ALIGNMEET: A Comprehensive
Tool
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e Aligning multiple summary points
to a single transcript line would

Introduction further increase the difficulty.

Summarization is a challenging problem and more so for e “Summary point fragmentation” -

spontaneous discussions. ALIGNMEET is a comprehensive the annotator might address the

tool for meeting annotation, alignment, and evaluation. It same information in separate sum-

provides fast annotation while mitigating the risk of intro- mary points.

ducing errors. The evaluation mode enables a comprehen- : . o
Can we align everything:

Annotations

sive quality evaluation of meeting minutes.

File Playback .
_ , | | o e Some parts of the transcript can-
Transcripk: |I:ran5cnpl:.txl: - | Summaries: |I51 007 Summary.txt - | | edit summarization
.| edit transcript show problems summary = not be a I igned tO a meeting sum-
~ 7 Speaker Dialoa Act The group began a discussion about their initial ideas for the product.
Wh at IS a n ALI G N M E N T ° 14:38.9 : : They discussed several usability features: adding speech recognition and an option to . t
e oo g cpo ot it iy 51 mary point.
An n_tO-i mapplng Capturlng WhICh dlalogue aCtS dare as- 14:40.9 All participants were instructed to gather more information for the next meeting, the ® They can be manua”y ﬂagged as

14-412 Functional design meeting.

| think i it's not very difficult to to browse by All participants were instructed to gather information for the functional design meeting.

channel but it's a little bit tricky to browse by belonging to organizational or small
contents so | think that's the the things to do

and uh to uh reflect about it and uh discuss it in
the next meeting . The project agenda and the participant roles were not clear to all participants at the ta I k .

beginning of the meeting.

sociated with a particular summary point.

So we are we'll discuss it we will get some

information in the next meeting, The group could not decide if they wanted to include speech recognition in the design.

Why do we need the ALIGNMENT?

so for now we get uh the funct this is the 11| The Project Manager presented the goals of the meeting and new product requirements.

) ) L Functional designer ? PiIOt StUdy
e \Visual aid for annotators. 14:51.2-14:53.8 B That's the first aspect . Other
. . 14:53.8-14:54.2 B Right. Organizational English Czech
e Annotation error check (no left-out transcript). 14:55.9 - 14:59. We will get information and then we'llcome | o gazgyy | | (S K Annotator | E1 E2 E3 C1 C2 C3
. . . . . 0.0 - 15:0. ay . rganizati... Experienced X v v X VvV /
e Data for the training of automatic minuting. 1590-1805 ° ol T i
5 5 :2: :2:; i - zgi - Summarization 37 45 40 23 45 31
e More reliable minutes evaluation (via aggregating 2 ' || Pmiuusgn = e Alignment | 5 2320 18 30 11
meeting-level scores across hunks of the alignment). o matches ~ show matches only v ignore case B[ES Evaluation |10 15 10125 15 13
Total time |52 83 70 66 90 55
E I t. English Czech
vaiuation Annotator El E2 E3 C1 C2 C3
Experienced X v v X v /

e Annotator evaluates on a summary-point-level rather

15 11 19 23 14 21
#Alignments 378 378 203 282 282 282
|AA 0.21* 0.63

#Summary points

than on document-level.

e More fine-grained and less mentally challenging.

Avg. adequacy 3.71 3.71 3.17 3.67 4.93 4.67
e Adequacy, grammaticallity and fluency. Avg. grammaticality 3.86 4.21 4.08 5.00 4.13 4.67
e We aggregate the metrics using plain average to get Ave. fluency *714.074.52)5.00 4.53 453
Doc.-level adequacy 3.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00
document-level scores, and we compute coverage of the Avg. adequacy 3.53+0.31 = 4.42+0.67
. b liened summar oints Avg. grammaticality  4.054+0.18 4.60+0.44
transcrlpt y allg yp ) Avg. fluency 4.57+0.44 4.69+0.27
e We additionally ask annotators to provide a doc-level ad- Doc.-level adequacy ~ 3.67+0.58  4.00+0.00
Coverage 1.00 0.94 0.54 0.64 0.54 0.30

equacy.




