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The 12th JLTA Annual Conference

Place Tokiwa University
Date  September 14, 2008 (Sunday)

Timetable
8:30~ Reception (R Tower Lobby)
9:00~9:15 Opening Ceremony (Room R002)
9:20~10:00 Presentation Part | Workshop (Room R103)
10:05~10:45 | Presentation Part Il 9:20~11:20
10:50~11:30 | Presentation Part 111
11:30~12:30 | Lunch Break (JLTA Business Meeting : Room R103  Lounge : Room R002)
12:30~13:10 | Presentation Part IV
13:15~13:55 | Presentation Part\V/
14:00~15:10 | Plenary Speech “Defining, Setting and Validating Standards in Language Testing”
Tony Green (University of Bedfordshire) (Room R002)

15:20~17:00 | Symposium  Theme: “Setting and Validating Standards on Language Tests”

Coordinator Tomoko Fuijita (Tokai University)

Panelist Michiko Nakano (Waseda University)

Discussant Tony Green (University of Bedfordshire)

Tomoko Fujita (Tokai University) (Room R002)

17:05~17:25 | General Business Meeting  (Room R002)
17:25~17:35 | Closing Ceremony (Room R002)
18:00~19:30 | Banquet (T Tower Student Hall)
Exhibition R Tower Lobby

Headquarter & Lounge for Participants  Room R002
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Plenary Speech (&)
“Defining, Setting and Validating Standards in Language Testing”
Tony Green (University of Bedfordshire)

Standards, variously defined, are of central concern in language testing and assessment.  In the first place, in
defining what we are testing, we inevitably appeal to certain ‘standard’ language varieties. Increasingly,
within Applied Linguistics, through the increasing recognition of so-called New Englishes, the values inherent
in adopting a North American or British standard for English language teaching and testing are being called
into question.  The English for Specific Purposes movement raises similar issues relating to context-specific
language use. Questions about the selection of language varieties employed in language tests both as a basis
for judgements about learner production and as a source for comprehension tasks have yet to be adequately
addressed by the profession. A second set of issues surround how we test language skills. Professional
organisations such as ILTA, ALTE and EALTA have adopted quality standards for the conduct of language
tests. Such standards, whether minimal or aspirational, serve as guidelines for professional practice. They
lay down principles to help testing bodies to achieve best practice in developing instruments that are accurate,
fair, transparent and fit for purpose.  Such standards, however, also raise questions of enforcement, ownership
and identity. The two sets of concerns come together in the practice of ‘standards setting” in which standards
represent defined levels of language ability that can be communicated across contexts. There is increasing
pressure from policy makers to relate test performance to such external frameworks as the Common European
Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR). The draft manual for relating tests to the CEFR recognises
that the process demands attention to the language skills being tested, to the technical qualities of the test and to
the relationship between performance on the test and the CEFR descriptors.  This paper will explore some of
the issues involved in communicating outcomes in this way and will discuss some of the implications of
frameworks for language testing practice.

Symposium (v RT T L)

Theme: “Setting and Validating Standards on Language Tests”
Coordinator Tomoko Fuijita (Tokai University)
Panelist Michiko Nakano (Waseda University)
Discussant  Tony Green (University of Bedfordshire) &
Tomoko Fujita (Tokai University)

Michiko Nakano (Waseda University)
A Case Study at Waseda University: an application of CEFR in English Language Education

Open Education Center at Waseda University has been offering English Tutorial Programs which are based on
CEFR. I will briefly introduce English Tutorial programs first and illustrate how we have been using CEFR
in our textbooks and in our teachers’ manual. I will also illustrate an experiment to show that our teaching
materials as well as teaching methods are based on the six levels of CEFR.
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B1% (ROOL)  Partlll
Language ability structure and Chapelle’s (1999) construct definition and interpretation: Findings from
the reanalysis of multitrait-multimethod studies

