“Feel” Evaluation Summary for OMR SFStudy

Megan Schindele and Donald Byrd, 30 November 2005

(Explanation and detailed user comments appear at the end.)

Pair 1. J. S. Bach: Cello Suite no. 1 in G, BWV 1007, Prelude, Breitkopf/Klengel ed. (TP 8): original vs. PhotoScore (300 dpi)
Subject no.
OMR Accuracy
Most Serious Error
2nd Most Serious Error
Other Comments

1
5
Wrong notes in m. 13 and 20
Missing/incorrect articulations


2
3
Addition of dots (as aug. and stacc. dots)
Omission of slurs
Lists other errors, incl. missing accidentals, dynamics, fingerings, etc.

3
2.5
Missing and added notes and accidentals (13, 16, 20)
Extraneous and inconsistent articulation markings and dots


4
3
Typos/misprints
Fingerings resembling harmonic markings


5
4
Missing note, last system [20]
Lack of extension of cresc. (cresc. - - - -)
Missing fingerings, misspelling of cresc.

6
4
Missing/wrong notes [13, 20]
Lack of extension of cresc. (cresc. - - - -) and goal dynamic
Lack of phrase markings, Missing key signature in m. 7

7
4
Missing note last system [20]
Wrong accidental [13]


8
6
Missing or incorrect accidentals
Missing slurs
Impressed w/no incorrect positions on staff

SUMMARY
3.94
[5] Missing notes in m. 20

[3/4] Missing accidental, m. 13 (one with no measure number)

[1] Misspellings
[2] Articulations

[2] Missing slurs

[2] Cresc. Extensions

[1] Missing accidental

[1] Fingering mistakes
Mentioned some secondary errors listed by other users

Pair 2. J. S. Bach: Cello Suite no. 1 in G, BWV 1007, Prelude, Breitkopf/Klengel ed. (TP 8): original vs. SharpEye (300 dpi)
Subject no.
OMR Accuracy
Most Serious Error
2nd Most Serious Error
Other Comments

1
6
Quarter rest [added] in the first bar
Missing slurs in m. 11
Liked added measure numbers

2
5
Omission of notes in 1st measure
Complete omission of fingerings
Omission of extensions, added staccato, overlap of dynamics

3
3.5
Extra rest, incorrect barring (m. 1)
Inconsistent articulation markings (m. 11, 17)


4
3
Series of typos and misspellings
Dynamic markings obscuring pitches
Missing cresc. markings

5
3
Notes/rest values changed @ beg. [m. 1]
Lack of extension of cresc. (cresc. - - - -)
Misspellings

6
4
Mistakes in m. 1
Lack of extension of cresc. (cresc. - - - -) and misplaced goal dynamic
Missing fingering

7
5
Mistakes in m. 1
Obscured dynamics


8
6
Mistake in m. 1
Missing cresc. markings and fingerings
(explanation of choice for ranking of errors)

SUMMARY
4.44
[7] Mistake in m. 1

[1] Misspellings
[5] Dynamic markings obscured or missing

[2] Missing fingerings

[1] Missing slurs

[1] Inconsistent articulation markings
All references to other secondary errors

Pair 3. J. S. Bach: Cello Suite no. 1 in G, BWV 1007, Prelude, Breitkopf/Klengel ed. (TP 8): original vs. SmartScore (300 dpi)
Subject no.
OMR Accuracy
Most Serious Error
2nd Most Serious Error
Other Comments

1
6
Missing note, m. 17
Misinterpretation of fingerings/articulations
Overall approval

2
2
Arbitrary addition of articulation marks
Misreading of rhythm
Misinterpreted text; omission of fingering, dynamic extensions, and some dynamics; misplaced slurs

3
3
Extra articulation marks
Missing note, m. 17


4
3
Typos/Misspellings
Lack of extension of cresc. (cresc. - - - -)


5
2
Misinterpreted/added articulation marks
Lack of extension of cresc. (cresc. - - - -), misspelling of cresc.
Missing fingerings, misspellings

6
4
Missing notes, key signatures, fingerings, cresc. extensions
Garbled text; arbitrary addition of articulation marks


7
6
Misinterpreted articulation marks
Misspellings


8
5
Missing note, m. 17
Incorrect rhythm, m. 19
Example is “too literal”—lacking in musical context for interpretation

SUMMARY
3.88
[4] Articulation mark problems

[3] Missing note (m. 17)

[1] Other missing elements

[1] Misspellings
[2] Articulation mark problems

[2] Missing dynamic extensions

[2] Incorrect rhythm (m. 19)

[2] Misspellings

[1] Missing note (m. 17)
References to other secondary errors; comments on overall opinion of example

Pair 4. Mozart: Piano Sonata no. 13 in Bb, K.333, I, Durand/Saint-Saens ed. (TP 21): original vs. PhotoScore (300 dpi)
Subject no.
OMR Accuracy
Most Serious Error
2nd Most Serious Error
Other Comments

1
2
Incorrect/missing notes (too many problems to count)
Lack of articulation marks
Accidentals overlapping (a mess)

2
1
(too many problems to count)
(too many problems to count)
Lists problems (messy)

3
1
Incorrect/missing notes, accidentals, and rests
Extraneous and missing articulation markings


4
2
Mistakes in [articulation] markings
Missing note [m. 19]
A mess

5
2
Incorrect/missing notes; other markings (articulations, trills) missing
Clef changed to rest, last system
Other missing/added elements

6
2
Incorrect/missing notes (too many problems to count)
Random addition of articulations; omission of dynamic markings
Inconsistent font sizes for fingerings

