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ABSTRACT

Note-level automatic music transcription is one of the most represen-
tative music information retrieval (MIR) tasks and has been studied
for various instruments to understand music. However, due to the
lack of high-quality labeled data, transcription of many instruments
is still a challenging task. In particular, in the case of singing, it
is difficult to find accurate notes due to its expressiveness in pitch,
timbre, and dynamics. In this paper, we propose a method of find-
ing note onsets of singing voice more accurately by leveraging the
linguistic characteristics of singing, which are not seen in other in-
struments. The proposed model uses mel-scaled spectrogram and
phonetic posteriorgram (PPG), a frame-wise likelihood of phoneme,
as an input of the onset detection network while PPG is generated by
the pre-trained network with singing and speech data. To verify how
linguistic features affect onset detection, we compare the evaluation
results through the dataset with different languages and divide onset
types for detailed analysis. Our approach substantially improves the
performance of singing transcription and therefore emphasizes the
importance of linguistic features in singing analysis.

Index Terms— singing transcription, onset detection, phoneme
classification, music information retrieval

1. INTRODUCTION

Note-level singing transcription is an music information retrieval
(MIR) task that predicts attributes of note events (i.e., onset time,
offset time, and pitch value) from audio recordings of singing voice.
Although this task has been studied for a long time, the performance
of singing transcription is generally inferior to those of other mu-
sical instruments such as polyphonic piano music [1, 2]. The lack
of large-scale labeled datasets is one of the major technical barriers.
In addition, singing voice has highly diverse expressiveness in terms
of pitch, timbre, dynamics, as well as phonation of lyrics. For ex-
ample, singing techniques such as vibrato, bending, and portamento
make it difficult to find note boundaries and note-level pitches. This
variability makes even manual note transcription by human experts
difficult [3]. This in turn has resulted in the lack of high-quality
labeled datasets.

Another important characteristic of singing voice which is well
distinguished from other instruments is that it conveys linguistic
information through lyrics and this influences note segmentation.
Given that most singing notes are syllabic (i.e., one syllable of text
is set to one note of music) and melismatic (i.e., one syllable is sung
with multiple notes), the relationship between the change of sylla-
bles and the change of notes is sophisticated. This makes certain
kinds of note patterns of singing voice not seen in any other instru-
ments. Therefore, we need to consider such linguistic characteristic
in automatic singing transcription models.

Fig. 1. An example of singing voice: mel-spectrogram (top), piano
roll with onsets and pitches of notes (middle), and phonetic poste-
riorgram (PPG) (bottom) from singing (phonemes with probability
under 0.5 in this example were omitted).

In this paper, we propose a neural network model that incor-
porates linguistic information into the input to improve note-level
singing transcription for singing voice. Similar to earlier research,
we use log-scaled mel-spectrogram as a primary input. In addition
to that, we take phonetic posteriorgram (PPG) from a pre-trained
phoneme classifier as the second input. As shown in Figure 1, PPG
shows a pattern distinct from the ones of mel-spectrogram, and it
can be noted that the transition pattern of PPG can better describe
the onset event at 1.2 and 2.8 second. We propose a two-branch neu-
ral network model based on a convolutional recurrent neural network
(CRNN) backbone to represent both of the input features effectively.
In the experiment, we conduct an ablation study to examine the ef-
fectiveness of model design, mel-spectrogram, and PPG. Also, we
compare the effects of mel-spectrogram and PPG on transition and
re-onset, the two types of challenging onset events in singing tran-
scription. Finally, we demonstrate that our proposed model outper-
forms a few state-of-the-art note-level singing transcription models,
especially in terms of onset detection.

2. RELATED WORKS

Traditional studies mainly used various types of spectral difference
for onset detection of audio signals [4]. The spectral difference is
particularly successful at finding percussive onsets but it performs
poorly on expressive instruments that have soft onsets. Deep neu-
ral networks have been actively applied to singing voice as well.
Nishikimi et al. [5] suggested an attention-based encoder-decoder
network with long short-term memory (LSTM) modules. Fu et al.

ar
X

iv
:2

30
4.

