
DT2119: Speech and Speaker Recognition
Course Analysis VT2017

Course analysis carried out by (name, e-mail):

Giampiero Salvi, giampi@kth.se

COURSE DESIGN

Briefly describe the course design (learning activities, examinations) and any changes
that have been implemented since the last course offering.

In VT2017 the course consisted of 12 lectures, 3 computer labs each evaluated with oral
presentation and a final project evaluated with a written report, peer review and a poster session.
The main differences with previous years (DT2118, VT2016) were the following:

• the course has now A-F grades for PRO1 and for the final grade.

• grading criteria have been consequently developed.

• one more lecture was introduced to expand on deep neural networks and signal processing

• the course material was managed through Canvas and the forum function was extensively
used to communicate with the students

• the computer labs are evaluated orally by the teaching assistants. This allows for better
assessment also considering that the students work in groups and the TAs could make sure
that all members of each group had understood the material.

• one quiz was introduced using Canvas functionality to cover speech production.

• the third lab was improved, but is still based on pre made software packages

THE STUDENT’S WORKLOAD

Does the students’ workload correspond to the expected level (40 hours/1.5 credits)?
If there is a significant deviation from the expected, what can be the reason?

The students who participated in this course belonged to eight different programs (CDATE,
CINTE, CMIEL, D, TMAIM, TMETM, TMLEM, TSCRM) and had, therefore different back-
grounds. Consequently, the workload exhibits large variations, ranging from 3-5 hours/week (one
student) to 30-32 hours/week for another. The average of the students answering the survey was
11.6-13.6 hours/week which is a low compared to the 40 hours/1.5 credits, that would correspond
to 20 hours/week. Some commented that much of the time went into lab 3 that was more time
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consuming than the other labs. I plan to redesign this lab and make it more pedagogically inter-
esting. I am also planning to add some more assessment activities in order to test the students
on some of the topics that are not included in the labs or projects. One example is by defining
more quizzes, but I am also considering to add a fourth lab, given that the reported work load
is not high.

THE STUDENTS’ RESULTS

How well have the students succeeded on the course? If there are significant differ-
ences compared to previous course offerings, what can be the reason?

There were 55 students who registered to the course (source Canvas). Of them, 44 were active
during the course and passed the course at the end. This is a significant increase compared to
previous years following a general trend. The figure below shows the evolution of registered,
active and successful students in recent years. Note that the course code in the past years was
DT2118, and the final grade P/F. The change in grading system can have contributed to the
increase of students, but the trend was already present before which implies that it was the
continuous development of the course that is responsible for its success or a general increase in
interest in machine learning related courses.
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OVERALL IMPRESSION OF THE LEARNING ENVIRONMENT

What is your overall impression of the learning environment in the polar diagram?
If there are significant differences between different groups of students, what can be
the reason?

Only 15 students out of 55 responded to the survey. The overall impression is that the
students highly enjoyed the course and found it stimulating (Q1=6.1). They find the course
challenging but also rewarding (Q4.8). They enjoy the possibility to choose what to work on
(Q20=6.5) and to learn by trying own ideas (Q3=5.8). They find the activities aligned (Q12=5.6,
Q13=5.1), and the organisation seems to work well (Q7=5.1, Q8=5.5).
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The lowest score is on Q14=4.4 (“I received regular feedback that helped me to see my
progress”). Although this is not a low score, if resources are available, I plan to define regular
meetings with the students during the project to check their progress.

The only subgroups identified by the survey system are men vs all and international vs
Swedish students. In the first case, the result for men is very close to the total, which may mean
that there were too few answers from women. However, the results for men are slightly lower
than for the total, implying that the few women who responded gave higher scores than the men.
For the second case, there is more variation. However, considering that each group has very few
members, it is hard to draw conclusions. Perhaps it is interesting to note the 3.3 score on Q13 (“I
understood what I was expected to learn in order to obtain a certain grade”) by the international
students. I am planning to improve on the grading criteria.

ANALYSIS OF THE LEARNING ENVIRONMENT

Can you identify some stronger or weaker areas of the learning environment in the
polar diagram - or in the response to each statement - respectively? Do they have
an explanation?