Yo In'nami Toyohashi University of Technology =~ Rie Koizumi Tokiwa University

Two central issues in the field of language testing are the structure of language ability (e.g., Alderson, 2000;
Bachman & Palmer, 1996) and construct definition and interpretation (e.g., Bachman, 2007; Chapelle, 1999).
The structure of language ability has been continuously investigated since Oller’s (1979) unitary trait
hypothesis was proposed (and later refuted). Construct definition and interpretation has been widely discussed
in literature; however, the most comprehensive study is perhaps that by Chapelle (1999), which proposes three
perspectives toward construct definition and interpretation depending on whether test performance is
attributable to trait only, context only, or both trait and context. These two topics have been simultaneously
examined by using a multitrait-multimethod (MTMM) design, where two or more traits are measured with two
or more methods (Campbell & Fiske, 1959). In order to gain a better understanding of these two areas, the
current study aims to quantitatively synthesize previous MTMM studies. An extensive literature search was
conducted by searching databases, reviewing books and journals, and communicating with other researches.
Confirmatory factor analysis was used to estimate 10 rival models for each MTMM matrix. These models
were classified into three types: trait models, method (context) models, and trait-and-method (context) models.
Each of the 10 models was evaluated using the overall fit of the model with the observed data, and the
best-fitting model was selected. The results and implications will be reported in the presentation.
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25 (RO04)  Partll
Creating valid in-house can-do descriptors for a listening course

Tomoko Fujita Tokai University

This study attempts to create valid and appropriate can-do descriptors for a listening course in an English
language programme. Approximately three thousand Japanese college students in the course are divided into
three different levels; advanced (A), intermediate (1), and basic (B) according to the results of the in-house
placement test. Initially, the first draft of the can-do descriptors were written based on the descriptors for CEFR,
the European Language Portfolio, the International English Qualifications, STEP, and TOEIC, and the ten
teachers of the listening course examined them to see if they were appropriate for each level. This resulted in
the completion of the can-do checklists along with 14 descriptors for each level. Four hundred fifty randomly
chosen students from the three different levels responded to the statements on the checklists. The results were
compared with their results of a listening proficiency test. The one parameter IRT analyses were conducted on
the results using BILOG MG 3.0. The average ability levels (6) of the can-do checklists for the students at each
level are (A) 0.618, (I) -0.119, (B) -0.276 and the average 6 of the listening proficiency test are (A) 1.094, (1)
-0.054, (B) -0.780. The differences among the 3 levels are similar, and the correlation coefficient between these
two measurements is 0.315 (p>0.01). The presenter will also discuss how revisions were made to the can-do
checklists in order to make them level appropriate by utilizing the item difficulty parameter for each descriptor.
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An attempt to improve our understanding of reading test difficulty
Randy Thrasher Okinawa Christian University

Although Alderson separates text variables from reader variables and mentions more than 10 different elements that
he claims contribute to determining the difficulty of a reading passage for a particular group of test takers, test writers
rarely consciously consider any of these variables individually. Ve usually just use our experience to decide if a
particular passage is going to be easy or difficult for the target test population. This paper discusses the feasibility of
using a check sheet to estimate the difficulty of a reading passage together with the questions used to determine the
level of comprehension of the passage. Instead of looking only at the text itself and relying on the grammatical
features and vocabulary of it as readability formulas do, the check sheet tries to determine the difficulty of the whole
test task and is based on a theory of communication, Relevance Theory. Instead of focusing only on grammatical
features and vocabulary, the proposed check sheet asks the evaluator to estimate what the target group of test takers
brings to the reading task and what the text and questions demand of the reader in terms of communication and
comprehension skills. The check sheet asks the test writer to estimate such things as the degree of background
knowledge that the test takers would need to bring to that topic, the amount of cultural or encyclopedic knowledge
the text requires, and the level of inferential ability required to answer the questions posed.
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B35 (RO03) Partl
The construct validity of ""pronunciation’* exercises in entrance examinations: Student perspectives
Tim Newfields Toyo University

