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Abstract—Automatic Music Transcription (AMT), aiming to get mu-
sical notes from raw audio, typically uses frame-level systems with
piano-roll outputs or language model (LM)-based systems with note-level
predictions. However, frame-level systems require manual thresholding,
while the LM-based systems struggle with long sequences. In this paper,
we propose a hybrid method combining pre-trained roll-based encoders
with an LM decoder to leverage the strengths of both methods. Besides,
our approach employs a hierarchical prediction strategy, first predicting
onset and pitch, then velocity, and finally offset. The hierarchical
prediction strategy reduces computational costs by breaking down long
sequences into different hierarchies. Evaluated on two benchmark roll-
based encoders, our method outperforms traditional piano-roll outputs
0.01 and 0.022 in onset-offset-velocity F1 score, demonstrating its poten-
tial as a performance-enhancing plug-in for arbitrary roll-based music
transcription encoder.

Index Terms—Automatic Music Transcription, Music Information
Retrieval

I. INTRODUCTION

Automatic music transcription (AMT) is a task of converting audio
recordings into symbolic representations [1]. As a key topic in music
information retrieval (MIR), AMT bridges audio-based and symbolic-
based music understanding. AMT systems enable applications such
as score following [2] and audio-score alignment [3].

Piano transcription, an instrument-specific subtask of AMT, is
a challenging task due to the high polyphony of piano music.
Numerous methods have been utilized for piano transcription in
recent decades, including Factorization-based models [4], adaptive
estimation of harmonic spectra [5], and SVM-HMM structure [6].
With deep learning’s rise, models like CNN [7] and CRNN [8]
have been effectively applied in AMT. Onsets & Frames system [9]
significantly improved note-level metrics by integrating onset and
pitch detection. Kong et al. [10] further enhance the AMT system
by proposing a high-resolution AMT system trained by regressing
precise onset and offset times of piano notes. To minimize model
size, studies [11], [12] have used prior knowledge of harmonic
structures in audio representations to develop Dilated Convolutional
networks. Transformer is a revolutionary model with a encoder-
decoder architecture, the self-attention mechanism of which can
extract global features and catch long-term relationships. Toyama et
al. [13] proposed a two-level hierarchical frequency-time Transformer
to catch long-term spectral and temporal dependencies to determine
the precise onset and offset for each note. The above methods use
piano rolls as output, which has a frame-level resolution and requires
a threshold and a post-processing stage to decode it into a note
sequence. Hawthorne et al. [14] revolutionize the AMT framework
by treating it as a sequence-to-sequence task, where the the output
is directly a sequence of note-event tokens, eliminating the need for
extensive threshold-based post-processing
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Frame-level and language model (LM)-based systems have tradi-
tionally been viewed as distinct approaches in AMT. Frame-level
systems utilize a compact piano-roll objective but require complex
post-processing, while LM-based systems directly output note-level
predictions. However, LM-based systems face challenges due to the
lengthy sequences created by flattening note events that contain
tokens of onset, offset, pitch, and velocity, resulting in resource-
intensive training and inference processes. Furthermore, audio en-
coder selection has been explored in related domains such as audio
captioning [15]–[19] and multimodal large language models [20]–
[23], yet its impact on AMT remains unexplored. This gap in research
presents an opportunity to bridge the divide between frame-level and
LM-based approaches.

In this paper, we introduce a novel approach that leverages the
strengths of both roll-based systems and note-based language models
for music representation. Our proposed method employs pre-trained
roll-based systems as encoders and a language model as a decoder,
effectively combining their respective advantages. To enhance pre-
diction efficiency, we implement a hierarchical prediction strategy:
first predicting onset and pitch, followed by velocity, and finally
offset. To achieve the hierarchical prediction strategy, we trained
three models with the same model architecture to predict onset and
pitch, velocity, and offset, respectively. This approach significantly
reduces the prediction sequence length compared to a flattened note
event sequence, resulting in improved performance. We empirically
evaluate the impact of different roll-based encoders and language
model decoder size. Our findings reveal that the choice of encoder
has a much more substantial effect on overall performance than the
size of the language model. Notably, we observe that increasing the
language model size does not reflect as improved model performance,
corroborating observations reported in [14]. We further found that
velocity modeling is more prone to overfitting compared to onset-
pitch and offset. Our findings highlight the importance of encoder
selection in AMT tasks, calling for further research in improving the
scalability of language-model-based AMT systems.

