. Actors
plan collaboratively both in-character (traditional AI plan-
ning) and out-of-character. Once a story plan has been gen-
erated, it is passed to the plot-agent which then analyzes the
output and determines the most interesting, believable nar-
rative.

Brenner [2010] demonstrated narrative generation within
the domain of multi-agent planning. Multi-agent planning
is a rich domain which models multi-state variables, agent
knowledge, information exchange between agents, and time.
Brenner shows that by using multi-agent planning stories
can successfully capture character failures. More recently,
the work of Teutenberg et al. [2013] combined intentional
planning with the multi-agent planning of Brenner [2010].
Instead of considering all possible actions from a given
story-world state, agents first filter these actions against a
set of intentions and consider only those actions which align
with said intentions.

The above approaches focus on creating high quality sto-
ries in controlled domains. In contrast, we focus on narrative
planning over large story-worlds with many actors, actions,
items, and places, while augmenting narrative planning to
include believability.

Other Approaches Author-centric methods such as
analogy-based story generation of SAM [Ontanon and Zhu,
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2011] and MEXICA [Pérez Ý Pérez and Sharples, 2001] at-
tempt to generate stories from the point-of-view of the au-
thor. In the case of SAM, narratives are produced by finding
analogies in a complete input story and an incomplete target
story by use of a predefined knowledge domain.

Lastly, story-centric methods, such as Fabulist [Riedl and
Young, 2010], reason over intentions and corresponding ac-
tions from the point of view of the audience. In doing
so, story-centric methods generate narratives which more
clearly communicate character motivations to the audience.

Monte Carlo Tree Search

Monte Carlo Tree Search is a powerful method, that has
shown particular success in searching over large domains
by using random sampling approaches. It is an anytime al-
gorithm that converges to optimal solutions given enough
time and memory. Its success has been particularly recog-
nized after its performance in the game Go [Enzenberger
et al., 2010]. MCTS has been further employed in realtime
games [Samothrakis, Robles, and Lucas, 2010] and Soli-
taire puzzles [Cazenave, 2007] where it can outperform hu-
mans. MCTS has also been used for other domains including
optimization [Silver and Veness, 2010] and planning prob-
lems [Chaslot et al., 2008]. For more information, we re-
fer reader to the excellent survey presented in [Browne et
al., 2012]. We employed the MCTS with UCB (Upper Con-
fidence Bounds) following the approach from [Kocsis and
Szepesvári, 2006] which balances exploration vs. exploita-
tion during planning.

MCTS for Story Generation

In this section, we first introduce a new story domain in
which we evaluate our method. We then introduce our be-
lievability metric that guides the MCTS search, and provide
a detailed explanation of our planning method.

Story Domain

Planning based story generation typically works over a user-
specified story domain. We support a custom domain based
on a simplified PDDL-type of environment specification.
While our approach is generic, we demonstrate it using the
following crime-story inspired domain.

Our domain has three types of entities: Actors, Items, and
Places. Actors, which are intended to represent people or
other characters, can pick up or use various Items, or move to
other places. Each Item allows different actions for an Actor.
Items and Actors can be located at different Places.

Each entity has several attributes which allows the plan-
ner to keep track of what effect various actions have on
the Actors, Items, and Places. For example, actors have a
“health” attribute which is decreased when they are attacked.
Below is an abbreviated list of the various actions allowed in
our story domain.

• Move(A, P) A moves to place P.

• Arrest(A, B) B’s place is set to jail.

• Steal(A, B, I) A takes item I from B. This increase B’s
anger.

• Play Basketball(A, B) A and B play basketball. This
decreases A’s and B’s anger.

• Kill(A, B) B’s health to zero (dead).
• FindClues(A) A searches for clues at its current loca-

tion
• ShareClues(A, B) A shares with B any clues he has

found.
• Earthquake(P) An earthquake strikes at place P. This

causes people at P to die (heath = 0), items to be stuck,
and place P to collapse.