Many entrance exams include items requiring examinees to indicate the correct stress or intonation pattern of
select words without any external audio input. Since ‘pseudo-pronunciation’ questions are an ongoing feature in
many of high-stakes EFL entrance exams, it is worth exploring the validity of such test items. Does the ability
to detect unspoken speech artifacts correlate highly with the ability to detect the same words if spoken in
naturalistic speech? How well are students able to pronounce the same words in connected speech? Employing
both qualitative and qualitative methodologies, this study contrasts how several dozen Japanese university
students responded to three different sets of tasks: (1) a short series of paper-and-pencil word stress and
hyphenation discrimination exercises, (2) a short listening transcription exercise with many words from the
previous set, and (3) a short reading exercise containing many words from the same set. Comparing these three
sources of data, two admittedly tentative conclusions will be offered: (1) the ability to discern word stress and
hyphenation patterns does not correlate highly with the ability to pronounce most words in embedded speech,
and (2) the ability to understand many words correlates only moderately with the ability to pronounce such
words in embedded sentences. In light of these findings, the validity of pseudo-pronunciation items will be
called into question. The presentation concludes by highlighting some of the limitations of the current study
and suggesting directions for further research.

F3= (RO03) Partll
Comparison of Keyword-assisted, Practiced, and Impromptu Performances on an Oral Summary
Classroom Test: APilot Study

Hidetoshi Saito Ibaraki University

The purpose of the present study is to compare student oral summary (story retelling) performance under three
conditions—keyword-assisted, practiced, and impromptu—and to examine the role of practice and the issue of
transferability in classroom test performance. Thirty-one university students in an EFL classroom participated
in the study. All of them took a standardized speaking test (TSST) before the classroom test. The participants
were assigned two passages randomly chosen from three prepared passages. They were instructed to give an
oral summary for one passage with keywords that they had chosen, but were required to practice for both
passages. They were also given an additional passage to summarize on the spot. During the test session, the
students orally summarized these three passages: the first passage—randomly chosen on the spot—with their
prepared keywords at hand; the second passage they had practiced, whose prepared keyword list was withheld
at the time of testing; and the third passage, given on the spot with no keyword assistance allowed. The results
were analyzed through Rasch analyses for estimating performance and a two-way ANOVA (condition x ability
(TSST)) for testing differences in performance. Three trained raters rated the performances using a three-item
rating scale (fluency, accuracy, and content). The results indicated that the three performances differed, but the
difference between the keyword-assisted and practiced conditions was much smaller than the differences
between these conditions and the impromptu condition.
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3= (RO03)  Partlll
A comparison of speech samples of monologic tasks in speaking tests between computer-delivered and
face-to-face modes

Yujia Zhou Graduate School of Tokyo University of Foreign Studies

The last few years have witnessed a growing interest in applying computer technology to the delivery of
speaking tests. Despite concerns over delivery mode of computer on examinees’ performance (e.g., Chapelle,
2003; Alderson, 2004; Chapelle & Dougals, 2006), little is yet known about whether and in what way
examinees’ oral performance differs when talking to a computer from that when facing an interviewer. The
present study thus addressed this issue by comparing speech samples in the computer-delivered and
face-to-face modes with a focus on linguistic performance of monologic tasks. This study also examined the
interactions between test modes and examinees’ proficiency level. Seventy-nine Japanese EFL students took
two speaking tests across modes. Examinees’ speech samples were then compared on a range of measures for
fluency, accuracy, and complexity. Results indicated a significant but mixed effect of test mode only on
fluency: examinees used more dysfluent words in face-to-face mode but more fillers in computer mode.
Further, the effects of test mode on oral performance were not found to relate to examinees’ oral proficiency.
Implications for language assessment and second language acquisition research will be discussed, and
directions for future studies will be offered in the presentation.

