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Abstract

Parallel Data Curation (PDC) techniques aim
to filter out noisy parallel sentences from the
web-mined corpora. Prior research has demon-
strated that ranking sentence pairs using simi-
larity scores on sentence embeddings derived
from Pre-trained Multilingual Language Mod-
els (multiPLMs) and training the NMT sys-
tems with the top-ranked samples, produces
superior NMT performance than when trained
using the full dataset. However, previous re-
search has shown that the choice of multiPLM
significantly impacts the ranking quality. This
paper investigates the reasons behind this dis-
parity across multiPLMs. Using the web-mined
corpora CCMatrix and CCAligned for En→Si,
En→Ta and Si→Ta, we show that different
multiPLMs (LASER3, XLM-R, and LaBSE)
are biased towards certain types of sentences,
which allows noisy sentences to creep into the
top-ranked samples. We show that by employ-
ing a series of heuristics, this noise can be re-
moved to a certain extent. This results in im-
proving the results of NMT systems trained
with web-mined corpora and reduces the dis-
parity across multiPLMs.

1 Introduction

Parallel data mined from the web at scale is often
considered an alternative to human-created data,
in training Neural Machine Translation (NMT)
models (Costa-jussà et al., 2022; Bañón et al.,
2020). CCAligned (El-Kishky et al., 2020), CCMa-
trix (Schwenk et al., 2021) and ParaCrawl (Bañón
et al., 2020) are examples of such web-mined
corpora, which cover Low-Resource Languages
(LRLs) as well. However, web-mined parallel
data is noisy (Koehn et al., 2020), which adversely
affects the NMT performance (Khayrallah and
Koehn, 2018).

Parallel Data Curation (PDC) aims to filter noisy
parallel sentences from such web-mined parallel
corpora. Initiated by the work of Chaudhary et al.

(2019), it was proven that obtaining embeddings
from a Pre-trained Multilingual Language Model
(multiPLM) to calculate the similarity score, and
training the NMT system with the top-ranked sen-
tence pairs leads to improved results, compared to
training the NMT system with the full corpus. How-
ever, Ranathunga et al. (2024); Moon et al. (2023)
showed that the NMT performance depends on the
multiPLM used to rank the parallel sentences.

In order to further investigate how the selec-
tion of multiPLM affects the NMT performance,
we ranked CCMatrix (Schwenk et al., 2021) and
CCAligned (El-Kishky et al., 2020) corpora for the
LRL pairs En→Si, En→Ta, and Si→Ta language
pairs, using three multiPLMs: LASER3 (Heffernan
et al., 2022), XLM-R (Conneau et al., 2020) and
LaBSE (Feng et al., 2022). Then we trained NMT
systems using the top 100k sentences of each of
these ranked corpora. As shown in Figure 1, we ob-
served that there is a significant disparity among the
NMT results, which were trained with the ranked
corpora using different multiPLMs, specifically for
En→Si and En→Ta.

Figure 1: Baseline NMT scores by utilizing LASER3,
XLM-R and LaBSE multiPLMs for ranking CCMatrix
and CCAligned web mined corpora.

In order to investigate the cause for this dispar-
ity, we randomly selected 100 sentence pairs from
the top 100k sentences obtained to train the afore-
mentioned NMT system and carried out a human
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evaluation. We employed the error taxonomy es-
tablished by Ranathunga et al. (2024) and found
that different multiPLMs tend to prioritize on cer-
tain inherent characteristics when ranking parallel
sentences. As shown in Table 1 certain types of
such sentences are considered as noise for the NMT
systems, by the existing work.

We can hypothesize that if such noisy sentences
are removed from the web-mined parallel corpora,
the quality of the corpus would improve, which
would, in turn, improve the NMT output. Applying
heuristics has been a common solution to improve
the quality of parallel corpora (Sloto et al., 2023;
Steingrímsson et al., 2023). In this research, we
incorporate heuristics proposed in previous stud-
ies, along with several of our own, to investigate
whether a more refined selection of top-ranked par-
allel sentences can be obtained. We find that a com-
bination of a subset of these heuristics provides
the best NMT result across the web-mined corpora
for the language pairs we selected. Further, we ob-
serve that the disparity caused by these multiPLMs
is significantly reduced, making the NMT results
comparable. The subsequent human evaluation on
the heuristic based filtered corpus, further confirms
that the percentage of the quality parallel sentences
has increased by a substantial margin.

Our key contributions are as follows:

• We are the first to carry out a comparative
Human evaluation, to analyse the noise dis-
tribution in the top-ranked samples obtained
using different, multiPLMs namely, LASER3,
XLM-R and LaBSE. We suggest that the re-
tained noise reflects the bias inherent in the
multiPLMs.

• We introduce new heuristics to augment the
existing heuristics and show that these heuris-
tics contribute to improving the downstream
NMT performance significantly.

• We identify the optimal combination of heuris-
tics for PDC via a series of ablation stud-
ies. Additionally, we observe that the optimal
heuristic combination reduces the disparity
among NMT systems, brought in by the uti-
lized multiPLM.

2 Related Work

In multiPLM-based PDC (Sloto et al., 2023; Had-
dad et al., 2023; Koehn et al., 2020), first, the paral-
lel sentences are ranked in descending order using

a similarity score calculated between the source
and target sentence embeddings obtained from the
multiPLM. Then the top-ranked parallel sentence
pairs are used to train the NMT system, yielding
superior results compared to training with the full
corpus.

While the common practice is to simply use
of one those multiPLMs to derive sentence rep-
resentations Steingrímsson (2023); Gala et al.
(2023),Ranathunga et al. (2024) showed that NMT
results vary when they are trained using the sam-
ples (top, bottom and random) obtained from a
ranked parallel corpora with LASER3, XLMR, and
LaBSE. Overall, the top sample produced supe-
rior NMT results when trained with the LASER3
ranked corpus. On the other hand, Moon et al.
(2023) used LASER3 and LaBSE, for scoring and
observed that the topmost sample was biased to-
wards certain characteristics of the dataset, such as
short sentences, high overlapping of untranslated
text (Herold et al., 2022) etc. From the NMT per-
spective, such sentences are considered as noise
and they adversely affect the NMT performance.

2.1 Noise in the web-mined Parallel Data

Human quality audits conducted by Khayrallah
and Koehn (2018); Kreutzer et al. (2022) have
provided insights into the types of noise present
in web-mined corpora. Alternatively, Ranathunga
et al. (2024); Bane et al. (2022) have conducted
human audits to quantify the noise that was present
in the ranked corpora using multiPLMs. All such
noise classes identified during these works are
summarized in Table 2.