For Actors we have several citizens: Alice, Bob, Charlie,
David, etc. There is also a detective named Sherlock, and a
police officer named Officer McBraddy. For Places there are
several homes, recreation areas (e.g., basketball courts), and
a downtown. Items include flower vases, basketballs, base-
ball bats, guns and handcuffs. As discussed below, the be-
lievability of an actor taking a certain action will depend on
where they are, what items they have, and their past experi-
ences with other people.

We assume that the user specifies both an initial config-
uration and a goal for the story (e.g., who is in their own
house, who is in downtown, where are the guns and vases).
A common goal might be, “at least two people are dead and
the murderer is arrested”. For the purpose of running exper-
iments, we can make the domain more complex by adding
more citizens, items and places, and by changing the goal.

Believability

Our approach focuses on goal-oriented narrative generation.
However, rather than searching to find any story which sat-
isfies a user’s goal we search for the best-possible story as
evaluated by our metric. For this work, we chose a broad
evaluation criteria based on how believable an action is given
the current state of the story. The believability of each action
is a user-defined measure on a scale from 0 to 1, which we
treat as a (Bayesian) probability. That is, given the current
state of the world, how likely is it that an event happens con-
ditioned on the current state of the environment. For exam-
ple, character A attacking character B may be more believ-
able if A is angry. Likewise, a character arresting someone
may be more believable if the character is a cop. Some key
examples from our domain are presented below.
• Arrest(A, B) More believable if A is a cop. More be-

lievable if A has clues to a crime.
• Steal(A, B, I) More believable if item I is valuable.
• Kill(A, B) More believable if A is angry. More believ-

able if A has previously killed someone.
• FindClues(A, P) More believable if A is a cop or a

detective.
• ShareClues(A, B) More believable if B is a cop.
• Earthquake(P) Very low believability.

For a series of actions, we evaluate the overall believability
as the product of the believability of each individual action:

B(a1, a2, ..., an) =

n∏
i=1

Bai
(1)
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Approach Overview

Our approach uses the MCTS algorithm to find the chain of
actions which accomplishes the user-defined goals with the
maximum amount of believability. To apply MCTS we must
first define a function which evaluates the extent that a given
story believably reaches the user’s goals. This function will
shape the expansion of the Monte Carlo search tree. As an
evaluation function we use the percentage of goals a story
achieves times it’s believability.

More formally, we represent a given story as a set of ac-
tions A = {a1 · · · an}. We define a story evaluation function
E as:

E(A) = G(A)B(A) (2)
where G(A) is the percentage of the user-defined goals the
current story accomplishes, and B(A) is the believability of
the story as specified in Eqn 1.

The value of E(A) will be maximized when the search
algorithm finds a story which satisfies all the user’s goals in
the most believable way possible. Importantly, this formula-
tion allows for a series of actions that are not very believable
to occur in the story if it is the only way to achieve the user’s
specified goals.

While E(A) provides a natural way to evaluate a com-
pleted story, it is of limited use for partial stories that will
be encountered during a tree search. This is because, until a
story satisfies some of the goals the evaluation will always
be 0. We address this issue by adding a random rollout to
the story, that is a series of random actions that is added to
the partial story until all the goals are met (or until a story
grows past a length threshold). We denote this randomized
extension of A as A′:

A′ = {a1, a2, ...an, r1, r2, ...rn}. (3)

where r1 · · · rn are randomly generated actions. This allows
a probabilistic evaluation of A even when A does no yet
reach the goal. We denote this probabilistic evaluation as E′:

E′(A) = E(A′). (4)

We can now formulate story generation as a Monte Carlo
tree search problem. Each node in the tree will represent the
complete state of the world. Each link in the tree represents
one possible action from that state, and that child of the node
represents the resulting world state after applying that ac-
tion. The root of the tree is the initial state of the world. The
MCTS algorithm proceeds by repeatedly adding one node at
a time to the current tree. For each potential action, we keep
track of how many times we have tried that action, and what
the average evaluation was. Choosing which child node to
expand (i.e., choosing which action to take), becomes an ex-
ploration/exploitation problem. We want to primarily choose
actions that had good scores, but we also need to explore
other possible actions in case the random rollout was “un-
lucky” and does not represent their true potential of that ac-
tion.