# 3% (RO03) PartlV
BARABRAED DD ¥ a—F 2R U HEEEEET A O/ RMRFEE
KEF FfE  [LEREE TERHER

RGBT, R a  a=— 3 URED ) BEICO DO IEEDO @O FERIRD 5
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1 OENE) | TEE 2 GEEOHS) ) NEfES (VAL - A bRr—Ta )] L) 3O0
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Measurement) z- V223 5 2241, [EiEME, FEHMED 3 Sb 07 P —FIC LV GEL 7=, %
FTITZ ORGRER AR & FRE G~ 2 R LT,
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% 3= (RO03) PartV
TN—T « F—F)F & MTEIT 3 FHlickEDOSE
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B OOREE) BRI LIEIN—T. =TT A SOk EE S A2 C, [E4EME, 22410,
FERMEDBLED D R FHISGE FTEIC DWW TIRER T o 7o, AV —F U VOFHIlfERIZIE,  [FH
FEWOEREETTIIAR, TARE 0 RHERE] &V o ZIR G EHECE A D> TR Y | B
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#ax (RI02) Partl
Examining an EFL writing rubric for classroom use
Masaki Michiko Osaka International University - Otoshi Junko Gunma Prefectural Women's University
Kuru Yukiko Aichi Medical University

While such writing rubrics as the ESL Composition Profile and the TOEFL writing scoring guide are
well-known, rubrics still do not seem popular for classroom use in Japan. Recognizing the need for a
user-friendly rubric designed to work at higher education classroom in Japan, we developed a rubric of our
own, which consists of five dimensions and four levels and has descriptors for each level of each dimension
both in English and Japanese (Nishijima, Hayashi, Masaki, Kinshi, & Kuru, 2007). Using threshold loss
agreement indices, we verified the reliability of the rubric for small samples of college student writings (Kuru,
Masaki, & Kinshi, 2007). In this study, we first examine the reliability of our rubric for larger samples of
college student writings, using the data from writing classes at a public university in Kanto region, where
eighty-three international communication majored students wrote timed essays on a TOEFL Writing Essay
prompt. Two instructors and the students rated the essays using our writing rubric and the TOEFL scoring
guide, respectively. To see the attitudes toward our rubric, we also conducted a questionnaire to the students.
Using the same data, then we see the correlation between the assessments with our rubric and those with the
TOEFL scoring guide as well as the correlation between the student self-assessments and the instructor’s
assessments. Based on the features of our rubric that such analyses will clarify, we finally discuss the effective
use of our rubric as well as its revision ideas.
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T A TAT 4 V7N THRHRO SRR ER B A AR
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®AE (R102)  Partlll
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®4x (R102)  PartV
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5% (R101) Partll
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FERRE L WS HIEITIR D =D Th - T,
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F5% (R101) PartlV
ESL vs. EFL in terms of learning difficulty in relation to implicit and explicit knowledge
Kazuyuki Shite Tokyo University of Social Welfare