7
3
Misinterpretation of clef, m. 20
Missing note, m. 19


8
4
Missing accidentals
Missing slurs
Numerous errors, but large percentage of correct notes

SUMMARY
2.13
[4] Incorrect/missing notes

[3] (too many problems to count)

[2] Articulation/other markings missing or mistaken

[2] Missing accidentals

[1] Misinterpretation of clef, m. 20
[4] Articulation marks missing or mistaken

[2] Missing note, m. 19

[1] Misinterpretation of clef, m. 20

[1] Omission of dynamic markings

[1] (too many problems to count)
General consensus: Very messy (one dissenting opinion)

Pair 5. Mozart: Piano Sonata no. 13 in Bb, K.333, I, Durand/Saint-Saens ed. (TP 21): original vs. SharpEye (300 dpi)
Subject no.
OMR Accuracy
Most Serious Error
2nd Most Serious Error
Other Comments

1
2
Incorrect/missing notes (m. 1, 2, 20)
Lack of grace notes and trill


2
1
Incorrect/missing notes
Inability to recognize individual [illegible]
Omission of fingerings, trills, etc.; improperly placed rests

3
1.5
Incorrect/missing notes (1, 2, 4, 14, 20)
Inconsistent articulation markings


4
1.5
Missing notes
Missing/incorrect fingerings and [articulation] markings
Comment on this version not sounding like the original

5
1
Missing notes (2, 4, etc.); missing slurs
Missing accidental (m. 14)
Missing fingerings, grace notes, trills

6
4
Incorrect/missing notes (m. 2, 20)
Missing fingering, grace notes
Not too bad

7
3
Misinterpretation, m. 20
Missing notes, m. 2


8
5
Missing notes
Incorrect durations
Missing grace notes

SUMMARY
2.38
[8] Incorrect/missing/misinterpreted notes

[1] Missing slurs
[2] Missing/incorrect articulation marks

[2] Missing grace notes

[2] Missing/incorrect fingerings

[1] Incorrect duration

[1] Missing note
Some mention of secondary errors

Pair 6. Mozart: Piano Sonata no. 13 in Bb, K.333, I, Durand/Saint-Saens ed. (TP 21): original vs. SmartScore (300 dpi)
Subject no.
OMR Accuracy
Most Serious Error
2nd Most Serious Error
Other Comments

1
1
Incorrect/missing notes (3, 4, 15, 17, 21, 23)
Misinterpretation, m. 12


2
1 (0)
(Everything)
(Everything)
List of errors

3
1
Incorrect/missing notes (4, 6, 15, 17, 20, 21); Incorrect/missing articulation marks (1-10, 12, 14)
Extraneous markings


4
1
Extraneous markings
Missing trills
Poor representation of original

5
1
Incorrect/missing notes
Missing accidental
Addition of triplets, missing fingerings and slurs

6
4
Extraneous markings
Omission of markings
Hard to choose which is the worst

7
2
Incorrect notes, m. 12
Missing notes, m. 20


8
4
Missing accidentals
Misinterpreted note, m. 4
Missing/misinterpreted marks

SUMMARY
1.88
[4] Incorrect/missing notes

[2] Extraneous markings

[1] Incorrect/missing articulations

[1] Missing accidentals

[1] Everything
No consistency


Explanation

The eight subjects in this “feel” evaluation of OMR systems were music librarians (some with serious backgrounds in performance and/or musicology) and graduate-student performers, all affiliated with a large university music school. The subjects’ backgrounds were noticably biased towards early music. Each was given a packet containing the musical examples, plus a questionnaire/explanation with some demographic questions and the following explanation:

The example packet accompanying this questionnaire includes six pairs of pages. In each pair, the first (marked “original”) is the original page; the second (marked “OMR”) is the result of a scanning that page into a computer, processing the image with an OMR program, and printing the result. Three OMR programs are involved, so there are only two different original pages, with three pairs for each. Please compare each pair of pages, and answer the following questions. Note: the OMR process may change the font or size of any text, sometimes drastically; ignore differences of that type. Also ignore differences in spacing, beam slope, etc.; these “typographic” features are irrelevant for our purposes.

All numerical ratings for the pairwise comparisons are on a scale of 1(very poor) to 7 (excellent), which was presented to the subjects as follows:

very poor
poor
fair
fairly good
good
very good
excellent


1
2
3
4
5
6
7

In addition to the demographic questions and numerical ratings, the last page of the questionnaire/explanation invited subjects to make “general comments on any aspect of this”.

Subjects’ general comments

User 1: 

“I was really conflicted over these examples. Initially, at first glance, I was impressed by how well the OMR did. But then upon closer inspection became increasingly dissapointed [sic] by the various errors. The important thing to consider here is the question “for what purpose are these scores being scanned?” For many purposes like our work w/variations & other digital library uses the errors would be unacceptable. However as an alternative to manually inputting notes into a notation program in preparing an arrangement or edition, even the worst example would be a serious time saver despite the time required proofreading and correcting the OMR.”

User 2:

“It appears that anyone who is familiar with using Finale or Sibelius would have a better chance of obtaining a more accurate score—with practice—than most of the optical recognition devices. (. P.S. Piano music must be one of the most difficult kinds of music to scan.”

User 4:

“I would be horrified to see what kind of mistakes in text would be made in song literature—This needs some serious overhauling before it goes public.”

User 7:

“It looks like these programs work a lot better for single line melodic stuff. The piano score seemed to be too much for its brain. I typically don’t pay much attention to slurs or articulation markings.”

User 8:

“I had very low expectations for OMR quality here, and was pleasantly surprised. It’s hard in this evaluation to separate errors caused by incorrect OMR from those caused  by formatting in presentation software.”

1