This paper is structured as follows: Section II provides a detailed
description of both the piano roll-based and LM-based systems. In
Section III, we compare the traditional flattened token construction
method with our proposed hierarchical approach. Our experimental
design is outlined in Section IV, followed by Section V, which
presents our findings, including results, ablation studies, and related
discussions. Finally, Section VI offers concluding remarks.

II. ROLL-BASED AND LM-BASED AMT SYSTEMS

A. Roll-based AMT Systems

In roll-based AMT, a waveform x is firstly transformed to an
feature in time-frequency domain X ∈ RT×F , where T is time
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Roll-based Encoder

(a) Pre-training Stage

<time=36> <note=97> 
<velocity=32> 

…

(b) LM-training Stage

LM-based DecoderRoll-based Decoder

Fig. 1: Proposed system architecture. (a) Pre-training stage trains the
roll-based encoder with frame-level objectives. (b) LM-training stage
connects it to a LM decoder, training with note-level objectives.

frames and F is frequency bins, using short-time Fourier transform
(STFT). Then, the feature is transformed to predict a piano roll
Y ∈ {0, 1}T×K , where K is 88 possible pitches, and 0 or 1 encodes
absence or presence of each pitch. The neural network model fθ(X)
predicts Ŷ ∈ [0, 1]T×K , representing predicted pitch probabilities.
Training typically uses binary cross-entropy loss:

LBCE = − 1

TK

T∑
t=1

K∑
k=1

[Yt,k log(Ŷt,k) + (1− Yt,k) log(1− Ŷt,k)].

(1)
At inference time, the continuous predictions Ŷt,k are typically
thresholded to obtain binary predictions, which are then post-
processed to extract note events with onset and offset times. While
roll-based systems have shown good performance, the need for post-
processing limits their use cases, and have motivated the development
of LM-based systems.

B. LM-based AMT Systems

Language Model (LM)-based AMT systems treat music transcrip-
tion as a sequence generation task. In these systems, the input audio
X ∈ RT×F is typically first encoded into a sequence of hidden
representations H ∈ RT ′×D , where T ′ is the number of encoded
time steps and D is the dimension of the hidden representation. The
system then generates a sequence of note events Y = (y1, ..., yN ),
where each yi represents a note event typically consisting of onset
time, pitch, duration, and velocity. The neural network model in an
LM-based system can be represented as a conditional language model
pθ(Y |X), where θ are the learnable parameters. This model generates
the probability distribution of the next note event given the previous
events and the input audio:

pθ(Y |X) =

N∏
i=1

pθ(yi|y<i, X). (2)

Therefore, the training objective for LM-based systems typically uses
the negative log-likelihood loss:

LNLL = − 1

N

N∑
i=1

log pθ(yi|y<i, X). (3)

At inference time, the model generates note events autoregressively,
often using beam search or other decoding strategies to improve
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…
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…

(a)
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…
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…
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Fig. 2: Flattened and hierarchical token sequence. on, pn, vn and dn
represents a note event with onset time on, pitch pn, velocity vn,
and offset dn. Flattened approach (a) forms one sequence, while the
hierarchical approach (b1, b2 and b3) forms three sequences. Two
lines on o and p tokens denote that they are fixed from b1 during b2
and b3. Best viewed in color. See Sec. III for details.

the quality of the generated sequence. This approach allows for
direct generation of note-level predictions without the need for
post-processing, potentially capturing long-term dependencies in the
music. While LM-based systems offer the advantage of direct note-
level prediction, they are often computationally expensive due to the
need for flattening of note event sequence.

III. FLATTENED AND HIERARCHICAL TOKEN STRUCTURE

Our system is composed of an encoder fenc and a LM-based de-
coder fdec, as illustrated in Figure 1. The encoders fenc are pre-trained
on piano roll objectives, and transforms the input audio X ∈ RT×F

into a sequence of hidden representations H = fenc(X) ∈ RT ′×D ,
where the LM decoder fdec is designed to predict note-level output
Y = (y1, ..., yN ) from the frame-level feature H extracted by the
encoder. We propose a hierarchical prediction strategy for note events,
where fdec predicts note pitch, velocity, and offset sequentially,
controlled by task-specific query tokens q ∈ {qp, qv, qf} with a
vocabulary size of three. The probability of generating a note event
yi can be expressed as:

pθ(yi|y<i, X, q) = fdec(y<i, H, q), (4)

where θ represents the learnable parameters of both the encoder
and decoder. In this section, we detail how we construct the token
sequence used to train our system.

Let H = (x1:T ′) be the hidden representations extracted from the
input audio sequence, and Y = y1:N be the sequence of note events,
where each yn = (on, pn, vn, dn) represents a note event with onset
time on, pitch pn, velocity vn, and offset fn. For ponset-pitch, pvelocity,
and doffset, we add <sos> to the sequence and append task-specific
query tokens qp, qv , or qd. Notes are organized by onset time (first
to last), then pitch (low to high). We use <eos> to end sequences
and <pad> for batching. For flattened sequences, we follow [14],
organizing note onset, pitch, velocity, and offset similarly.

Differently than [14], which employs an encoder-decoder language
model T5 [24], we use LLaMA [25], a decoder-only language model
architecture. The primary difference between these architectures lies
in how they process the input sequence to generate the output
sequence. The encoder-decoder architecture processes the previously
generated tokens y1:n−1 using an encoder into a sequence of hidden
representations Henc, which is used to predict the next token yn,
i.e. p(yn) = p(yn|Henc). In contrast, a decoder-only architecture



generates the output sequence by directly conditioning on the pre-
vious tokens without needing an explicit encoder step. The model
autoregressively predicts the next token from the preceding tokens in
the sequence, i.e. p(yn) = p(yn|x1, y1:n−1).

A critical aspect of the model is its ability to encode positional
information, as the Transformer architecture itself is agnostic to the
order of tokens. To address this, we use two types of positional
encodings: absolute positional encodings for audio embeddings and
rotary position embeddings (RoPE) [26] for note event tokens.

Absolute positional encodings introduce explicit position informa-
tion to the input tokens by adding a fixed positional vector to each
token embedding. The positional vector is calculated using sine and
cosine functions of varying wavelengths, which ensure that each
position in the sequence has a unique encoding. Formally, for a
position pos and dimension i, the positional encoding is defined as:

PE(pos, 2i) = sin

(
pos

10000
2i
d

)
,

PE(pos, 2i+ 1) = cos

(
pos

10000
2i
d

)
,

(5)

where d is the dimensionality of the embeddings. This encoding
is added directly to the token embeddings, allowing the model to
differentiate between tokens based on their positions in the sequence.

In contrast, Rotary Position Embeddings (RoPE) [26] offer a more
flexible and efficient way of encoding positional information, espe-
cially for tasks involving long-range dependencies. RoPE modifies
the query (Q) and key (K) vectors by applying a rotation in the
embedding space. This introduces a relative positioning between
tokens while preserving the inner-product structure of the attention
mechanism. The rotary transformation is applied as follows:

Q′
i = Qi cos(θ) +Qi+1 sin(θ),

K′
i = Ki cos(θ) +Ki+1 sin(θ),

(6)

where θ is a position-dependent angle. Recall the probability of
generating the entire sequence Y is given by:

p(Y ) =

N∏
n=1

p(yn|x1, y1:n−1). (7)

In our hierarchical model, we extend this with task-specific query
tokens q. The probability of generating each note yn is now factorized
into subcomponents, each handled by a separate language model:

p(yn) = p(on, pn|x1, y1:n−1, qp)

×p(vn|x1, y1:n−1, on, pn, qv)

×p(dn|x1, y1:n−1, on, pn, vn, qf ).

(8)

Here, ponset-pitch, pvelocity, and poffset represent distinct language models
for onset-pitch, velocity, and offset predictions, respectively. These
models utilize the attention mechanism described earlier, where
the query, key, and value matrices are computed from the input
sequence and prior predictions. The use of separate language models
for each aspect of the musical event sequence reduces interference
between tasks and enables more focused learning. Each language
model follows the same Transformer-based structure, where Wp is a
learnable linear projection matrix:

pmodel(·) = softmax(Wp · FFN(MultiHead(Q,K, V ))). (9)

Here, FFN represents Feed Forward Network. This formulation
allows each submodel to specialize in a specific attribute of the musi-
cal sequence while maintaining a consistent underlying architecture.
The model benefits from this hierarchical structure, as predictions

for onset-pitch, velocity, and offset are made sequentially, with each
prediction conditioned on the previous ones.

The efficiency of this hierarchical approach is reflected in its time
complexity. For each language model, the time complexity remains
O((T + N)2D), where T is the length of the input sequence, N
is the length of the note sequence, and D is the hidden dimension.
However, the overall complexity is reduced to O(3(T +N)2D) by
splitting the task across three separate models. This is a significant
improvement over the O((T +3N)2D) complexity that would result
from using a single model for all tasks. Given that T ≪ N , this
leads to an almost threefold reduction in time complexity, greatly
improving the model’s efficiency while maintaining high accuracy.

IV. EXPERIMENT DESIGN

A. Encoders

For a comprehensive evaluation, we employ two benchmark roll-
based systems, and adapt them as encoder. Specifically, we use
CRNN [10] and HPPNet [11]. CRNN is comprised of convolutional
layers, followed by bi-directional GRU layers and a linear readout
layer. Two models of the same architecture are designed to perform
note and pedal predictions. We take the embedding before the final
readout layer, with 768 dimensions, and concatenate both to form a
1536-dim embedding as the representation H into the LM decoder.
HPPNet combines convolutional and recurrent elements, introducing
”harmonic dilated convolution” (HD-Conv) layers to exploit harmonic
characteristics of the input constant-Q transform.

B. Token Dictionary

The size of our token dictionary is 1265. Beyond task-specific
query tokens and special tokens (<sos> for start of sentence, <eos>
for end of sentence, <pad> for padding and <unk> for unknown),
we encode time at 10ms resolution, yielding 1001 unique tokens for
10-second segments. Following [14], we use 128 tokens each for pitch
and velocity. We also introduce a note-sustain” token, used when a
note extends beyond the boundary of a training segment, and either
its beginning or ending falls outside the current training area.

C. Dataset

We employ the Maestro dataset [27], which contains about 200
hours of paired piano recordings and MIDI score, sourced from
the International Piano-e-Competition. The score is directly captured
from the Yamaha Disklaviers piano, and have been aligned to have
an error margin of within 3 milliseconds against the recordings.
The dataset is then segmented into individual musical pieces. We
utilize the official train/validation/test split provided by the Maestro
dataset, where the number of recordings and total duration in hours
are 962/137/177 songs and 159.2/19.4/20.0 hours, respectively.

D. Training and Evaluation Setup

The original CRNN model is trained on 10-second long audio
segments, while the HPPNet model is trained on 20-second long
ones. For a fair comparison, we retrain HPPNet on 10-second long
segments and achieves comparable performance of reported in [11].
For the LM decoder, we use 6 transformer layers with 16 attention
heads, and an embedding dimension of 1024. After the models are
re-trained, we connect their output to the LM decoder through a
linear layer, then train end-to-end using the AdamW optimizer with
a learning rate of 1e-5, a batch size of 5, and a maximum step count
of 1 million. All experiments are conducted on NVIDIA RTX 4090s.
We train all settings until convergence is observed.



TABLE I: Experimental results. Best performing setting for each
metric is shown in bold.

Models Params On F1 On Off F1 On Off Vel F1

Hawthorne et al. [14] 54M 0.960 0.839 0.826
Hawthorne et al. [14] 213M 0.956 0.828 0.814

CRNN Roll 200M 0.967 0.825 0.809
CRNN Flatten 200M 0.943 0.393 0.386
CRNN Hierarchy 200M 0.962 0.845 0.819

HPPNet Roll 181M 0.971 0.822 0.810
HPPNet Flatten 181M 0.950 0.390 0.382
HPPNet Hierarchy 181M 0.971 0.852 0.832

TABLE II: Different LM Decoder Settings.

Setting # Layer # Head # Embed Dim Batch Size

Tiny 4 8 512 64
Small 6 12 768 56
Base 6 16 1024 40
Large 12 32 1024 24

E. Metrics

We follow the default settings in mir_eval to determine if
a predicted note is correct. Compared to a ground-truth note, a
correctly predicted note should have an onset within a window of
±50 milliseconds, a pitch within a window of ±50 cents, a velocity
within a window of 0.1 after normalizing to the interval [0,1], and
an offset within ±50 milliseconds or 20% of the note’s duration,
whichever is larger. Following previous literature [10], [11], [14], we
primarily use an F1 score that takes into account ‘pitches, onsets,
offsets, and velocities (On Off Vel F1)’. We also include results for
F1 scores that consider ‘pitches and onsets (On F1)’ or ‘pitches,
onsets and offsets (On Off F1)’.

V. RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

Results are shown in Tab. I. Comparing between the three settings,
we can see that the flattened sequence is slightly worse at modeling
onset behavior, but drastically worse at predicting note offset; whereas
the hierarchical setting consistently reports comparable or better
performance. It is worth noting that the “Roll” approach requires
setting a threshold to gate notes as posterior information, whereas
the “Hierarchy” approach do not. We have also achieved new state-
of-the-art result of the LM-based piano transcription model with the
HPPNet setting on all three F1 scores.

Comparing between our results and results from [14], which also
applies a flattened sequence during training, we see that their results
are much closer to the “Roll” approach. We believe this is primarily
due to the influence of sequence length. In [14], each segment is 4.088
seconds, while in ours, the segment length is 10 seconds. This resulted
in more notes per sequence, and with the flattened approach, sequence
length grows quickly with note events, which may have hindered
model performance. Also, [14] used an encoder-decoder language
modeling architecture, while we use a decoder-only language model.
We hypothesize that the non-autoregressive nature of the encoder-
decoder architecture helped it better encode information that would be
especially lost in the long, flattened sequence [28], therefore increased
its performance compared to our flattened setting.

Language models have been observed to show a “scaling law”
where large models with more parameters exhibit better perfor-
mance [29]. However, on the piano transcription task, [14] observed
that larger model overfits rather than generalize better. To better

TABLE III: Results for scaling experiments. Best results are shown
in bold.

Models Params On F1 On Off F1 On Off Vel F1

HPPNet tiny 41M 0.938 0.807 0.745
HPPNet small 105M 0.963 0.805 0.763
HPPNet base 181M 0.971 0.852 0.832
HPPNet large 335M 0.967 0.777 0.740

0 50000 100000 150000 200000 250000 300000 350000 400000
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Fig. 3: Onset-pitch, velocity and offset loss on the training set (solid
lines) and validation set (dotted lines). Best viewed in color.

examine this phenomenon, we conduct three scaling experiments by
training hierarchical token sequence models on three settings, dubbed
as “tiny”, “small” and “large”, as shown in Table II. We conduct these
scaling experiments on 8 NVIDIA RTX 4090s.

Results for the scaling experiments are shown in Table III. We
observe that compared to the original setting, no significant change
in any metric is observed, while all settings slightly under-perform
the “base” setting. To examine the training process, we plot the
training and validations sets’ loss at different timesteps in Figure 3.
We observe that while onset-pitch and offset language models quickly
plateaus during training, the velocity training show over-fitting at
only about 100k steps, similar to the phenomenon described in [14].
This suggests that the scaling behavior for different token types are
different, and further merits our hierarchical approach.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we propose a hybrid method that combines pre-
trained roll-based encoders with an LM decoder. Besides, our ap-
proach employs a hierarchical prediction strategy, first predicting
onset and pitch, then velocity, and finally offset. The hierarchical
prediction strategy reduces computational costs by breaking down
long sequences. Evaluated on two benchmark roll-based encoders,
our method outperforms traditional piano-roll outputs 0.01 and 0.022
in onset-offset-velocity F1 score, demonstrating its potential as a
performance-enhancing plug-in for any roll-based encoder. Results
show that encoder choice significantly impacts performance more
than LM size, highlighting the importance of encoder selection in
AMT. This study calls for further investigation into improving the
scalability of LM-based AMT systems.
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