This study attempted to replicate Ellis (2006), which found that some linguistic features were difficult in terms
of implicit knowledge, but easy in explicit knowledge, or vice versa after making sure a Principal Component
Factor Analysis produced a two-factor solution for a battery of tests designed to assess either implicit or explicit
English grammatical knowledge. While the participants of his study were L2 learners who had learned English
in diverse learning contexts, mostly ESL contexts, those of the present study were all Japanese EFL learners so
that the effects of learning contexts on SLA would be observed. Thus, learning difficulty in relation to these
two types of knowledge in the EFL context was investigated. Fifty-seven Japanese university students
participated in a battery of tests: Oral Imitation Test (OIT) and Timed Grammaticality Judgment Test (GJT) to
measure implicit knowledge, and Untimed GJT and Metalinguistic knowledge test to measure explicit
knowledge. After a factor analysis was performed, the mean accuracy percentage score of the OIT and Timed
GJT was subtracted from that of the Untimed GJT and Metalinguistic knowledge test so that difference in
difficulty between implicit and explicit knowledge could be examined. It was found that whereas Ellis (2006)
detected 6 structures in which the difference between the mean scores was over 20 %, the present study had 11
structures. Therefore, the difference in difficulty between the EFL learners’ two types of knowledge seemed
bigger than the ESL learners.” Moreover, the extent to which ELF learners tend to develop explicit knowledge
compared to implicit knowledge is discussed.
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7T X 5 HOlGE Tl ORFZE(Comparability Study) ANEFIZ 72 STV D, ARFFETIEL, %o
DDOBFIN 2 EZET A S OERTZRED T7>5 1 SO IEREHAEA RHIT S & W R TC, |
H ORI R ORNFENME 2 & 5T L CHEBIANT A2 0 N B dHilidl 4 & o 7= B BIRED
R A AP 5 BT, o7 ) A3 T AHP(Analytic Hierarchy Process, P
SMHR) DI Z it Uiz, TENCSRET A ME [SREEHZHIE T A4 TiEdH B8, o
G [SREREN AT 205 & LTOEIBHIRESND Z Lavbiel e, TOEKT,
FET A N OFEEERER Ll LR T 25510 Tl TAES oA & LCTOSE] 7217 T TRE
W3 285 & LCORE ) b RUVerHlith & 72 2133 Ch D, ST A NOIHEFRER BT D5
BIREOBIGAT, AFFFEORADERRT D 2 EBIFFS LD,
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%62 (R104)  PartlV
Moodle fit TDAP3.0 D%

HIR I8 #) e F—=2Y—EX

KA, HAFS KORKILABHTE LI T A v — 2570 775 5 TDAP2.02 1%, R —/L & LT
DFFIELFF, L, e 7—=2 7P ER UGDT-BIHE, LMS OFRfFOA > T4 7 2 MEHE
EHAT25%E1TE, WS ODEGETRE RDE-> W, iliE, A—7 Y —RA Y7 vy =7
DLMS THh5 Moodle D7 A > & LT tdap B 2—/LABI3E L, T —H 2T/ ZR— b
VPN, TANT—=ZENT L, TORERET AT LR IR CTED X OIChE LT, A%ER
TlE, ZNEEHHD Moodle FIZIEV L, &HIT, 1) B LIZT 2 FOT 2 MEmEks =
DT A NS DT A NTA T LOHEBFEHREHE & HICHERADOE T/ I 7R RTHIET
TR NEEE AT ARG, 2) SEAE L I 2 L— X Ao TR AR TX AV I al—
a2 UHERE. 3) T A T A T AT STV DRESEOBE L~ VHIERSRE A FF O 7 A 7 AT o
& E-Edit, 72 EAAPINLZ, ZAUZ V. Windows i)t TDAP2.02 DR OREHEZE Tl .. />0,
BT\ R IAHBERE A R 5 2 LT & FRIRIIEY —L & LTOT A M &N /Ekd
B EDNRH 0T,

#eE (RI04)  PartV
BRER S T AMRROD T DHFERERE PHIEER LT X FMERORA
AR R FEEFEAF

FEFICNF U TL B EDTEENSAL L CND 2 & Db, BRBORSEA BRI 7 5 AR C
179 (HONEOREMAZFE L TND) KEDPHZ TE WD, FEORSEREE 2 EIC, TR
X0 TOEIC 72 L\ o 2 EHEGRRERSC, Sl /P DT=OIZBT Sk 2 727 A "SR &N D &
E B, ITED T THIROEARIZ LY . 2> TUHEAN L~V TIT 9 Z &I & E AR
HBEZ LIRS T2T A N —X G5B T — 2 OFELE TN, OB ATZAD LD
7o CE Tz, ABFFEE, A7 V=R T THO NSO B FRFELUTMERELZFFO LMS & LT
ERFDH 5 Moodle Z i\, FFERIE 12 HIET DT A Mk - FhE L, T—F 2L - 5HT L.
ERLIN=T A h & LT, BERER Y T ARRROT- O OISR A T 22N 2, 7
A NHEEE L TUIMBEOLO & SO EREEERTREES TR Lie, T—2 o EE L
T LRTGA—HL2RTGA—FOUIART (v 7 « BT NADMFGER LT, £, AW5EOT
A N CRLIVEFEBEORIMEEE S | thodN7 A ~ (TOEIC Bridge, CASEC) TfgbilizA=
7 & ORI BTV, ABFZEDT A N DOZLMEORREB T 7=,
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SIBADT IR (Access to the Venue)  See also http:/mww.tokiwa.ac.jp/info/index_a.html