The exploration/exploitation dilemma has been well stud-
ied in other areas. Here, we chose to use the Upper Con-
fidence Bounds (UCB) approach proposed by [Auer, Cesa-
Bianchi, and Fischer, 2002]. Applied to our framework, this

means that each node choses its child n with the largest value
of f(n):

f(n) = E′(An) +

√
2 ln v

nv
(5)

where An is the parent’s story so far updated to include ac-
tion n, v is the total number of times this node has been
visited, and nv is the total number of times that given child
action has been previously tried.

Choosing which node to add is then a recursive process.
For each node, a child action with the largest value of UCB
equation (Eqn 5) is chosen and expanded. When a node with
unexplored child is reached (nv = 0) a new node is created
for one of the unexplored children. The process then starts
again from the root of the tree, each time adding one new
node. This way, the tree can grow in an uneven manner, bi-
ased towards nodes with high value for E′(An), which are
likely to be good stories. This process is summarized in Al-
gorithm 1, the algorithm takes as input a budget of the max-
imum number of nodes to explore and returns a series of
actions which comprise the story.

Algorithm 1: MCTS Story Generation
Input : budget
Output: best score and best story
while budget > 0 do

Node ← ucbSelection(root) ;
result ← rolloutStory(node) ;
backpropagate(result) ;
if result > bestScoreSoFar then

updateBestScore();
saveBestStory();

end

end
return Best Story;

Iterative Implementation

Because the MCTS algorithm keeps the entire tree in mem-
ory, in some cases, the approach can run out of memory
(see Figure 5). This is especially true with domains that have
large branching factors (e.g., many people, places, items or
actions). This can be alleviated by pruning sections of the
search tree that are unlikely to be productive. To this end, we
propose an iterative approach which plans a story one action
at a time. This approach first grows the tree for a fixed num-
ber of actions. Then, only the current best action kept, and
its sibling actions’ and their subtrees are pruned. This action
forms the new initial condition and the tree search contin-
ues. Pseudocode for the iterative approach is presented in
Algorithm 2.

Because a fixed number of nodes are added between each
pruning step, the amount of memory used is bounded. We
should note that this iterative approach is no longer proba-
bilistically complete, as it is possible to prune a promising
branch early on, leading to a local maxima rather than the
global optimum. However, in practice we are still able to
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Algorithm 2: Iterative Story Generator
Input : budget and max iterations
Output: best score and best story
for i ← 1 to max iterations do

while budget > 0 do
Node ← uctSelection(root);
result ← rolloutStory(node);
backpropagate(result);
if result > bestScoreSoFar then

updateBestScore();
saveBestStory();

end

end
root ← root’s most visited child;
Prune all other subtrees;

end
return Best Story;

generate high scoring stories while using much less memory
than the non-iterative approach.

Search Heuristics

Monte Carlo Tree Search can be improved by applying
heuristics to help guide the search. We incorporate two do-
main independent heuristics. For both heuristics, we keep a
history table that stores average evaluation results, E′, for
each action (independent of it’s depth in the tree). We ex-
plore two ways of using this history table: selection biasing
and rollout biasing.

Selection Biasing Here we modify Eqn. 5 to incorporate
the average value for the action stored in the history table.
We introduce a parameter α which weighs the history aver-
age value more strongly when very few (less than k) rollouts
have been performed. Formally:

f(n) = αE′(An) + (1− α)H(n) +

√
2 ln v

nv
(6)

where H(n) is average value stored in history table and α =
nv/k.

Rollout Biasing In this heuristic we use the history table
to bias the random rollouts in Eqn. 4. Rather than choosing
pure random actions, we preferentially choose actions which
have had a higher evaluation score as stored in the history
table.

Results

We tested our approach on an instance of the crime story
domain described above. We utilized 5 actors (including 1
policeman and 1 detective), 5 places, and 5 items. The story
goal is set as 2 people dead and the murderer arrested. Be-
cause each actor can use multiple items and travel to differ-
ent places the resulting search space was fairly large with
an average of 50 total actions available across all the actors
at any given time (resulting in a search tree with an average
branching factor of 50).