3 Heuristic-based PDC

Heuristics were employed in the PDC to elimi-
nate noise in the web-mined corpora based on
rules (Costa-jussà et al., 2022; Gala et al., 2023) or
using statistical models (Gale et al., 1994; Zhang
et al., 2020; Steingrímsson et al., 2023). Despite
the widespread use of heuristics in the PDC tasks,
their impact on downstream NMT tasks remains un-
derstudied and unquantified. To our knowledge, no
prior work has systematically assessed their impact.
This research addresses this critical gap through a
comprehensive empirical study.

Table 2 lists the commonly used heuristics.
These can be broadly categorized into four distinct
heuristic classes.
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Language Pair Source Sentence Target Sentence
Incorrect Translation (X) : Both languages correct. But has translation errors
En - Si Ample storage room and slots for credit cards,

IDs and Cash
ක්ෙරඩිට් කාඩ්, හැඳුනුම් පත් සහ මුදල් සඳහා ඇති
තරම් ගබඩා කාමරය සහ මඳබව

En - Ta Where will you be in the next five, ten or fifteen
years?

ேக: அடுத்த ஐந்து, பத்து அல்ல-
து பத¦ைனந்துஆண்டுகளில் நீங்கள்
எங்ேகஇருப்பீர்கள்?

Untranslated Text (UN): either in source or target side just copied from the translation counterpart
En - Si What do you mean when you say “Your com-

ment is awaiting moderation?”
ෙමාෙකා් විචාරක තුමා මෙග් කෙමන්ට් එක තාම ”

Your comment is awaiting moderation. ” ?

En - Ta Effective Pixels: 16.0 million (Image process-
ing may reduce the number of effective pixels.)

ஆப்டிகல் ெசன்சார் ெரெசாலூஷன்

20.1 million (Image processing may reduce

the number of effective pixels)
Not a language (NL): at least one of source and target are not linguistic content
En - Si 1.5mm2 / 900mm 2.0mm2 / 900mm 2.5mm2 /

900mm 4.0mm2 / 900mm

1.5mm2 / 900mm 2.0mm2 / 900mm 2.5mm2 /

900mm 4.0mm2 / 900mm
En - Ta HQCCWM750GAH6A பத¦வ¥றக்க: HQCCWM750GAH6A.pdf

Wrong Language (WL): Source and Target side are linguistic content. However, the source, target, or both sides are
not in the expected language.
En - Si Ի պատից պարոն Գոլջիի: ෙගාල්ගි මහතා විසින් එතුමාෙග් නමින් ම නම්

ෙකරිණි.
Short Sentence (CS): Correct Translation, but the number of tokens on the Source or Target side is less
En - Ta July 21: ஜூைல 21:

Table 1: Example parallel sentences from the En-Si and En-Ta language pairs belong to noise classes (Ranathunga
et al., 2024), identified during human evaluation.

De-duplication: It is a common practice to
remove identical duplicates in the monolingual
sides before filtration (Costa-jussà et al., 2022).
On the parallel sentences, identical sentence
de-duplication (Costa-jussà et al., 2022), de-
duplicating after removing non-alpha characters
and punctuations (Bala Das et al., 2023) had
been considered in the existing work. On top
of these deduplication techniques (i.e. identical
sentence de-duplication (dedup), de-duplicate by
removing numbers only (nums) and removing both
numbers and punctuations (punctsNums)) have
been considered by Gala et al. (2023), we introduce
de-duplication based on consecutive word n-grams.

Length-based : Gala et al. (2023); Aulamo et al.
(2023) have employed removal of short sentences
(sLen). In our work, we also select these heuristics
and analyse the impact of filtering short sentences.
LID-based : Language (L) Identification (ID)
heuristics have been employed to eliminate un-
translated text and content in the wrong language,
either fully or partially (Steingrímsson et al., 2023;
Gala et al., 2023; Zhang et al., 2020).

Ratio-based : Since the early work of (Gale and

Church, 1993), ratio-based heuristics (Minh-Cong
et al., 2023; Aulamo et al., 2023) have been com-
monly employed in the PDC pipeline. We con-
sidered (1) source-to-target sentence length ratio
(STRatio) (2) alpha only words to sentence words
ratio (sentWRatio) and (3) alpha-only character ra-
tio (sentCRatio) with respective to the sentence
characters as heuristics under this class.

Finally we use combination of the heuristics to
find the optimal gain.

4 Experiments

Data We use the language pairs, En→Si, En→Ta,
and Si→Ta. Sinhala and Tamil are morpho-
logically rich low-resource and mid-resourced
languages (Joshi et al., 2020; Ranathunga and
De Silva, 2022) respectively. Further, Sinhala,
Tamil and English belong to three distinct lan-
guage families Indo-Aryan, Dravarian and Indo-
European.

We use CCMatrix (Schwenk et al., 2021) and
CCAligned (El-Kishky et al., 2020) as the web-
mined corpora. These web-mined corpora are re-
ported to be noisy (Van Noord et al., 2025), espe-
cially for LRLs. Additionally, we selected CCMa-
trix and CCAligned, since they have parallel data
for the considered language pairs. Appendix A
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Deduplication - Identical - - - Y Y
Misaligned sentences Y Y Y Y Y
Misordered words Y Y Y Y Y
Spelling permutations - Y - Y Y
Wrong Language Y Y Y Y Y
Untranslated Sentences Y Y Y - Y
Short Sentences Y - Y - -
Over/Under translation - Y Y Y -
Mismatch numbers Y - - -
Machine Translated Sentences - - Y Y -
Not a language* - - - Y Y
Correct translation - Short - - - Y Y
Correct translation - Low quality - Y - Y Y
Perfect translations - - - Y Y
Near perfect translation - - - - Y

Table 2: Summarized noise classes in existing work.

contains details on the chosen languages and the
corpora in this study.

We apply the heuristics and sample the top 100k
parallel sentences to train the NMT systems. As
the validation and evaluation sets, we use the dev
and devtest subsets from FLORES+1. The dataset
statistics are in Table 3.

Language-pair CCMatrix CCAligned dev devtest

En-Si 6270801 619711 997 1012

En-Ta 7291119 880547 997 1012

Si-Ta 215966 260118 997 1012

Table 3: Corpus statistics of CCMatrix and CCAligned
full datasets. The counts are the total number of sen-
tences per language pair in each of the splits.