05
91

7v
1 

 [
cs

.S
D

] 
 1

2 
A

pr
 2

02
3



Fig. 2. The proposed model architecture

[6] proposed a hierarchical structure of note change states to segment
singing notes and used multi-channel features to increase the perfor-
mance. Hsu et al. [7] suggested a semi-supervised AST framework.
More recently, [8] proposed the object detection-based approach to
significantly improve the performance of singing voice onset/offset
detection. While the majority of them relied on note onset and off-
set information from melody labels, one recent attempted to use
phoneme information as part of input features for note segmentation
[9]. However, the performance was not convincing. In this work, we
present a neural network architecture to make an effective use of the
phoneme information.

3. PROPOSED METHOD

3.1. Model Architecture

Our proposed model architecture consists of two branch networks
and a single RNN with a dense layer as illustrated in Figure 2. One
branch network takes log-scaled mel-spectrogram X and the other
branch network takes phonetic posteriorgram (PPG) P̂ from a pre-
trained phoneme classifier. Both of the branches are CRNN where
CNN architectures are a modified version of ConvNet proposed in
[10], which is commonly used in the piano transcription task [1, 11].
To get the wider time-scale receptive field, we changed the first con-
volution layer with a dilated convolution with 2 dilation on the time
frame axis. To predict the note events, we combined the two branch
networks by concatenating the outputs and connecting them to an
additional RNN layer and a dense layer. The output layer is rep-
resented with a 3-dimensional sigmoid vector where each element
detects onset, offset, and activation as binary states. The activation
indicates whether the note is on or off at each frame.

3.2. Framewise Phoneme Classifier

We extracted the phonetic information using a phoneme classifier
which returns the output as a PPG. We implemented it using a single
CRNN network with a dense layer. We used the original ConvNet ar-
chitecture for the CNN part. We tried two loss functions to train the
phoneme classifier network. One is the framewise cross entropy loss,
which is possible when we have time-aligned phoneme labels. Since
it is difficult to obtain time-aligned phoneme labels in frame-level es-
pecially for singing voice, we also used the connectionist temporal
classification (CTC) loss function [12] which can handle the align-
ment between the predicted phoneme sequence (p̂) and the ground

truth phoneme sequence (S) which have unequal lengths. The CTC
algorithm predicts phoneme sequences with inserted blank labels
along the possible prediction paths B. Since the CTC loss function is
optimized for predicting the entire sequence, the prediction pattern
tends to be spiky and sparse and thus it does not find the boundaries
of phonemes well [12, 13]. To solve this problem, we used two lay-
ers of bidirectional LSTM layers and a single dense layer that recon-
struct the input log-scaled mel-spectrogram (X̂). This was proposed
to enhance the time alignment when the CTC loss is used [14]. For
the reconstruction loss (Lrecon), we normalized the log-scaled mel-
spectrogram from−1 to 1 (X̃) and applied the tanh function for the
activation and used the L2 loss function. These loss functions are
defined as:

LCTC = − log
∑

p̂,B(p̂)=p

T−1∏
t=0

P(p̂t|X) ,

Lrecon = ‖X̂ − X̃‖2 , (1)
LPPG = LCTC + Lrecon ,

where T is the total number of time steps, p is the ground truth
phoneme sequence and P(p̂t|X) is the PPG at time t.

3.3. Label Smoothing

Unlike other instruments, synthesized or auto-aligned onset/offset
labels are hardly available in the case of the singing datasets [15]. In
addition, since singing onsets are temporally soft, has a soft onset,
to locate the exact onset positions of singing by means of with a
waveform or mel-spectrogram is by no means straightforward. Such
softness of the onset is one of the factors that makes the onset of
singing voices more challenging to train. Previous frame-wise onset
detection studies [6, 7] extended the duration of the onset label to
solve this problem.

Following these previous studies, we also used a smooth-
ing method to increase the length of the onset and offset label.
Specifically, we smoothed the 1-D one-hot onset label sequence
yon := yon[n] (n denotes the time index) and the offset label se-
quence yoff := yoff[n] through the linear convolution with a scaled
triangular window function wtri[n] to improve the precision simulta-
neously. The scale factor of the triangular function N stands for the
number of frames with nonzero values. To make the center of the
label to 1 after the smoothing, we only used the odd numbers for the
scale factor N . The convolution process is represented as

w[n] =

{
1−

∣∣∣ n
(N+1)/2

∣∣∣ if |n| ≤ (N+1)
2

0 otherwise.

yon_s[n] = yon[n] ∗ wtri[n] (2)
yoff_s[n] = yoff[n] ∗ wtri[n]

where the operation ∗ represents the linear convolution and n is the
frame index.

3.4. Note Decoding

To find the positions of onsets from the prediction output, we set a
constant threshold and set the frame with the maximal value above
the threshold as the position of onset. When finding the offset of
a note, we first find the offset candidates between the current onset
time and the next onset time. The offset candidate is either the high-
est peak of the offset prediction or the time frame that the activation



Training dataset SSVD v2.0 CSD-refined
Evaluation dataset ISMIR2014 SSVD v2.0 CSD-refined ISMIR2014 SSVD v2.0

Feature COn COff COn COff COn COff COn COff COn COff

(a) Single CRNN X 0.8244 0.7751 0.8956 0.8983 0.9797 0.9719 0.8812 0.7524 0.8866 0.8007
(b) Dual CRNNs + one RNN X,X 0.9133 0.8513 0.9486 0.9566 0.9888 0.9838 0.9004 0.7636 0.8988 0.8089

(c) Single CRNN P̂ 0.8655 0.7776 0.9223 0.9105 0.9890 0.9660 0.9048 0.7685 0.9063 0.8296
(d) Dual CRNNs + one RNN P̂ , P̂ 0.9094 0.8310 0.9342 0.9470 0.9907 0.9638 0.9090 0.7733 0.9142 0.8336

(e) Dual CNNs + one RNN X, P̂ 0.9024 0.8349 0.9439 0.9420 0.9877 0.9791 0.9016 0.7852 0.9098 0.8340
(f) Dual CNNs + two RNNs X, P̂ 0.9230 0.8538 0.9496 0.9531 0.9914 0.9839 0.9150 0.7804 0.9199 0.8328
(g) Dual CRNNs + one RNN X, P̂ 0.9305 0.8576 0.9569 0.9692 0.9923 0.9864 0.9145 0.7723 0.9166 0.8257

Table 1. Onset/Offset detection results from various neural network architectures with two input features. X and P̂ denote mel-spectrogram
and PPG, respectively. (g) corresponds to the neural network architecture in Figure 2.

prediction goes lower than 0.5. If multiple offset candidates exist,
we set the offset to the latest offset candidate. If no offset candi-
date is found, the offset of the note is set to the time frame of the
next onset. The threshold of onset and offset is set to 0.2. In order
to determine the threshold, we evaluated the validation set using a
threshold ranging from 0.1 to 0.9 in increments of 0.1 to identify the
optimal threshold.

For note-level singing transcription, we estimated the note-level
pitch from frame-wise F0s of the note segment to find the pitch of
the note, following [6]. We extracted F0s with the PYIN algorithm
[16], which is one of the most accurate pitch trackers. To compress
the F0 contour to the note-level pitch, we used the weighted median
algorithm, which finds the 50% percentile in the ordered elements
with given weights. In this experiment, we use the normalized Hann
window function with the same length of the note segment frames as
the weight of the weighted median to reduce the influence of the F0
near the boundaries, which are the most expressive part. Since the
sum of all weight values should be one, the Hann window function
is normalized by dividing by the sum of the window elements.

4. EXPERIMENTS

4.1. Datasets

We used SSVD v2.0 as the primary dataset [8]. It contains multi-
ple sight-singing recordings, consisting of 67 singing audio files for
the train and validation set, and 127 audio files for the test set. The
human labeled annotations include onset, offset, and averaged note
pitch. To use both phoneme and note labels given the audio, we also
used the 50 songs in Korean from the CSD dataset [17], which have
both note and phoneme labels of a female professional singer. Since
the original note annotations of CSD was targeted for singing voice
synthesis, we found it needs some refinement for the note transcrip-
tion task. Thus, we re-annotated 50 songs of CSD for our experi-
ment, following the rule suggested by [3]. The re-annotated label of
CSD can be found on our GitHub page 1. The refined CSD is split
35, 5, and 10 songs for train, validation, and test set each.

To train the phoneme classifier, we used TIMIT [18] which con-
tains English speech with time-aligned phoneme labels for the model
with SSVD v2.0. TIMIT contains 5.4 hours of audio of English
speech. While training the phoneme classifier network, we reduced
the phoneme types to 39 following the CMU pronouncing dictionary
[19]. For the model with CSD, we used the unaligned phoneme label
in CSD to train.

1https://github.com/seyong92/CSD_reannotation

To compare the transcription performance of the proposed
model with previous work, we also used the ISMIR2014 [3] dataset,
which contains 38 songs sung by both adults and children, as a test
set.

4.2. Evaluation Metrics

We evaluated the models with the mir_eval library [20] for on-
set/offset detection and note-level transcription. We used the metrics
proposed in [3]: F1-measure of COn (correct onset), COff (correct
offset), COnOff (correct onset and offset), COnP (correct onset and
pitch), and COnPOff (Correct onset, offset and pitch). We used the
default parameters of mir_eval, which sets the onset tolerance to
50 ms, the offset tolerance to larger value between 50 ms and 0.2 of
note duration, and the 50 cents for the pitch tolerance. Also, we re-
port the results when the onset/off thresholds are 100 ms considering
the softness of singing onsets.

4.3. Training Details

We computed 80 bin mel-spectrogram X with 320 samples in hop
size (20 ms) and 1024 samples in FFT size after resampling audio
files to 16 kHz. For the modified ConvNet module, we set 48/48/96
nodes to the convolutional layers and 768 nodes to the dense layer.
We used 768 nodes in all bidirectional LSTM layers and set the last
FC layer in the note onset/activation detector to have two separate
nodes for onset and activation detection, respectively. For the label
smoothing, we used a scale factor of 5 to extend the label length to
100 ms, which shows the best results in our experiment.

To train the note onset/offset detection network, we used the
AdamW optimizer [21] with a batch size of 8 and a learning rate
of 1e-6. We reduced the learning rate with a reducing factor of 0.98
for every 1000 steps. While training, we used the random audio seg-
ment with 5 seconds. The validation set was evaluated for every 500
steps and we stopped training when there is no advance in the model
for 10 validation steps. To train the phoneme classifier, we used the
Adam optimizer with a batch size of 16 and a learning rate of 2e-4.
We reduced the learning rate with a reducing factor of 0.98 for ev-
ery 900 steps. We validated the model with every 500 steps for the
phoneme classifier and trained the model while there is no advance
in the model for 5 validation steps.

5. RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

5.1. Ablation Study

We conducted an ablation study to see the effect of input features
and model architectures. The proposed model shown in Figure 2

https://github.com/seyong92/CSD_reannotation


Model COn (50ms) COn (100ms) COff (50ms) COff (100ms)
P R F P R F P R F P R F

TONY [22] 0.7068 0.6326 0.6645 0.8402 0.7486 0.7877 0.7862 0.6981 0.7358 0.8405 0.7471 0.7870
Omnizart [7, 23] 0.7797 0.8229 0.7951 0.8667 0.9153 0.8843 0.7698 0.8132 0.7852 0.8394 0.8842 0.8554

MusicYOLO (retrained) [8] 0.9427 0.8970 0.9176 0.9711 0.9247 0.9456 0.8924 0.8504 0.8693 0.9476 0.9024 0.9227
Proposed 0.9448 0.9188 0.9305 0.9652 0.9387 0.9506 0.8701 0.8473 0.8576 0.9429 0.9176 0.9290

Table 2. Onset/Offset detection results on ISMIR2014. Both of MusicYOLO and the proposed model were trained with SSVD v2.0. Omnizart
is a pretrained note transcription model package (not with SSVD v2.0). Tony is a free, open-source application for pitch and note transcription.

Fig. 3. Transition and re-onset recall of the models in the abla-
tion study on ISMIR2014. The red triangle is the model with mel-
spectrogram, the blue square is the model with PPG, and the green
circle is the model with both features.

corresponds to "Dual CRNNs + one RNN" in (g). We first compare
it to a single CRNN model with only one type of features (either mel
spectrogram in (a) or PPG in (c)). Considering that the model archi-
tecture can affect the performance, we also compared the proposed
model to the same "Dual CRNNs + one RNN" but with one type
of input features for both inputs (either mel spectrogram in (b) or
PPG in (d)). Given the proposed model, we also removed the RNN
module in each CRNN branch in (e), and then stacked another RNN
module on top of (e) in (f).

Table 1 show the onset/offset detection results of all compared
models. Single CRNNs with only one input features in (a) and (c)
have significantly lower accuracy than the proposed model in (g).
The gap is relatively lower when the model was trained with CSD.
Interestingly, the single CRNN model with PPG consistently outper-
formed the one with mel spectrogram. The results from the same
model architecture with different input features in (b), (d), and (g)
shows that using both mel-spectrogram and PPG is more effective
than using either one of them. However, the gaps are less significant
than those in the comparison with single CRNN in (a) and (c). This
indicates that model architecture is also important to improve the
performance. Likewise, the results in (e), (f), and (g) show that the
design choice of neural network affects the performance. Since CSD
is a small dataset, the proposed model have a tendency to overfit it.
Overall, the propose model in (g) shows the best performance.

We further investigated the effect of the input features by look-
ing into the recall accuracy for two special types of onsets: re-onset
and transition. They are note onsets which have 20 ms or less apart
from the offset of the previous note. The difference between the two
types is whether the pitch changes (transition) or not (re-onset). The
re-onset usually occurs when the syllable in lyrics or energy changes
while continuing the same pitch. Note that, since our model does not

ISMIR2014 SSVD v2.0

Model COnP COnPOff COnP COnPOff

Tony [22] 0.6009 0.4621 0.7311 0.6794
Omnizart [7, 23] 0.6174 0.4992 0.6047 0.5151

Proposed 0.8975 0.7728 0.8558 0.8303

Table 3. Note transcription results on ISMIR2014 and SSVD v2.0.
The proposed model was trained with SSVD v2.0

predict the onset types, only recall accuracy can be computed. As
shown in Figure 3, the models with mel-spectrogram (in red) tend
to detect more transitions, indicating that it is more sensitive to pitch
change. On the other hand, the models with PPG (in blue) tend to de-
tect more re-onsets, showing that it captures phonetic changes well.
Lastly, the models with both features have more balanced accuracy
in both transition and re-onset. The demo examples, more analysis,
and pre-trained models are available on the companion website. 2

5.2. Comparison with Prior Work

Table 2 shows the comparison with prior work on the ISMIR2014
dataset, which has been widely used for singing voice onset/offset
detection (or note segmentation). For fair comparison, we retrained
a recent state-of-the-art model [8] with the same dataset we used for
the proposed model. Our proposed model outperforms the state-of-
the-art model in onset F-score in both tolerances while it is slightly
worse in offset F-score in 50ms tolerance. The publicly available
note transcription software (TONY) and model package (Omnizart)
have significantly lower accuracy than the two models. Finally, to
see the performance for singing note transcription including pitch
information, we measured COnP and COnPOff on ISMIR2014 and
SSVD v2.0 in Table 3. The results show that the proposed model
achieves consistently better performances than TONY and Omnizart.

6. CONCLUSION

We presented a neural network architecture for note-level singing
transcription that takes advantage of PPG on top of mel-spectrogram.
Through the ablation study, we examined various architectures along
with the two input features, showing that the additional phonetic in-
formation is effective in singing onset/offset detection. Also, we
showed that the proposed model outperforms the compared models
on ISMIR2014 and SSVD v2.0. For future work, we plan to explore
models that effectively handle weak supervision from noisy melody
and lyrics labels on a large-scaled dataset [24].

2https://seyong92.github.io/phoneme-informed-transcription-blog/

https://seyong92.github.io/phoneme-informed-transcription-blog/
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Graves, Françoise Beaufays, and Johan Schalkwyk, “Learning

acoustic frame labeling for speech recognition with recurrent
neural networks,” in IEEE Int. Conf. on Acoustics, Speech,
and Signal Processing, South Brisbane, QLD, Australia, 2015,
pp. 4280–4284.

[14] Yann Teytaut and Axel Roebel, “Phoneme-to-audio alignment
with recurrent neural networks for speaking and singing voice,”
in Proc. Interspeech 2021, Brno, Czechia, 2021, pp. 61–65.

[15] Curtis Hawthorne, Andriy Stasyuk, Adam Roberts, Ian Simon,
Cheng-Zhi Anna Huang, Sander Dieleman, Erich Elsen, Jesse
Engel, and Douglas Eck, “Enabling factorized piano music
modeling and generation with the maestro dataset,” in The Int.
Conf. on Learning Representations, New Orleans, LA, USA,
2019.

[16] Matthias Mauch and Simon Dixon, “PYIN: A fundamental fre-
quency estimator using probabilistic threshold distributions,”
in IEEE Int. Conf. on Acoustics, Speech, and Signal Process-
ing, Florence, Italy, 2014, pp. 659–663.

[17] Soonbeom Choi, Wonil Kim, Saebyul Park, Sangeon Yong,
and Juhan Nam, “Children’s song dataset for singing voice re-
search,” in ISMIR Late Breaking and Demo Papers, Montréal,
Canada, 2020.

[18] John S. Garofolo, Lori F. Lamel, William M. Fisher,
Jonathan G. Fiscus, David S. Pallett, Nancy L. Dahlgren, and
Victor Zue, “TIMIT acoustic-phonetic continuous speech cor-
pus,” LDC93S1, Philadelphia: Linguistic Data Consortium,
1993.

[19] “The cmu pronouncing dictionary,” http://www.speech.
cs.cmu.edu/cgi-bin/cmudict, accessed 2022-10-22.

[20] Colin Raffel, Brian McFee, Eric J. Humphrey, Justin Sala-
mon, Oriol Nieto, Dawen Liang, and Daniel P. W. Ellis,
“mir_eval: A transparent implementation of common MIR
metrics,” in Proc. of the 15th Int. Society for Music Information
Retrieval, Taipei, Taiwan, 2014, pp. 367–372.

[21] Ilya Loshchilov and Frank Hutter, “Decoupled weight decay
regularization,” in The Int. Conf. on Learning Representations,
New Orleans, LA, USA, 2019.

[22] Matthias Mauch, Chris Cannam, Rachel Bittner, Geroge
Fazekas, Justin Salamon, Jiajie Dai, Juan Bello, and Simon
Dixon, “Computer-aided melody note transcription using the
tony software: Accuracy and efficiency,” in Proc. of Sound and
Music Computing, Maynooth, Ireland, 2015.

[23] Yu-Te Wu, Yin-Jyun Luo, Tsung-Ping Chen, I-Chieh Wei, Jui-
Yang Hsu, Yi-Chin Chuang, and Li Su, “Omnizart: A general
toolbox for automatic music transcription,” Journal of Open
Source Software, vol. 6, no. 68, pp. 3391, Dec 2021.

[24] Gabriel Meseguer-Brocal, Alice Cohen-Hadria, and Geoffroy
Peeters, “DALI: A large dataset of synchronized audio, lyrics,
and notes, automatically created using teacher-student machine
learning paradigm,” in Proc. of the 19th Int. Society for Music
Information Retrieval, Paris, France, 2018, pp. 431–437.

http://www.speech.cs.cmu.edu/cgi-bin/cmudict
http://www.speech.cs.cmu.edu/cgi-bin/cmudict

	1  Introduction
	2  Related Works
	3  Proposed Method
	3.1  Model Architecture
	3.2  Framewise Phoneme Classifier
	3.3  Label Smoothing
	3.4  Note Decoding

	4  Experiments
	4.1  Datasets
	4.2  Evaluation Metrics
	4.3  Training Details

	5  Results and Discussions
	5.1  Ablation Study
	5.2  Comparison with Prior Work

	6  Conclusion
	7  References