From the numeric results of the survey, it seems that the course does a good job in most
of the areas. Something that could be improved even further is the feedback and definition of
grading criteria. Also this year, the students did not find the course as challenging as previous
years. This might depend on the background of students who participated that is shifting more
towards machine learning than in the past. If this is true, it should be possible to design more
challenging tasks for next years.

ANSWERS TO OPEN QUESTIONS

What emerges in the students’ answers to the open questions? Is there any good
advice to future course participants that you want to pass on?

There is a majority of very positive answers to open questions which is very encouraging.
Students seem to like different aspects in the course. Some like the labs, others the possibility to
work on a topic they choose, others are just interested in speech recognition. Positive feedback
is also given to the lectures that seem to be informative and worth to attend.

Some of the suggestions for improvement are very specific, for example some parts of the
labs. Many suggest to improve lab 3. Also, the computational resources at the Parallel Data
Centre seem to be hard to work with and we should be improved or we should find alternatives.

PRIORITY COURSE DEVELOPMENT

What aspects of the course should primarily be developed? How could these aspects
be developed in the short or long term?

The highest priority is to re-design lab 3, so to allow the students to implement the methods
instead of running pre-defined software packages. Also, the grading criteria should be improved
to make it clear what the students need to do to achieve a certain grade. Discussions should
be initiated with PDC in order to facilitate the access to computational resources for students.
Minor changes should be done to lab 1 and 2 to improve the pedagogical aspects.
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W
hat w

as the best aspect of the course? (I w
orked: 3-5 tim

m
ar/vecka)

The project

W
hat w

as the best aspect of the course? (I w
orked: 6-8 tim

m
ar/vecka)

D
oing an open project related to speech and speaker recognition.

W
hat w

as the best aspect of the course? (I w
orked: 9-11 tim

m
ar/vecka)

V
ery interesting subject m

atter
E

xperim
enting m

any different m
achine learning m

ethods 
T

he best aspect of the course is that it gives you both a good introduction on how
 to handle tem

poral data/signals in general as w
ell as how

 to 
treat speech data in particular.  
T

he lecturer and the lectures w
ere good! 

W
hat w

as the best aspect of the course? (I w
orked: 12-14 tim

m
ar/vecka)

B
eing able to w

ork w
ith speech

W
hat w

as the best aspect of the course? (I w
orked: 15-17 tim

m
ar/vecka)

Labs 1 and 2 w
ere interesting.

W
hat w

as the best aspect of the course? (I w
orked: 21-23 tim

m
ar/vecka)

The best aspect I think w
as the poster presentation.  A

t the poster presentation day, w
e appreciated so m

any great and various projects that 
w

ere done by other students.

W
hat w
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prove?

W
hat w

ould you suggest to im
prove? (I w

orked: 3-5 tim
m

ar/vecka)
R

esources in P
D
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possible to w

ork w
ith 

T
he general aspect of the lectures: less theoretical and m

ore practical. M
ore detail. 

T
he extra points in the labs are w

orthless? 
M

ore discussion about the project topics
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ould you suggest to im
prove? (I w

orked: 6-8 tim
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ar/vecka)
Instruction for the 3rd lab, and a w

ider introduction to A
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s and D

N
N

s.
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prove? (I w
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ar/vecka)
I think the project at the end felt a bit rushed. I w

ould suggest to m
aybe reduce the scope a bit or allow

 m
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ove literature studies com
pletely.
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aybe I had this feeling a bit too often in the course. 

I think it w
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ere a bit m
ore concrete questions that the course participants w
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er for the labs.  

A
s it is now

 the labs are good and you really feel like you are actually im
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enting sim
ple A
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 system
s. H
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ever, since the lab instructions 

w
ere very guiding, som

e extra questions w
ould be good.  

W
hat w

ould you suggest to im
prove? (I w

orked: 12-14 tim
m

ar/vecka)
It's a bit hard to choose the project topic given that I didn't have any prior experience w

ith speech recognition. A
lthough having a project is a 

good idea, m
ore guidance during project topic choice w

ould probably be nice.

W
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prove? (I w

orked: 15-17 tim
m
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I think lab 3 w

as poorly designed. For non inform
aticians, a lot of com

m
ands w

ere not explicited enough. A
s a result, w

e spent several hours 
trying to send data to P

D
C

 or have things in the good form
at. S

o w
e spent 10%

 of the tim
e w

e dedicated to the lab on the real problem
s 

(understanding how
 to use deep learning for speech recognition). I w

as disappointed about that.

W
hat w

ould you suggest to im
prove? (I w

orked: 21-23 tim
m

ar/vecka)
It w

ould be nice if m
ore speech recognition tools are available in P

D
C

.

W
hat advice w

ould you like to give to future participants?

W
hat advice w

ould you like to give to future participants? (I w
orked: 3-5 tim

m
ar/vecka)

If the course keeps the sam
e, you should research on your ow

n and expect nothing from
 the professor (really busy)

W
hat advice w

ould you like to give to future participants? (I w
orked: 6-8 tim

m
ar/vecka)

W
ide foundations on m

achine learning are needed.

W
hat advice w

ould you like to give to future participants? (I w
orked: 9-11 tim

m
ar/vecka)

get involved in the project from
 the beginning, dont try to im

plem
ent everything yourself, use libraries. 

R
evise the contents of each lecture and really think through w

hat you are doing in the lab assignm
ents. 

W
hat advice w

ould you like to give to future participants? (I w
orked: 12-14 tim

m
ar/vecka)

S
tart thinking about the project topic during the first lecture already :)

W
hat advice w

ould you like to give to future participants? (I w
orked: 15-17 tim

m
ar/vecka)

H
elp each other for the parts of the lab that don't concern directly the problem

. There is no need to spend 5 hours because of an error in a 
com

m
and line w

hen the neighbor group has the answ
er and can save you som

e tim
e.

W
hat advice w

ould you like to give to future participants? (I w
orked: 21-23 tim

m
ar/vecka)

learn som
e signal processing in advance if you did not take any related course before.

Is there anything else you w
ould like to add?
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W
as the w

orkload equally spread during the course round?
It seem

ed so.
It w

as fairly balanced, yeah
no, rush for the final project and last lab took une a very long tim

e.
N

o, the w
ork load w

as a lot m
ore im

portant at the end (lab 3 and project). 
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There w

as quite m
uch m
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ork for the last lab and the project. 

I guess, though the project w
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From
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D
id the laboratories help m

e understand the theoretical aspects?   

D
id the laboratories help m

e understand the theoretical aspects?
A

 lot, the laboratories are quite useful to understand all concepts. 
B

ut m
ore explanations w

ere needed about deep learning netw
orks and concerning the instructions for the 3rd lab.

Y
es

Y
es they did

For lab 1 and 2 yes. For lab 3, i think i did not learn anything.
Y

es.  especially for the first tw
o labs, I got a good understanding of signal processing.

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

W
as the forum
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anvas active and useful?   

W
as the forum

 on C
anvas active and useful?

Y
es, quite a useful tool.

It helped, but I feel like they w
eren't as active as K

TH
 social com

m
ents on other courses.
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es it w

as helpful
Y

es.
Y

es. the forum
 w

as active and I could find the answ
er I needed in tim

e.
I didn't use it, so I don't know
Y

es
N

ot as m
uch as I have liked

Y
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W
as it useful to have access to the com

putational resources at PD
C

?   

W
as it useful to have access to the com

putational resources at P
D

C
?

Y
es, but it w

as really hard to get allocation during the project.
Y

es
Y

es but quite long to m
aster how

 to interact w
ith the P

D
C

 m
achines

Y
es, although w

aiting 10 hours in front of a com
puter to obtain a ticket to access the resource is frustrating.

Y
es. but w

e used A
W

S
 resource for the project because P

D
C

 resources w
ere difficult to apply for som

etim
es.

Y
es, very useful!

Y
es

Y
es and no. It w

ould be useful if w
e could really w

ork w
ith it. S

ince there w
ere no available nodes m

ost of the tim
e it w

as quite a pain to w
ork 

w
ith it.
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M
y know

ledge in signal processing w
as not sufficient.

C
om

m
ents (M

y response w
as: +1)

S
om

e background in physics w
ould have been nices. N

ever w
orked w

ith w
aves at all.
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