W/KFET (To Mito)
INFERSERERE SR DA

FETOF7EA

AL ZRIH DAY FReaMER]TT,
m [ FEFER) 280 KB £ CJ REEHOES [2——O=5] [ZLyi 2076, @FF
FERFERD 65 43) . FE 4,220

m (EEEER & DKEER JbDE CARESEBUNAINE T, [HHEy T FHE  FEEEE T
10043, EVKI1404y) . AIEURFIL 2080 [, YA F 4y hEE D L4FEE 3500 (A6 1,750
M, "2NTHLEZXET) .

SRR Z K 0 AT E £ 7213 EBOSAE08H 0 77,

[From Downtown Tokyo to Mito]

1. Take the Joban line (Japan Railways; JR) from Ueno Station to Mito Station. It takes about 65 minutes by the
JR special express train.

2. Take the JR Highway Bus from Tokyo Station to Mito Station and get off at Jiyugaoka Bus Stop. It takes
about 100 minutes from Tokyo to Mito.

TEORETAIHEB T 7EEVET XD, BEVHLETET,
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W/KFER- FRIFERMNSEAEKFEFE T (From Mito Station or Aakatsuka Station to Tokiwa University)

AL AR e | AL SR RS O B gy XAR, (EXF anmie
E—'E‘IKJ%IJ -%eﬁj,i‘igﬂl/x% I ﬂli‘?a-q.,. 'wi'li'ra o
e g wE k] o
ERE S
b1 ) :i:::f:- ® 0 * ﬁ:u g
Ay KF *
ELvhE ﬂaﬂi L L

eEAES FRH

r\- ‘ﬁé& F—FASTT
e hAz 7 \\ﬁxn

=8 N
2]
| 5
T310-8585 FEMAFHREA 1-430-1 5

Tel: 029-232-2511 (4£) %@g ::Z:ﬁ B S 80 RE
Fax: 029-231-6078 (f) Jrfff; T~ Foraes
http:/ Swnaw tokiwea.ac. jps HAEE q Ll

WE : TRPRR S TSR TR 1E8~E @
g aR e SELRE/ RIS E

SZ (sl JROR) TERsE) THEEESS| | 2 HEREY
Euid M T SREITHE

wKFERUER 5 &S A 576 o o FE (BT 20 47)
MIERE TR BHOANA B H D ¥, TORZFITTONRRRZER 2 TR 7280,

w/REEERERAT— 2 ) —(S-EFT OKPBYTE) 2D EEEREERT P,
[From Mito Station to Tokiwa University]

Take a bus from Stop #5 at Mito Station (North exit). It takes about 20 minutes from Mito Station to Jiyugaoka
Bus Stop. Some buses go direclty to Tokiwa University, but the service is limited (see the Timetable below).