4.1 Selection of muliPLMs

We selected LASER3 (Heffernan et al., 2022),
XLM-R (Conneau et al., 2020) and LaBSE (Feng
et al., 2022) multiPLMs for deriving embeddings
to calculate the cosine similarity to obtain the se-
mantic similarity between parallel sentences. The
rationale for selecting these multiPLMs along with
details has been included in Appendix B.

4.2 Baselines

The baseline scores were obtained by training NMT
systems using the top-ranked 100,000 sentence

1https://github.com/openlanguagedata/flores

pairs considering the embeddings obtained from
LASER3, XLM-R and LaBSE multiPLMs.

4.3 Heuristic-based PDC Experiments

In our initial ablation study, first, we apply each
heuristic in isolation, to filter the parallel corpora.

Deduplication: We consider different granularities
of de-duplication. ie. Identical de-duplication
(dedup), de-duplicate by removing numbers
only (nums) and removing both numbers and
punctuations (punctsNums)). Subsequently, we
de-duplicate considering different n-gram spans ie.
4-grams, 5-grams, 6-grams and 7-grams.

Length-based: We filter sentences less than 5
words. We have selected this threshold, based on
existing work.

LID-based: We used the LID model2 with a
threshold of 0.7 (LIDThresh)3 to identify quality
sentences in the respective language and to filter
those out if found otherwise.

Ratio-based: For each ratio-based heuristic,
(STRatio), (sentWRatio) and (sentCRatio), the fil-
tration threshold was considered as 0.64.

Each heuristic is initially applied to the source
side (S), target side (T) and both sides (ST) and we
evaluate the impact on the NMT system.(Section 3).
Then from the filtered corpora, we select the top
100,000 sentences, which were ranked using the
multiPLMs and trained the NMT systems. Sec-
ondly, we combine these heuristics and run ablation
experiments to finalise the optimal combination of
heuristics returning the best NMT scores.

4.4 NMT Experiments

First a Sentencepiece5 tokenizer with a vocabu-
lary size of 25000 is trained. Then we use the
fairseq toolkit (Ott et al., 2019) to model and train
the transformer-based Sequence-to-Sequence NMT
model until convergence. The hyper-parameters
used in these NMT experiments are shown in Ta-
ble 7 in Appendix C. We use ChrF++ (Popović,
2017) metric to report NMT results.

2https://github.com/facebookresearch/fairseq/tree/nllb
3Thresholds less than 0.7 returned degraded NMT results.
4The threshold less than 0.5 returned degraded NMT per-

formance.
5https://github.com/google/sentencepiece
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5 Human Evaluation

We carry out a human evaluation in two stages:
before and after applying heuristics.

Process : We selected a total of nine professional
translators, ensuring three translators per language
pair for the evaluation.

From the top 100k samples in each of the
ranked corpus using LASER3, XLM-R and LaBSE,
we randomly selected 100 parallel sentences for
each language pair. Using the error taxonomy
by Ranathunga et al. (2024) (Appendix D Table 9)
we asked each translator to select an annotation
category for each sentence pair. Each sentence pair
was annotated by three translators to reduce human
error and mitigate any potential bias caused by the
individual translators.

6 Results and Analysis

6.1 Disparity in NMT Results
As evident from Figure 1 and Table 8 in Ap-
pendix C, the results across different multiPLMs
show a great disparity in the baseline NMT scores.
For En→Si and En→Ta language pairs, this is sig-
nificant. However, between Si→Ta languages, the
disparity is minimal.
The following observations were made when
analysing the top-ranked sentences: Parallel sen-
tence pairs ranked top by XLM-R are mostly short
and contain overlapping text - mainly numbers,
acronyms, URLs etc. In contrast, LaBSE favors
sentences with numbers and date overlaps, while
LASER3 selects sentences that are mainly textual.
The impact of the nature of the top-ranked sen-
tences is evident in Figure 1, where results related
to LASER3 outperform its two counterparts by a
significant margin, in most of the experiments.

6.2 Impact of the Heuristic Classes on the
NMT Performance

In this section, we take each heuristic class
and discuss its impact on the PDC task. The
full results table is shown in Table 8 in Appendix C.

6.2.1 Impact of De-duplication based PDC
With de-duplication-based PDC, we obtain the best
gains for XLM-R, LaBSE and LASER3 as +18.57,
+11.82 and +2.91 ChrF++ points for CCAligned
En→Ta, CCMatrix En→Si and CCAligned En→Si
respectively.

Secondly, the NMT results show that de-
duplication on the target side improves the NMT
performance, than on the source side. However,
de-duplicating both the source and target sides im-
proves the results further.

In line with the existing work, while identical
de-duplication leads to improved NMT results, de-
duplication with numbers and punctuations im-
proves these gains further for the majority of the
cases. Our proposed de-duplication based on n-
grams (ie. dedup+punctNums+ngrams), shows
ChrF++ gains ranges between, (+0.9 - +1.27),
(+0.18 - +2.53) and (+0.10 - +5.28) for Si→Ta,
En→Si and En→Ta language pairs respectively,
over dedup+punctNums. However, the exact n-
gram sequence that resulted in the best gains was
dependent on the corpus characteristics. The NMT
scores for each corpus and each language pair are
shown in Figure 2 while the absolute values are
available in Table 8 in Appendix C.

BL

DD

DD+ngram

DD-N

DD-PN

DD-PN-ngram

24.00 26.00 28.00 30.00 32.00 34.00

LASER3 XLM-R LaBSE

(a) SiTa - CCMatrix

BL

DD

DD+ngram

DD-N

DD-PN

DD-PN-ngram

25.00 30.00 35.00 40.00

LASER3 XLM-R LaBSE

(b) SiTa - CCAligned
BL

DD

DD+ngram

DD-N

DD-PN

DD-PN-ngram

0.00 10.00 20.00 30.00 40.00

(c) EnSi - CCMatrix

BL

DD

DD+ngram

DD-N

DD-PN

DD-PN-ngram

0.00 10.00 20.00 30.00 40.00

(d) EnSi - CCAligned
BL

DD

DD+ngram

DD-N

DD-PN

DD-PN-ngram

5.00 10.00 15.00 20.00 25.00

(e) EnTa - CCMatrix

BL

DD

DD+ngram

DD-N

DD-PN

DD-PN-ngram

0.00 10.00 20.00 30.00 40.00 50.00

(f) EnTa - CCAligned

Figure 2: The ChrF++ scores for NMT systems based on
different granularities of de-duplication. BL - Baseline,
DD- Identical De-duplication, ngram - n-gram based
de-duplication, N - de-duplication after removing num-
bers, PN - de-duplication after removing numbers and
punctuations.