Search Method Comparison

We first compare our method to traditional search algorithms
of Breadth-First Search, Depth-First Search, and Best-First
Search. We chose these search algorithms because, like
MCTS, none of these algorithms requires a search heuris-
tic. Furthermore, Breadth-First Search and Best-First Search
algorithms are guaranteed to find an optimal solution given
sufficient time and memory. Additionally, Best-First Search
and Depth-First Search will explore longer paths earlier
which can potentially find optimal solutions earlier in the
search process. All search algorithms are implemented such
that they maximize score from Eqn 4. Figure 1 shows a com-
parison of the best story found by the different methods both
for small search budgets and large ones (results averaged
over 3 trials).
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Figure 1: Comparison of Search Methods Our proposed
approach using Monte Carlo Tree Search (MCTS) outper-
forms other search techniques such as Breadth-First Search,
Depth-First Search, and Best-First Search. (a) Even for a
small search budget, MCTS outperforms other methods (b)
The gains improve dramatically for larger budgets.

Depth-First search was observed to use very little mem-
ory, however, it failed to find stories which met any goals.
Best-First search suffers from delay caused by trying to ac-
complish the goals through a set of believable actions due to
its high exploratory behavior. As a result, it tends to require
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higher budget to eventually find the optimal solution.
While Breadth-First search outperforms the Best-First

search and Depth-First search methods, it is unable to find a
believable means to achieve the goal even with a budget of
several million nodes. In contrast, our MCTS approach out-
performs all the other search techniques for both small and
large budgets, and it is able to find a high score story and
performance difference increases exponentially in favor of
MCTS given more budget.

The difference in stories generated by the various search
approaches is highlighted in the illustrative sample stories
below. These stories are direct outputs from our code. We
note that we automatically combine two consecutive related
actions into a single sentence to improve readability of the
stories.

Figure 2 shows a sample of a high quality story, that has
been generated by our MCTS algorithm. The story achieves
the goals while containing several plausible actions (such as
revenge killing).

Alice picked up a vase from her house. Bob picked up a rifle
from his house. Bob went to Alice’s house. While there, greed
got the better of him and Bob stole Alice’s vase! This made
Alice furious. Alice pilfered Bob’s vase! This made Bob furi-
ous. Bob slayed Alice with a rifle! Bob fled to downtown. Bob
executed Officer McBrady with a rifle! Charlie took a base-
ball bat from Bob’s house. Sherlock went to Alice’s house.
Sherlock searched Alice’s house and found a clue about the
recent crime. Bob fled to Alice’s house. Sherlock wrestled the
rifle from Bob! This made Bob furious. Sherlock performed
a citizen’s arrest of Bob with his rifle and took Bob to jail.

Figure 2: High Quality Story (Score: 0.68)

Figure 3 shows a story found by Breadth-First search. While
the story is short and accomplishes the goal of two people
being killed, it fails to achieve the more complex goal of
somebody being arrested. Furthermore, the story makes use
of an earthquake to reach its goals, which has a very low
believability score.

Sherlock moved to Alice’s House. An Earthquake occurred
at Alice’s House! Sherlock and Alice both died due to the
earthquake.

Figure 3: Low Scoring Story (Score: 0.016)

Heuristic Comparison

We also experimented to determine the effect of our two pro-
posed heuristics on search performance. Figure 4 summa-
rizes our results (averaged over 3 trials). For low search bud-
gets, the selection biasing heuristic improves performance
over standard MCTS (Fig 4a). However, this heuristic gets
stuck at a local minima and fails to improve the story even
with large search budgets. In contrast, the rollout biasing
heuristic leads to a substantial improvement over standard
MCTS for large search budgets (Fig 4b).
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Figure 5: Iterative vs Non-iterative For very large stories
domains, MCTS can run out of memory trying to store the
entire search tree. In the 20-person domain, the non-iterative
approach could only explore trees up to 5 Million nodes be-
fore failing. Our proposed iterative approach uses tree prun-
ing to reduce memory and can explore much large trees (pro-
ducing higher value stories).