KAERIEO -5FDYIE FIFER@AO - 3BOYIL

- i fe={ 7 B 8 _|}==3
LIVIN i ) E| i
J% -z TR N\ Eé
i IIE J BRI [P
# - @ @
§/ o | B
[ ] _
P KPR ToHI = !
SEMYIL
k-_ J \‘ ! J
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m/\AIEZZE (Bus Timetable)

PBRAL O — R AR TREERAL 1 — R R —/KFRRIEA R IR
Mito Station North | Akatsuka  Station  North | Tokiwa University— Tokiwa University—
Exit—Tokiwa University Exit—Tokiwa University Mito Station North Exit Akatsuka Station North Exit
JR Bus PIEH JRBus el JRBus sl JR Bus PR ee
7 |59 59 44 51
8 [18 31 18 59 26 41 14 42 32 47 21 49 12 31 4 112 3
9 [4 39 23 42 12 38 15 48 18 44 2 55 17 52 12 36 55
10 | 18 17 33 6 54 10 54 12 17 31 30 46
110 19 59 |00 48 27 54 27 0 33 01 34 13 32 13
12 | 23 23 54 18 55 0 25 12 36 01 36
13119 59 02 53 17 05 38 0 23 02 12 45 | 32 15
14 | 32 23 18 30 23 33 24 36 30 40 12 45 06 36
15 | 46 02 33 58 | 53 38 59 45 59 16 46
16 |7 47 31 16 00 43 22 07 50 20 11 4
17 | 34 01 30 383 |0 44 05 37 47 |6 50 12 44 54 | 0 47 14 43 51
18 | 35 13 38 0 23 6 30 48 26 51
19 18 0 10 43 6 16 49 29
20 02 28 34 13

H ARPBUEOSFRERAL, 270 F, RBEEROTIEITHE, 150 [, 72721, R /3AC, Suica7>pasmo ZfH 5 &, 4
Al (FhEN 160 M, 90H) . AFERALAS B TIL. 230 HT, #@E 10 /s SET, &7 —728 . 1,300 HFLEE,

WEESHFINS REEET (To R Tower) PSZMBIED DL HEEERFIEMRTTT,

CAMPUS
MAP #rvitz=sv

&=

FER (BHER)

zEEs 08K

BIROELS B - R

O ZsXE

AR -NERSOVY

EHEAS OS2 =F(RAPE
IOAFYYav Yy — thidEE o4 —
DEBEFREYY—

RERR--Tvrtyy— DS =T REPE

@ 2488 - OVE-TIVRARNT S AN\DZ

#EmE

BBAT A7 25— (H8E) - K25

ESERRE Y — (VI —RYM T Y=k —b ERIFR
EBAT (75— (ERMERE)
ARSRIEE - EPRR R E R SR R Beslc i
DEEM AR IR (W) - 25 TS5OVY
ARMFEE - D=2 = FARMER- PAVFvIIL—LA 0 &Ry — 2ER—)L - PERYE R EH R
[Hw f J=Sa=FiRFEE
0 SRR L2y

26



HR BOECER (Layout of the R Tower)

RASHT 1 B (First Basement in the R Tower)

RO01 (351 =)

n

[ A

5153
(Stairs)

J)s| (Entranc;i>

RO04 (352 =)

RO02 (B - Al
[« SV URY T L
Opening Ceremony,
Plenary Speech,
Symposium, etc.)

R o B —

(R Tower Lobby) wC

A - 355

(Reception and Tea) (Stairs)

PEx

RO03 (%3 =)

RAH 1B (First Floor in the R Tower)

R101 (35 =)

FERIMTEOR T,

R102 (354 =)

R105 WC
P P
(Stairs) (Stairs)

R104 (556 =§)

R103 (Workshop)

W39 —&1t (—5) DEEEES (Telephone number of taxi companies)
(1) 7RI —somAaPRatE TEL @ 029-241-6611
PRI 1-1233-1

(2) B @Rkt TEL @ 029-253-1123
REOKFTA) 1] 1-4002-38

() L& —mARSt TEL @ 029-253-1123
KRR FTA) 1] 1-4002-38

(8) #E % 72— TEL : 0120-21-9191
KRR TERT 2 TH 1-6

(6) BABRKFZ 72— (BR) Af: TEL : 0120-21-1996
PROKFTiEE 2 T H 7-17

AFBAL UG 45 ATERE OU5d
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