6.2.2 Impact of Length-Based PDC
We show gains obtained with length-based PDC
in Figure 3. Here also, we could observe signif-
icant gains for XLM-R and LaBSE ranked cor-
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pora for En→Si and En→Ta language pairs. The
best gains are +15.27 and +12.08 ChrF++ points
for XLM-R and LaBSE-ranked corpora. However,
for the Si→Ta language pair, the ChrF++ gains
are marginal and are in the ranges of (+0.33 to
+1.11) ChrF++ points. Here too we can observe
that removing short sentences has benefited to im-
prove NMT performance and to reduce the dispar-
ity among the multiPLM ranked corpora.

C
hr

F+
+ 

G
ai

ns

0.00

2.00

4.00

6.00

8.00

10.00

12.00

14.00

16.00

SiTa-CCMatrix SiTa-CCAligned EnSi-CCMatrix EnSi-CCAligned EnTa-CCMatrix EnTa-CCAligned

LASER3 XLM-R LaBSE

Figure 3: ChrF++ gains of NMT systems for CCMatrix
and CCAligned web mined corpora.

6.2.3 Impact of LID-Based PDC

With LID-based PDC, the best gains for NMT
experiments were +10.57, +13.58 and +11.40
with LASER3, XLM-R and LaBSE multi-
PLMs for CCMatrix-EnTa, CCAligned-EnTa and
CCAligned-EnTa corpora respectively. We ob-
served that LID with threshold returned superior
results compared to LID-only PDC across all other
corpora and language pairs, except for CCMatrix
Si→Ta with LaBSE ranked corpus. Further, we ob-
serve that with CCAligned corpus across all three
language pairs, the multiPLM ranked corpora pro-
duce comparable results. However with CCMatrix,
XLM-R and LaBSE scores were still lagging for
En→Si and En→Ta directions. The results can be
visualized in Figure 4, while the absolute results
are available in Table 8 in Appendix C.

6.2.4 Impact of Ratio-based PDC

As described in Section 3, out of the ratio-based
PDC, sentWRatio consistently reported the best
NMT results for CCAligned corpus with LASER,
XLM-R and LaBSE ranking. But with CCMatrix,
as shown in Table 4, although there was no clear
winner, the sentWRatio results were comparable
with the best score under this category in most of
the cases. We suspect that the other noise types in
the corpus may be prominent for the XLM-R and
LaBSE to under-perform in case of En→Si and
En→Ta language pairs.

CCMatrix                                                       CCAligned

C
hr

F+
+

0.00

10.00

20.00

30.00

40.00

LASER3 XLM-R LaBSE LASER3 XLM-R LaBSE

Baseline LID_max LID-Thresh_Max

(a) SiTa

CCMatrix                                                       CCAligned
C

hr
F+

+

0.00

10.00

20.00

30.00

40.00

Baseline LID_max LID-Thresh_Max

(b) EnSi

CCMatrix                                                       CCAligned

C
hr

F+
+

0.00

10.00

20.00

30.00

40.00

50.00

Baseline LID_max LID-Thresh_Max

(c) EnTa
Figure 4: ChrF++ gains of NMT systems trained with
the top 100,000 sentences with LASER3, XLM-R and
LaBSE ranked CCMatrix and CCAligned web mined
corpora. Here the PDC was using LID and LID with a
threshold of 0.7.

6.3 Summary of Heuristic-based PDC
1. Impact of the Individual Heuristics on the NMT
Experiments
In summary, n-gram based de-duplication on top of
de-duplicated sentence-pairs after removing punc-
tuations and numbers (dedup+puntsNum+ngrams),
short sentences (sLength), LID with thresh-
old (LIDThresh) and PDC with word-to-sentence
ratio (sentWRatio) are effective on its own to
reduce the disparity among the NMT systems
trained using the ranked corpora with the three
multiPLMs. Although there are exceptional cases,
those are mainly due to the inherent characteristics
of the dataset. As an individual heuristic, we
observe from CCAligned corpus that LIDThresh is
more impactful and the sentence length (sLength)
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CCMatrix CCAligned

LASER3 XLM-R LaBSE LASER3 XLM-R LaBSE

Sinhala-Tamil
Baseline 31.08 30.99 31.63 35.36 35.97 35.79

STRatio 31.74 22.80 31.34 36.39 35.74 35.30

sentWRatio 31.93 31.59 32.03 36.44 36.72 36.46
sentCRatio 32.28 31.90 32.04 36.36 36.18 36.11

English-Sinhala
Baseline 30.76 5.55 14.49 32.33 19.39 27.57

STRatio 31.09 5.20 15.40 33.47 24.05 30.21

sentWRatio 31.50 7.40 15.50 34.15 28.73 31.35
sentCRatio 30.85 7.05 15.28 34.06 23.84 30.10

English-Tamil
Baseline 19.02 5.86 14.20 40.13 17.40 26.00

STRatio 20.52 5.40 18.29 40.91 22.71 28.61

sentWRatio 19.42 5.79 14.08 42.05 30.88 35.77
sentCRatio 19.90 6.78 13.83 41.76 22.48 30.82

Table 4: ChrF++ gains of NMT systems trained with
the top 100,000 sentences from the filtered corpora.
The ratio-based PDC has been applied to the LASER3,
XLM-R and LaBSE-ranked CCMatrix and CCAligned
web-mined corpora.

based PDC. However, for CCMatrix it was mainly
the dedup+punctNums+ngram. Therefore, we
consider this to be the third most prominent
heuristic when sentences in the corpus are in the
wrong language, and short sentences have a lesser
impact.

2. Impact of Combined Heuristics on the NMT
Performance
For En→Si language pair the heuristic combination
with dedup+punctsNum+5gram+sLength+
LIDThresh+sentWRatio performs best. Further,
we can observe that the overall highest gains of
+18.63, +19.45 and +5.34 were returned for NMT
systems trained with XLM-R, LaBSE and LASER3
multiPLMs.

For En→Ta and Si→Ta language pairs,
the best results were given when sentWRatio,
STRatio or sentCRatio was combined with
dedup+punctsNum+5gram+sLength+LIDThresh.
As shown in Table 5, for En→Ta language
pair, the combined heuristics produce a gain of
+24.34, +16.02 and +3.34 with XLM-R, LaBSE
and LASER3 multiPLM ranked corpora. In
conclusion, we observe that the disparity is
minimized significantly with the final scores. The
results suggest that a combination of deduplication,
language identification thresholding, sentence
length filtering, and ratio-based filtering is highly
effective apply during the PDC irrespective of the
multiPLM being selected.

6.4 Human Evaluation Results

Human evaluation results are shown in Table 6. The
results show that heuristic-based PDC had reduced
the noise in the multiPLM top-ranked sample con-
sistently for the three language pairs across both
CCMatrix and CCAligned corpora.

The best quality category (C) improvements
were reported with CCAligned En→Ta, CCMatrix
En→Ta as 54.33% and 34.35% with CCAligned
and CCMatrix ranked corpora. Similarly in the
En→Si direction, for CCMatrix and CCAligned,
the overall quality category (C) improvement of
23.67% and 20.67% could be observed. These are
promising observations for the PDC task, partic-
ularly when multiPLMs are used to rank a low-
resource language pair this confirms the need to
apply heuristics.

Further, the human evaluation results become
comparable for the LASER3, XLM-R and LaBSE
ranked corpus after heuristic-based PDC for major-
ity of the cases. We observe the same pattern in
NMT results as well. Therefore it is evident that
the improvement in the NMT results is strongly
correlated to the qualitative improvement in the
ranked corpora.

When observing the overall noise percentages
(E), it was noted that consistently the noise percent-
age has reduced after the heuristic-based PDC step.
However from the individual noise categories it was
observed that still there were parallel-sentences in
the untranslated (X) noise category in the filtered
top-ranked corpora. Since there was no heuristic to
filter out the untranslated sentences, this category
of noise would need to be eliminated by means of
an alignment model similar to Steingrímsson et al.
(2023); Minh-Cong et al. (2023).

In conclusion, the human evaluation results indi-
cate that the heuristic-based PDC approach is bene-
ficial for multiPLM ranking in two key ways. First,
it produces the top-ranked sentence pairs from mul-
tiPLM to be qualitatively comparable. Secondly, it
removes the noisy parallel sentences which cause
the disparity among the NMT systems trained using
ranked corpora from the multiPLMs.

7 Conclusion

In this research we empirically analyse the disparity
between the NMT systems trained with the ranked
web-mined corpora using different multiPLMs -
LASER3, XLM-R and LaBSE. With a human eval-
uation, we show that the disparity is caused due
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Heustics
CCMatrix

Heustics
CCAligned

LASER3 XLM-R LaBSE LASER3 XLM-R LaBSE
Sinhala→Tamil
Baseline 31.08 30.99 31.63 Baseline 35.36 35.97 35.79

dedup+puntsNums+5gram 32.98 32.73 32.60 LIDThresh 36.73 36.73 36.80

dedup+punctsNum+5gram+sLength+sentCharRatio 31.45 32.65 31.17 dedup+punctsNum+7gram+sLength+sentWRatio 36.60 36.85 36.32

dedup+punctsNum+5gram+sLength+LIDThresh+sentCharRatio 32.64 31.30 32.28 dedup+punctsNum+7gram+sLength+LIDThresh+sentWRatio0.8 36.83 36.66 37.54
Gains +1.56 +1.66 +0.65 Gains +1.47 +0.88 +1.75
English→Sinhala
Baseline 30.76 5.55 14.49 Baseline 32.33 19.39 27.57

dedup+puntsNums+5gram 34.50 16.09 25.78 LIDThresh (S) 35.73 30.86 32.69

sLength 32.82 8.24 29.96 LIDThresh (ST) 35.11 32.97 32.88

sLength 34.83 29.55 33.50
dedup+punctsNum+5gram+sLength+LIDThresh +sentWRatio 36.10 23.84 33.94 dedup+punctsNum+5gram+sLength+LIDThresh+sentWRatio 36.15 34.50 35.67
dedup+punctsNum+5gram+sLength+LIDThresh+sentWRatio>0.8 35.66 24.18 33.19 dedup+punctsNum+5gram+sLength+LIDThresh+sentWRatio>0.8 36.26 35.66 35.42

Gains +5.34 +18.63 +19.45 +Gains +3.93 +16.27 +8.10
English→Tamil
Baseline 19.02 5.86 14.20 Baseline 40.13 17.40 26.00

LIDThresh 29.59 15.24 24.51 LIDThresh 42.63 38.01 37.40

28.93 15.16 25.33 sLength 41.14 32.67 38.08
dedup+punctsNum+5gram+sLength+LIDThresh+STRatio 30.67 23.36 31.80 dedup+punctsNum+6gram+sLength+LIDThresh+sentWRatio 43.47 41.74 41.06

dedup+punctsNum+6gram+sLength+LIDThresh+sentWRatio>0.8 42.08 40.56 42.02
Gains +11.65 +17.50 +17.60 Gains +3.34 +24.34 +16.02

Table 5: Summary of the ablation experiments. For each language pair, and each multiPLM scorer, we have included
the best NMT score considering an individual heuristic as well as the combination of heuristics. The Gains row
contains the highest ChrF++ gain observed using the heuristics, respective to the baseline in terms of ChrF++ points
for each multiPLM per language pair.

CC CN CB C CS UN X WL NL E CC CN CB C CS UN X WL NL E CC CN CB C CS UN X WL NL E

English - Sinhala English - Tamil Sinhala - Tamil
CCMatrix
LASER3 - Before 24.33% 25.33% 16.00% 65.66% 11.33% 13.67% 9.00% 0.33% 0.00% 34.33% 8.33% 13.33% 21.33% 42.99% 1.00% 50.67% 4.33% 0.00% 1.00% 57.00% 20.00% 12.67% 27.33% 60.00% 17.67% 8.00% 6.67% 2.33% 5.33% 40.00%
LASER3 - After 24.67% 35.00% 23.67% 83.34% 1.00% 2.67% 13.00% 0.00% 0.00% 16.67% 21.67% 19.00% 36.67% 77.34% 0.00% 10.33% 12.33% 0.00% 0.00% 22.66% 12.67% 18.67% 36.67% 68.01% 1.00% 1.00% 29.67% 0.00% 0.33% 32.00%
XLMR - Before 3.33% 6.67% 14.33% 24.33% 2.33% 34.67% 37.00% 1.33% 0.33% 75.66% 0.33% 2.00% 6.33% 8.66% 0.67% 84.00% 5.67% 0.33% 0.67% 91.34% 12.67% 16.67% 30.33% 59.67% 18.00% 7.67% 11.67% 1.00% 2.00% 40.34%
XLMR - After 4.33% 15.67% 28.00% 48.00% 0.67% 2.00% 49.33% 0.00% 0.00% 52.00% 3.33% 8.33% 23.00% 34.66% 0.00% 7.67% 56.00% 0.33% 1.33% 65.33% 14.00% 11.00% 38.00% 63.00% 5.67% 7.00% 23.00% 0.33% 1.00% 37.00%
LaBSE - Before 49.67% 20.33% 7.00% 77.00% 13.00% 4.33% 5.33% 0.33% 0.00% 22.99% 44.00% 24.00% 14.00% 82.00% 2.33% 11.33% 4.00% 0.00% 0.33% 17.99% 19.00% 12.67% 26.00% 57.67% 1.00% 0.00% 41.33% 0.00% 0.00% 42.33%
LaBSE - After 37.33% 32.33% 18.33% 87.99% 2.33% 1.00% 8.67% 0.00% 0.00% 12.00% 35.67% 25.00% 29.00% 89.67% 0.67% 1.00% 8.00% 0.00% 0.67% 10.34% 33.00% 12.33% 28.00% 73.33% 20.00% 2.33% 2.00% 2.00% 0.33% 26.66%
CCAligned
LASER3 - Before 7.00% 11.33% 36.67% 55.00% 19.33% 9.67% 15.33% 0.00% 0.67% 45.00% 12.33% 15.67% 51.33% 79.33% 10.00% 6.33% 0.67% 0.00% 3.67% 20.67% 24.00% 13.33% 37.00% 74.33% 15.67% 3.00% 5.67% 0.33% 1.00% 25.67%
LASER3 - After 12.00% 11.33% 47.67% 71.00% 5.00% 1.67% 22.33% 0.00% 0.00% 29.00% 14.67% 26.00% 53.67% 94.34% 1.33% 0.33% 2.33% 0.00% 1.67% 5.66% 16.00% 23.67% 53.67% 93.34% 2.67% 0.67% 2.67% 0.67% 0.00% 6.68%
XLMR - Before 12.67% 13.00% 38.33% 64.00% 4.33% 4.67% 26.67% 0.00% 0.33% 36.00% 5.33% 17.67% 16.00% 39.00% 20.67% 17.33% 9.67% 0.33% 13.00% 61.00% 17.33% 21.33% 35.33% 73.99% 14.00% 0.33% 7.00% 1.00% 3.67% 26.00%
XLMR - After 13.00% 15.00% 41.67% 69.67% 3.33% 3.67% 23.33% 0.00% 0.00% 30.33% 12.00% 25.33% 56.00% 93.33% 1.67% 0.67% 3.00% 0.00% 1.33% 6.67% 13.00% 19.67% 56.67% 89.34% 5.00% 0.00% 5.67% 0.00% 0.00% 10.67%
LaBSE - Before 13.00% 25.33% 14.67% 53.00% 32.67% 5.33% 6.67% 0.00% 2.33% 47.00% 22.67% 26.67% 24.00% 73.34% 20.00% 2.00% 0.67% 1.00% 3.00% 26.67% 25.67% 22.67% 29.00% 77.34% 17.33% 1.67% 3.33% 0.00% 0.33% 22.66%
LaBSE - After 19.67% 17.00% 37.00% 73.67% 7.67% 1.67% 16.67% 0.00% 0.33% 26.34% 19.67% 20.67% 57.33% 97.67% 0.00% 0.00% 0.33% 0.33% 1.67% 2.33% 17.00% 23.67% 40.67% 81.34% 13.67% 0.67% 1.00% 0.67% 2.67% 18.68%

Table 6: Human evaluation results annotating parallel sentences from CCMatrix and CCAligned datasets for the
three language pairs. The error taxonomy is used as outlined in Table 9. Columns C and E represent the averaged
percentage annotations made for the parallel sentences sample. Results are reported for LASER3, XLM-R, and
LaBSE before and after heuristic-based filtering.

to different multiPLMs ranking parallel sentences
with certain characteristics as high, but are treated
as noise for NMT systems. Then we empirically
show that heuristic-based PDC can be used to elimi-
nate these noisy parallel sentences and then conduct
an ablation study to quantify the impact on the final
NMT performance. We then conduct ablation ex-
periments to find the optimal heuristic combination
and show that the results improve further. Addition-
ally, our comparative human evaluation show that
the proportion of parallel-sentences in the noisy cat-
egories are greatly reduced in the ranked samples
after the heuristic-based PDC and proportionately
the quality categories are improved further.

As future work we will extend this study to em-
ploy alignment-based models, classification-based
models and other LLM-based models to analyse
their effectiveness on the PDC task to remove
the parallel sentences prevailing as noise classes
after the heuristic-based PDC. We will conduct
this study specifically for diverse low-resourced

language-pairs.

8 Limitations and Ethical Concerns

8.1 Limitations

Our evaluation involves only three languages. This
was inevitable because these are the only languages
we had provisions to find human translators to carry
out a meaningful evaluation.

8.2 Ethical Concerns

We used publicly available parallel corpora
that are free to use. We paid all the translators
according to the government’s stipulated rates.
We only collected personal information that is
needed for us to determine their suitability for
the task and to arrange their payment. None
of these personal details has been publicly released.
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A Selection of Languages and Datasets

This section contains details on the selected lan-
guages and the web-mined corpora considered un-
der the study.
Sinhala is an Indo-Aryan language spoken
primarily in Sri Lanka by the Sinhalese majority.
It exhibits complex morphological structures, in-
cluding rich inflectional and derivational processes
but is classified as a low-resource language due to
the scarcity of linguistic resources and tools.

Tamil, a Dravidian language with a rich literary
history, is spoken by Tamil communities in Sri
Lanka, India, and the global diaspora. Unlike
Sinhala, Tamil benefits from a relatively larger
digital presence, but it still faces challenges in NLP
applications due to morphological complexity,
agglutinative grammar, and resource limitations in
certain domains.
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CCMatrix (Schwenk et al., 2021) is a web-mined
parallel corpus extracted using LASER2-based
sentence embeddings to align bitext. While
it provides large-scale data, it is highly noisy
due to the global mining approach to determine
alignments, resulting in misaligned or low-quality
translations.

CCAligned (El-Kishky et al., 2020) extracts bitext
from Common Crawl 6 using document-level and
sentence-level alignment based on multilingual
embeddings. Though it improves alignment quality
over global bitext-mined corpora, it still contains
significant noise, requiring careful filtering for
reliable use.

B Selection of multiPLMs

We include the details on the three multiPLMs
considered in this study.

LASER3 (Heffernan et al., 2022) (L=12, H=1024,
A=4, 250M)7 is a multiPLM favourable for bitext
mining and cross-lingual tasks. It improves over
previous LASER2 versions by supporting more
languages and enhancing alignment quality but
still faces challenges in low-resource settings.

XLM-R (Conneau et al., 2020)(L=12, H=768,
A=6, 278M parameters) is a transformer-based
multiPLM trained on massive amounts of text
using masked language modelling. It achieves
strong cross-lingual performance but struggles
with low-resource languages due to limited training
data.

LaBSE (Feng et al., 2022)(L=12, H=768, A=12,
471M) is a BERT-based model optimized for
multilingual sentence embeddings and bitext
retrieval. It provides high-quality cross-lingual
representations and is favourable for cross-lingual
tasks.

C NMT Experiments

The experiments were conducted on a NVIDIA
Quadro RTX6000 GPU with 24GB VRAM. The
hyper-parameters used during training along with

6https://commoncrawl.org/
7No of Layers, Hidden Layer Dimensions and No of At-

tention Heads are defined by L, H and A respectively.

the training parameters are shown in Table 7. We
conduct training on the NMT systems for 100
epochs with early stopping criteria and report the
results using ChrF++. ChrF++ was chosen over the
conventional multi-BLEU (Papineni et al., 2002)
and sacreBLEU (Post, 2018) because character-
level evaluation is more suitable for the considered
Sinhala and Tamil languages which are morpholog-
ically rich in nature.

Hyperparameter Argument value

encoder/decoder Layers 6
encoder/decoder attention heads 4
encoder-embed-dim 512
decoder-embed-dim 512
encoder-ffn-embed-dim 2048
decoder-ffn-embed-dim 2048
dropout 0.4
attention-dropout 0.2
optimizer adam
Adam β1, Adam β2 0.9, 0.99
warmup-updates 4000
warmup-init-lr 1e-7
learning rate 1e-3
batch-size 32
patience 6
fp16 True

Table 7: Training parameters for NMT experiments.

D Human Evaluation

We go by the error taxonomy defined
by (Ranathunga et al., 2024) to annotate the
parallel sentences, as described in Table 9.
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Heuristic Applicable Side
Sinhala-Tamil English-Sinhala English-Tamil

CCMatrix CCAligned CCMatrix CCAligned CCMatrix CCAligned

LASER3 XLM-R LaBSE LASER3 XLM-R LaBSE LASER3 XLM-R LaBSE LASER3 XLM-R LaBSE LASER3 XLM-R LaBSE LASER3 XLM-R LaBSE

Baseline 31.08 30.99 31.63 35.36 35.97 35.79 30.76 5.55 14.49 32.33 19.39 27.57 19.02 5.86 14.20 40.13 17.40 26.00

dedup S 32.05 31.50 32.07 36.40 36.01 34.98 29.72 6.35 14.69 33.26 21.04 28.22 19.67 4.93 14.96 40.87 19.47 26.26

T 31.39 31.44 31.73 36.26 35.86 35.96 33.81 12.59 25.97 33.66 21.41 28.32 19.48 6.87 17.96 40.13 17.90 27.79

ST 32.26 31.10 32.25 36.41 36.08 35.32 34.01 13.80 26.18 33.47 22.22 29.49 20.32 6.45 17.53 40.56 19.83 30.01
dedup-4gram S 30.37 30.65 30.53 35.74 35.24 34.55 28.69 8.56 13.05 31.56 23.53 28.25 19.72 7.06 19.56 35.54 25.64 26.49

T 31.00 29.90 29.39 36.05 35.98 35.44 31.79 13.60 23.66 32.86 24.95 29.05 19.82 7.08 20.23 39.83 27.44 31.18
ST 30.86 31.13 30.80 35.28 35.36 34.64 28.72 15.17 20.45 28.15 15.45 21.37 18.15 7.00 21.37 35.02 25.70 27.41

dedup-5gram S 30.89 30.90 31.25 35.64 35.81 35.87 28.73 7.14 13.51 33.44 23.98 28.79 18.06 4.70 17.16 40.39 24.07 29.07

T 31.24 31.55 32.10 36.26 35.87 35.23 33.98 14.01 26.23 34.10 22.27 31.10 20.15 6.75 18.78 41.12 24.05 30.26

ST 30.78 31.53 31.35 35.64 35.94 35.44 31.95 13.87 23.07 31.60 17.10 23.52 19.61 6.25 20.12 21.77 25.22 29.36

dedup-6gram S 31.89 30.82 31.76 36.31 36.11 35.88 31.10 7.62 13.41 33.53 21.47 28.51 20.32 5.47 15.59 40.48 21.75 27.64

T 32.51 30.41 32.29 36.35 36.23 36.01 34.21 13.98 24.91 34.24 23.63 30.23 21.75 6.69 20.32 40.44 20.31 30.48

ST 31.89 30.82 31.76 35.84 35.95 35.54 33.63 14.96 24.72 33.29 15.54 25.55 20.38 7.18 20.19 41.73 24.89 31.06

dedup-7gram S 31.48 31.27 32.03 36.26 35.67 35.50 30.93 5.91 15.94 33.27 19.90 29.58 21.54 5.71 16.49 40.63 20.01 28.91

T 31.56 31.06 30.85 36.44 36.10 35.16 34.27 13.72 25.58 32.97 22.14 28.22 20.91 7.37 21.96 40.49 19.18 28.69

ST 31.48 31.27 32.03 35.74 35.90 34.82 33.93 14.95 24.95 33.63 14.58 24.96 17.56 5.98 20.71 40.94 22.16 29.40

dedup_nums S 31.51 31.37 31.99 36.61 36.66 35.99 30.54 5.92 15.12 34.77 28.07 31.81 17.00 5.60 13.41 41.40 28.65 35.22

T 31.17 30.51 32.09 36.30 36.45 36.32 33.83 14.44 25.86 34.47 27.27 31.90 17.54 6.09 19.01 41.36 28.40 35.12

ST 31.71 31.22 31.66 36.49 36.37 36.10 33.83 14.15 26.12 34.24 28.45 31.64 19.19 5.15 18.92 41.46 30.49 35.42

dedup+puntNums S 31.90 31.47 31.02 36.50 36.00 36.12 30.55 6.28 16.67 34.72 27.25 31.89 18.15 5.79 15.66 41.78 30.55 35.78

T 31.90 32.05 30.89 36.63 36.47 36.86 33.89 14.81 26.31 35.06 27.69 32.01 21.57 8.24 20.41 41.64 29.35 35.32

ST 32.05 31.31 32.53 35.96 36.71 36.23 33.37 14.15 26.08 34.08 27.80 32.59 20.99 5.82 18.83 41.80 30.69 35.91

dedup+puntsNums+5gram ST+T 32.98 32.73 32.60 36.24 36.21 36.35 NA 30.64 29.48 30.19 19.49 6.67 20.6 41.82 35.97 37.08
dedup+puntsNums+6gram ST+T 30.41 31.38 31.42 36.73 36.62 36.37 34.50 16.09 26.78 33.81 30.33 32.74 NA 41.90 35.90 35.94

dedup+puntsNums+7gram NA NA 35.24 28.21 31.26 NA

sLength S 31.41 31.52 32.30 36.42 36.37 36.52 32.49 6.58 20.70 33.86 26.53 32.97 17.50 5.11 18.74 41.40 27.60 36.77

T 31.38 30.56 31.97 36.30 36.71 36.58 31.88 7.83 28.51 34.88 29.42 33.14 18.52 6.33 21.73 41.54 30.16 37.61

ST 31.21 31.32 31.37 36.47 35.99 36.60 32.82 8.24 29.96 34.83 29.55 33.50 19.45 5.33 20.79 41.14 32.67 38.08
LID S 31.48 31.36 31.78 36.05 36.03 35.64 31.00 6.23 14.69 34.39 27.33 31.73 18.44 6.93 13.43 41.80 31.41 33.95

T 30.78 31.14 31.53 35.68 36.07 35.85 32.48 12.22 16.04 33.70 24.38 30.48 29.59 14.70 24.24 41.51 24.24 30.69

ST 31.43 30.66 31.40 36.17 36.12 35.18 31.99 13.32 16.20 34.11 28.87 32.26 29.59 13.54 23.45 41.42 32.33 36.13

LIDThresh S 30.05 31.25 31.06 35.60 35.25 34.29 30.32 7.12 15.26 35.73 30.86 32.69 18.98 6.02 13.06 41.60 35.25 36.29

T 31.28 30.40 30.68 35.03 30.01 32.01 32.82 12.94 15.81 35.22 27.46 30.40 29.59 15.24 24.51 41.03 30.01 34.01

ST 30.33 30.46 30.71 36.73 36.73 36.80 32.84 14.08 13.71 35.11 32.97 32.88 28.93 15.16 25.33 42.63 38.01 37.40
STRatio (0.85-1.57) 31.74 22.80 31.34 36.39 35.74 35.30 31.09 5.20 15.40 33.47 24.05 30.21 20.52 5.40 18.29 40.91 22.71 28.61

sentWRatio S 30.65 30.62 32.03 36.17 35.77 35.54 31.50 7.40 10.86 34.15 25.97 31.35 19.42 5.79 13.93 42.05 29.70 35.53

T 30.71 31.59 31.34 36.24 36.17 36.46 30.99 6.39 15.13 33.51 26.93 30.47 18.61 5.65 11.08 41.87 30.06 35.54

ST 31.93 31.56 30.98 36.44 36.72 36.01 30.64 7.00 15.50 33.85 28.73 31.17 18.99 4.82 14.08 41.05 30.88 35.77
sentCRatio S 31.67 31.24 31.14 35.94 36.18 35.86 30.15 7.05 14.46 34.06 21.52 30.10 17.47 6.22 13.83 40.68 22.48 29.37

T 30.98 31.21 31.93 36.36 35.43 35.85 30.65 5.83 15.28 33.64 23.14 29.05 19.90 6.78 12.51 40.78 19.63 29.42

ST 32.28 31.90 32.04 36.33 35.60 36.11 30.85 6.45 14.64 33.60 23.84 29.70 19.54 6.45 10.79 41.76 21.82 30.82

Combined Heuristics
dedup+punctsNum+ngram (SiTa n=5, EnSi n=5, EnTa n=7)

+sLength T+ST 30.17 29.02 29.99 36.32 36.81 36.61 35.03 21.70 26.32 35.68 33.49 34.43 30.29 19.44 29.85 42.84 39.36 40.16

+LIDThresh T+ST 31.49 30.13 30.68 36.58 36.37 37.02 35.42 19.58 32.43 34.77 32.58 34.72 20.53 7.52 23.35 42.68 38.45 39.60

+sentWRatio T+S 31.37 30.55 30.92 36.83 36.75 36.30 33.99 15.76 24.92 33.97 31.40 32.72 21.67 8.23 24.58 42.11 37.47 38.07

+slength+LIDThresh T+ST 29.28 30.85 29.96 36.47 36.81 36.88 35.70 23.92 32.77 34.97 34.92 35.60 30.65 20.86 31.49 42.85 41.17 41.31

+slength+sentCRatio T+ST+ST 31.45 32.65 31.17 36.60 36.85 36.32 35.71 18.93 32.53 35.45 33.42 33.82 22.46 9.11 23.82 41.97 40.07 40.06

+slength+LIDThresh+sentWRatio T+ST+ST+S 29.81 29.53 29.73 36.83 36.66 37.03 36.10 23.84 33.94 36.15 34.50 35.67 NA

+slength+LIDThresh+sentWRatio>0.8 T+ST+ST+ST 28.70 28.39 28.34 36.20 36.60 35.89 35.66 24.18 33.19 36.26 35.66 35.42 NA

+slength+LIDThresh+STRatio T+ST+ST+STR NA NA 30.67 23.36 31.80 43.47 41.74 41.06

Table 8: Ablation experiments and ChrF++ scores obtained when applying the heuristics on the CCMatrix and
CCAligned corpora for the three language pairs.

Noise Category Noise Category Description Explanation

CC Perfect Translation Pair Contains no spelling or grammar mistakes in the individual sentences.
CN Near Perfect Translation Pair Just a few spelling, grammar, punctuation, or unnecessary characters have to be

handled.
CB Low-Quality Translation Pair Individual sentence can be a full sentence or a full phrase, but it is a low-quality

(boilerplate) translation.
CS Short Phrase-Pair/Few Words Translation-wise correct, but it is a short phrase or just a few words.
X Wrong Translation Translation has the correct source and target languages, but the translation is

completely incorrect.
UN Untranslated Text Either the source or target side is just copied from the translation counterpart, either

partially or in full.
NL Not a Language At least one of the sources and targets is not linguistic content.
WL Wrong Language The source and target are linguistic content, but either the source, target, or both

are not in the expected language.

Table 9: Error taxonomy used for annotating parallel sentences during human evaluation.
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