Large Scale Scenarios

While the MCTS approach we described in Algorithm 1
works well, it consumes large amounts of memory. This
large memory usage can restrict its applicability on very
large scenes. To illustrate this limitation, we extend the
crime story domain above to contain 20 actors, 7 places, and
7 items. This increases the branching factor to 150 potential
actions on average.
Figure 5 compares standard MCTS with our iterative ap-
proach described in Algorithm 2. Importantly, the non-
iterative approach fails to complete its execution when the
search budget is larger than 5 million nodes. This failure
happens because the non-iterative approach is using over
100GB of memory for such large search trees. In contrast,
our proposed iterative approach produce better results for
lower budgets, and can run much larger budgets without fail-
ure. In fact, we were able to run with a budget over 50 mil-
lion nodes on the same machine with no memory issues.

Runtime For the 5 actor story domain, our method was able
to find detailed stories in under 5 seconds, and find the op-
timal story in less than 1 minute (using a single core on an
Intel 2.2 GHz laptop processor). For the 20 actors story do-
main, stories took much longer to generate, though a high
quality story could generally be found in under 1 hour with
the iterative approach.

Conclusion

We have presented a framework capable of generating be-
lievable stories satisfying goals provided by a user even in
large domains. By using a Monte Carlo Tree Search ap-
proach, we were able to balance exploiting the most promis-
ing branches along with exploring other potentially good
choices at each level of the tree. The resulting framework
generated complex, believable stories with only a few sec-
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Figure 4: Effect of Heuristics (a) For small search budgets (<500K nodes explored) the search heuristics tested had only a
moderate effect on performance. (b) For large search budgets, the advantage of the rollout biasing heuristic can be clearly seen.
Additionally, while the selection bias heuristic helps with small budgets it tends to get stuck in local minima.

onds of computation time for small domains, and a few min-
utes for larger ones.

Limitations

While our method is capable of exploring large story spaces,
our approach still has some limitations. The tree size be-
ing stored in memory still grows exponentially as the num-
ber of potential actions increases. Therefore, a story involv-
ing 100s of characters is likely to run out of memory on
consumer hardware. We have also focused only on domain-
independent heuristics, usage of domain specific heuristics
can alleviate memory problems and reduce runtime.

Future Work

Beyond addressing the above limitations, we think there are
exciting directions for future work. We would like to explore
other forms of evaluation criteria beyond our believability
metric. For example, a user might want to specify the pacing
of a story to ensure rising actions and a climax. Additionally,
we think our method is well suited for telling stories in an
interactive domain where the goals change dynamically in
response to the recent actions of a user. To this end, relevant
heuristics such as the IFF (Intentional Fast-Forward) heuris-
tic [Ware, 2012] may help further improve search times and
achieve real-time story generation for large worlds. We are
working on our first GUI prototype to enable interactivity
with a user in domains with real time response times.
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Pérez Ý Pérez, R., and Sharples, M. 2001. Mexica: A
computer model of a cognitive account of creative writ-
ing. Journal of Experimental & Theoretical Artificial In-
telligence 13(2):119–139.
Riedl, M. O., and Young, R. M. 2010. Narrative planning:
balancing plot and character. Journal of Artificial Intelli-
gence Research 39(1):217–268.

35



Samothrakis, S.; Robles, D.; and Lucas, S. M. 2010. A
uct agent for tron: Initial investigations. In Computational
Intelligence and Games (CIG), 365–371. IEEE.
Silver, D., and Veness, J. 2010. Monte-carlo planning in
large pomdps. In Advances in Neural Information Process-
ing Systems, 2164–2172.
Teutenberg, J., and Porteous, J. 2013. Efficient intent-based
narrative generation using multiple planning agents. In AA-
MAS, 603–610.
Theune, M.; Faas, S.; Faas, E.; Nijholt, A.; and Heylen, D.
2003. The virtual storyteller: Story creation by intelligent
agents. In Proceedings of the Technologies for Interactive
Digital Storytelling and Entertainment (TIDSE) Conference,
204–215.
Ware, S. G. 2012. The intentional fast-forward narrative
planner. In Eighth Artificial Intelligence and Interactive
Digital Entertainment Conference.

36



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

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice




