
Feedback
Speech Processing, first assignment, November 2014
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Marking process
• markers were trained by me for this specific assignment, and given 

examples from a previous year that had been marked by me 

• the lab tutor, Mark, was not one of the markers 

• Parts I and II 

• UG - marker has taken this course for credit in the past 

• PG - marker was me 

• Part III - all UG+PG marked by the same person in (not one of the above) 

• all marks were moderated by me & the Part III marker 

• marking took ~45 minutes per assignment  x  75 assignments
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Most common failings
• Simply reporting what happened in the lab when you used 

Festival 

• Failing to demonstrate understanding of the theory 

• describing the theory, as you understand it 

• linking practical work to theory 

• using theory to explain why Festival makes mistakes 

• suggesting what would need to be changed to correct 
these mistakes
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Good citation style: 
page numbers

Gives 
page numbers for 

citations from longer 
items 
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Good citation style: 
page or slide numbers
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Incorrect citation style

use […] or (…) but not both
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Citing appropriate material

Includes several items 
from the set readings, plus 

an additional item
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Citing appropriate material

limited to lecture slides and 
the Festival manual; no textbooks 

or papers
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Quoting and attribution

correctly uses quotation 
marks, but fails to cite the 

source of the text
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Quoting and attribution

fails to use quotation marks, 
but does cite the source

10



Quoting and attribution

excessive text from 
another source - borderline 

plagiarism
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Quoting and attribution

excessive text from 
another source - borderline 

plagiarism
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Bibliography style

missing names & locations of 
conferences; no dates; do not need to give 

the affiliation of the authors
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Bibliography style

include each item just once and 
then refer to specific pages / slides /

chapters at the point where you cite it in 
the text
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Formatting

avoid “widows” & “orphans” - single lines 
(especially headings) on their own 
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Formatting

waste of space - could have used the 
same space to gain a lot more marks by 

demonstrating understanding 
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Formatting

caption must go directly below (or above) 
the figure with no intervening text
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Formatting

except that the 
annotation is cryptic and 

it’s not clear what it 
means 

but at least it is 
annotated 

excessive verbatim 
Terminal output
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Formatting

TIP: if your 
handwriting is not clear, then 

type your annotations 

very small - almost 
unreadable

if you write like 
this in an exam, the marker 
may not be able to read it 
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Insufficient detail

simply reports Festival 
output

doesn’t explain WHY 
tagging is necessary or 

HOW it is done
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Insufficient detail

doesn’t give any detail on 
HOW any of this is done

doesn’t fully explain WHY 
any of this is necessary
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Insufficient detail

but a little more detail would 
get a lot more marks: what 
precisely is this mismatch?

nothing incorrect here
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Insufficient detail

but how are they used? what are the 
predictors and predictees? what data are they 

trained on ?

yes, Festival uses CARTs for 
several tasks
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Methodology

systematic, considers 
multiple examples and measures 

accuracy rate
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Methodology

employs a specific methodology, 
and uses multiple sentences
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Methodology

the task was not simply to observe, 
but to understand and explain

simply repeats something from the lab 
handout - adds no value to the report
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Choice of sentences

will cause all 
modules to do something 

interesting
quite long
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Choice of sentences

good choice - requires 
normalisation of two 
ambiguous tokens
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Choice of sentences

good selection of 
homographs, with 

ambiguous POS tags, in 
various contexts, to test POS 

tagger accuracy
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Pipeline

shows 
both the modules and 
the relations they deal 

with

descriptive caption
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Pipeline
shows a worked 

example

caption OK; could be 
more descriptive
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Pipeline

simple, but helpfulcaption should be more 
descriptive
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Tokenisation

Says exactly HOW 
tokenisation is done
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Tokenisation

describes learning from 
data, including what data is 

required, how it is labelled, and what 
predictors might be used
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Tokenisation

Says WHAT 
tokenisation is

should have been explicit 
about HOW splitting on 

whitespace is done (is it trivial? 
complex? rules? a model?)

gives an example
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Non-standard words

compact format for 
example

explains WHAT problem 
is being solved
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Non-standard words

clear, concise, precise 
and detailed
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Non-standard words
explains why 

Token_POS is needed

38



Non-standard words

Explains that there are  
two steps: detect, then 

classify into types
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Non-standard wordsthen separately explains 
each step: detect using regex, 

then classify using CART
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Non-standard words
compact example of a 
regex to detect years, 
expressed as a FSM
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Non-standard words

understands limitations of 
conventional POS tagging
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Non-standard words

another nice explanation of filtering 
(detection) using regex, then classification 

(assigning token_pos) using CART
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Non-standard words
explains that this step only uses 

information within a single token, not any 
other context
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Non-standard words

not clear the writer knows what 
“Yarowsky-type disambiguation 
techniques” are - they are not 

explained here

cites Festival manual 
without a specific section
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Non-standard words

no demonstration that the 
writer understands how it is done, 

or what the limitations of the 
method are

no details on how any of 
this is achieved
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Non-standard words

but no context given, so we can’t tell 
why one is a street and the other a title

good attempt to use a table 
to summarise findings
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POS tagging

describes method used and 
its limitations
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POS tagging

explains why POS tags 
are needed and what data 
you need in order to train a 

tagger
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POS tagging

good methodology and 
clear reporting of results, 
plus a comparison to a 

published figure
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POS tagging

should have then used 
that to try to explain why this 

error occurred

explains that tagging 
involves a simplifying 

assumption
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POS taggingvery wasteful way of 
showing the POS tags - lots of 

unnecessary information
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Phrasing

fair criticism of Festival’s 
reliance on punctuation

could have provided 
further  examples to illustrate 

this
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Phrasing
correct analysis of break 

types at certain punctuation 
marks

could have drawn this “fairly 
simple CART tree”
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Phrasing
but “certain probabilistic function” is too 

vague - what form could it take? a CART? 
something else?

correctly identifies what 
phrase_score means
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Phrasing

meaningless example: not 
annotated, not clear what the point is 
since we don’t know how this aligns 

with the words
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Phrasing
ToBI is nothing 

to do with letter-to-sound 
relationships
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Lexicon, LTS

compact description of what 
lexical entries contain
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Lexicon, LTS

example of out-of-vocabulary 
word, including Festival’s prediction 

and explanation of what correct 
pronunciation should have been 
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Lexicon, LTS

description of how CARTs are 
used for LTS, what the predictees 

and predictors are
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Lexicon, LTS

example of how the CART 
could be improved to fix one 

particular error
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Lexicon, LTS

correctly says that LTS is 
implemented as a CART

slightly poor wording: the 
CART is the letter-to-sound model; 

it doesn’t “use” LTS rules, it is 
those rules
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Lexicon, LTS

nice compact format

but where should the 
missing phonemes be? should have 

annotated the phonetic string to 
indicate this

good use of empirical data
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Lexicon, LTS

correctly says that CARTs are used 
for various tasks

too little information on 
exactly how CARTS are configured 

(what are the predictors?)

not all training data is in the form of 
labelled speech
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Lexicon, LTS

a common mistake: a pronunciation 
problem was caused by an earlier problem 

(e.g., in tokenisation) - so this is not an error in 
the  pronunciation module

the writer even said 
as much!
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Postlexical rules

explains these are handwritten 
rules, and gives example
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Postlexical rules

good example given, 
nicely laid out in a table

postlexical rules do more 
than just possessive “ ’s ”rules are used, not a lexicon
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Postlexical rules

good understanding 
of the specific rules used in 
part of the postlex process

could have cited the source 
of this information
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Waveform generation

compact definition of diphones - 
demonstrates understanding of why they 

are used
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Waveform generation
mentions techniques

but no detail on how they 
work, or what the limitations are

says why they are needed
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Waveform generation

nicely annotated with phones

unlabelled axes on both 
waveform and spectrogram
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Waveform generation

axes labelled 
(although font too small)descriptive caption
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Waveform generation

one axis labelled
descriptive caption

one axis unlabelled (better to label 
it than just say in the caption)
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Waveform generation

one axis labelled

nice annotation of joins

other axes unlabelled
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Waveform generation

one axis labelled

one axis unlabelled

waveform is not the 
best representation to 
illustrate an error in F0 
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Waveform generation

highlights area of interest

unlabelled axes

“frequency” 
is vague - the frequency 

of WHAT? 
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Waveform generation

good caption

but no idea where 
on this spectrogram we 

can see this
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Waveform generation

poor caption - uninformative
no idea where on the 

spectrogram we can see the 
things mentioned

should have annotated the 
spectrogram
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Waveform generation

not clearly demonstrated that this is a 
waveform error - should have shown that the linguistic 

specification differed between these two 
sentences
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Waveform generation
unlabelled axes

what is the blue line?
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Waveform generation

but what are they? just a 
couple of additional sentences 
would get several more marks

yes, Festival is minimising 
some cost functions
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Suggesting improvements

but should have 
specified exactly HOW 
the database should be 

modified

correct diagnosis of a 
source of errors

correct solution
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Suggesting improvements

but this is vague 
and not specific to any 
particular part of the 

system

yes, CARTs make mistakes
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Suggesting improvements

correctly states 
that prosody prediction is 

somewhat limited
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Vague or imprecise wording
Festival does not 

“predict text”

Syllables 
are a phonological 

structure in Festival, 
not text
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Vague or imprecise wording

by “mostly” do you mean “only” ?
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How to do better next time
• Keep a copy of your marked assignment for future reference, including 

the marking and feedback sheets 

• PGs - you are allowed to keep the original 

• UGs - make a copy or scan, then return the original 

• Compare your first assignment with these feedback slides 

• add your own feedback - “notes to self” 

• Read the lab handouts and the forum in Learn 

• Carefully study the structured marking sheet 

• Draft your second assignment, then compare that to these slides
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