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Abstract
Accurate recognition of rare and new words remains a

pressing problem for contextualized Automatic Speech Recog-
nition (ASR) systems. Most context-biasing methods involve
modification of the ASR model or the beam-search decoding
algorithm, complicating model reuse and slowing down infer-
ence. This work presents a new approach to fast context-biasing
with CTC-based Word Spotter (CTC-WS) for CTC and Trans-
ducer (RNN-T) ASR models. The proposed method matches
CTC log-probabilities against a compact context graph to detect
potential context-biasing candidates. The valid candidates then
replace their greedy recognition counterparts in corresponding
frame intervals. A Hybrid Transducer-CTC model enables the
CTC-WS application for the Transducer model. The results
demonstrate a significant acceleration of the context-biasing
recognition with a simultaneous improvement in F-score and
WER compared to baseline methods. The proposed method is
publicly available in the NVIDIA NeMo toolkit1.
Index Terms: Context-biasing ASR, CTC, RNN-T

1. Introduction
ASR models often struggle to recognize words that were absent
or had few examples in the training data. Context-biasing meth-
ods attempt to solve this problem by assuming that we have a
list of words and phrases (context-biasing list) in advance for
which we want to improve recognition accuracy.

One of the directions of context-biasing methods is based
on the “deep fusion”. These methods require intervention into
the ASR model and its training process. In this case, the
context-biasing list is supplied to the encoder or decoder via a
cross-attention mechanism as a vector of an entire word [1, 2, 3]
or a token from context trie [4, 5]. There are also methods based
on SpeechLM, when the context-biasing list is fed directly into
the prompt for the LLM part of the model [6, 7].

Another direction is methods based on “shallow fusion”. In
this case, the only decoding process is modified. Initially, shal-
low fusion methods were applied to classic ASR systems by
adding new words to the WFST decoding graph [8, 9]. Shal-
low fusion methods are also used for End-to-End ASR. During
the beam-search decoding, the hypothesis is re-scored depend-
ing on the presence of the current word in the context-biasing
list [10, 11, 12]. It is also possible to combine an end-to-end
ASR model with WFST to obtain context-biasing abilities of
the classic models [13, 14, 15].

Despite the advantages of shallow fusion methods in model
reuse, these approaches use beam-search decoding. Process-

1https://github.com/NVIDIA/NeMo/blob/main/
tutorials/asr/ASR_Context_Biasing.ipynb

Figure 1: The proposed context-biasing method.

Figure 2: A context-biasing example for a CTC model.

ing many alternative hypotheses leads to a significant decod-
ing slowdown even for the Connectionist Temporal Classifica-
tion (CTC) model [16]. This problem is considerably wors-
ened in the case of the Transducer (RNN-T) model [17] since
beam-search decoding involves multiple Decoder (Prediction)
and Joint networks calculations. Moreover, the context-biasing
recognition is limited by the model prediction pool biased to-
ward training data. In the case of rare or new words, the
model may not have a hypothesis for the desired word from the
context-biasing list whose probability we want to amplify.

This work presents a new fast context-biasing method us-
ing a CTC-based Word Spotter called CTC-WS (Figure 1). The
method involves decoding CTC log-probabilities with a con-
text graph built for words and phrases from the context-biasing
list. The spotted context-biasing candidates (with their scores
and time intervals) are compared by scores with words from the
greedy CTC decoding results to improve recognition accuracy
and reduce false-positive errors of context-biasing (Figure 2).

We also propose a method of improving the recognition ac-
curacy of abbreviations and complicated words with alternative
transcriptions inspired by [13], but obtained automatically with-
out preliminary speech recognition.

A Hybrid Transducer-CTC model [18] (a shared encoder
trained together with CTC and Transducer output heads) en-
ables the use of the CTC-WS method for the Transducer model.
Context-biasing candidates obtained by CTC-WS are also fil-
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Figure 3: Context graph – a composition of a prefix tree
with CTC transition topology generated for words “gpu” and
“geforce”. Blue and green arcs denote blank (∅) transitions
and self-loops for non-blank tokens, respectively.

tered by the scores with greedy CTC predictions and then
merged with greedy Transducer results. Compared to base-
line shallow fusion methods, the CTC-WS demonstrates bet-
ter WER and context-biasing word recognition and remarkably
speeds up the decoding process for CTC and Transducer mod-
els. The proposed method is publicly available in the NVIDIA
NeMo toolkit.

2. Methods
2.1. CTC-based Word Spotter

To solve the context-biasing problem for the CTC model, we
propose a new word detection method using CTC-based Word
Spotter (CTC-WS). In the first stage, we build a context graph
consisting of a composition of a prefix tree (Trie) with the CTC
transition topology for words and phrases from the context-
biasing list (Figure 3). Words are segmented according to the
ASR model tokenizer.

Next, we compute log-probabilities (logprobs) from the
CTC decoder and perform a decoding process using the con-
text graph according to Algorithm 1. We add a new empty hy-
pothesis to the root node on every time frame to be able to start
recognition of a new word anywhere in the audio. Hypotheses
are additionally rewarded for moving through a non-blank token
by adding context-biasing weight cbw in log-domain, which in-
creases the likelihood of context-biasing words detection.

To speed up the decoding process, we use methods for re-
ducing the search space by hypotheses beam and state prun-
ings (line 24 of Algorithm 1), similar to the classic ASR de-
coding [19]. As an additional speed-up method, we use a blank
skipping technique inspired by [14]. If the current hypothesis is
empty (at the root state of the context graph) and the probability
of the blank output is greater than blank threshold βthr , we skip
this time-frame (line 7). A similar technique can be applied to
non-blank tokens with non-blank threshold γthr (line 11).

The word spotter generates candidates of context-biased
words with their accumulated scores and frame intervals (start
and end positions) in the input audio file. However, detected
words may overlap (for example, the same word was recognized
with slightly different time shifts). We find all the overlapping
intervals and keep only one candidate with the best score on
each overlapping (line 27).

Next, we get a word-level alignment of the greedy CTC de-
coding results (line 28). Words from the alignment are replaced
with overlapping context-biasing candidates (line 29). To tackle
a false accept problem (the actual word “cloud” can be spotted

Algorithm 1 CTC-based Word Spotter

Require: Context graph CG, CTC logprobs L = {l0, l1, ..., lT−1},
blank threshold βthr , non-blank threshold γthr , context-biasing
weight cbw , CTC alignment weight ctcw , beam threshold
beamthr , HYP – hypotheses class with current CG state, accu-
mulated score, start/end time frames.

1: A = {} ▷ list of active hyps
2: C = {} ▷ list of current hyps
3: SH = {} ▷ list of spotted hyps
4: for t = 0 to T − 1 do
5: Add HYP(state = CG.root, start frame = t) in A
6: for hyp in A do
7: if hyp is empty and lt[blank] > βthr then
8: continue
9: end if
10: for token in hyp.state.next tokens do
11: if hyp is empty and lt[token] < γthr then
12: continue
13: end if
14: new hyp = HYP(state = hyp.state)
15: new hyp.start frame = hyp.start frame
16: new hyp.score = hyp.score + lt[token] + cbw
17: if new hyp.state.is end of word then
18: new hyp.end frame = t
19: Add new hyp in SH
20: end if
21: Add new hyp in B
22: end for
23: end for
24: A = beam and state prunings(C, beamthr)
25: C = {}
26: end for
27: best cb candidats = find best hyps(SH)
28: ctc word ali = get ctc word alignment(L, ctcw)
29: return merge(ctc word ali, best cb candidats)

as “cuda” if “cloud” is not presented in the context graph as
per Figure 2 example), we compare the context-biasing candi-
date score with the score of the overlapping word from the CTC
alignment. The word score from the CTC alignment is defined
as a sum of logprobs with ctcw weight for each non-blank to-
ken.

2.2. Hybrid Transducer-CTC model

The CTC-WS method can also be applied to the Transducer
model. To do this, we need an ASR model trained in hy-
brid mode using a shared encoder with CTC and Trans-
ducer decoders, jointly trained with two loss functions (Hybrid
Transducer-CTC) [20, 18].

The only difference with the CTC model is that the fi-
nal CTC-WS results will have been merged with the results of
greedy Transducer decoding. The context-biasing candidates
must also be filtered using CTC word-level alignment to avoid a
high false accept level. We observed that training such a Hybrid
Transducer-CTC model in a joint mode makes the word-level
alignment from the CTC and Transducer decoder very close to
each other regarding frame intervals, making it possible to ap-
ply this method.

3. Experimental Setup
3.1. ASR model

As an ASR model, we used the publicly available Hybrid
Transducer-CTC2 based on FastConformer encoder architecture
[21] with around 114M parameters. The model was trained on
a composite data set of about 20k hours of English speech and
a BPE tokenizer [22] with 1024 tokens.

2https://catalog.ngc.nvidia.com/orgs/nvidia/
teams/nemo/models/stt_en_fastconformer_hybrid_large_
streaming_multi



3.2. Test data

For a context-biasing benchmark, we collected data from
NVIDIA keynote talks. This data is specific to the computer
science and engineering domain, which has a large number of
unique terms and product names (NVIDIA, GPU, GeForce, Ray
Tracing, Omniverse, teraflops, etc.), which is a good fit for the
context-biasing task.

All manual transcriptions were normalized using NeMo
Text Normalization [23] and cleared of remaining non-text char-
acters. All audio files were then segmented from 2 to 35 seconds
in duration by the CTC segmentation method [24]. To address
the problem with wrongly aligned segments, we removed seg-
ments with a high WER (>= 80%) obtained using the baseline
ASR model in greedy CTC decoding. The obtained GTC data
set was divided into 3-hour dev and 7-hour test sets.

3.3. Context-biasing list

While building a context-biasing list, we are interested in high-
frequency words and phrases with which the baseline ASR
model had recognition problems. We built monogram and
bigram-level recognition statistics based on the greedy CTC
decoding results to do this. Next, we obtained elements with
recognition accuracy <= 50%, length >= 3 characters (short
words lead to an excessive number of false accepts and, there-
fore, should not be included in the context-biasing list), and
sorted them according to their frequency. The resulting list was
manually processed to remove words like “okay, gonna, hey,
etc.” which do not fit the context-biasing task. Finally, we ob-
tained a list of 100 unique words and phrases such as nvidia,
geforce, omniverse, tensor core, gpu, cpu, and others, occurring
739 and 2149 times in dev and test sets, respectively.

We noticed that the baseline ASR model in greedy decod-
ing mode sometimes tends to recognize abbreviations as sepa-
rate words with single character length (gpu – g p u, rtx – r t
x) and compound words as a sequence of words (hyperscale –
hyper scale, tensorrt – tensor rt). For the BPE tokenizer, to-
kens “p” inside the word “gpu” and “ p” in separate words “g
p u” are different (“ ” denotes start-of-word in BPE). The ASR
model has different decoder outputs for these tokens. To im-
prove the recognition accuracy of such words, we added alter-
native character-based transcriptions for words <= 4 character
length (presumable abbreviations). For compound words, we
use wordninja3, which can split such words into base words via
word statistics from the default wordninja dictionary.

3.4. Metrics

To evaluate context-biasing methods, we measure F-score (2 ∗
Precision ∗ Recall/(Precision + Recall)) for words from
the context-biasing list according to the word-level alignment
between reference and predicted text. We consider overall WER
as well. In addition to accuracy metrics, we measure the time
spent on the entire decoding process (with context-biasing), ex-
cluding the Encoder pass calculations. All evaluations were car-
ried out on Intel Core i9-10900X and NVIDIA RTX A6000.

3.5. Baseline context-biasing methods

Besides greedy CTC and greedy batch Transducer decoding
(batch size=128), we explore publicly available context-biasing
methods. The pyctcdecode4 supports word boosting (hotwords)

3https://github.com/keredson/wordninja
4https://github.com/kensho-technologies/pyctcdecode

during the CTC beamsearch decoding by shallow fusion ap-
proach. We set the default hotword weight to 10.

For the baseline beam-search [17] and MAES [25] Trans-
ducer decoding methods, we implemented shallow fusion based
on the context graph according to the Icefall5 implementation.
We used beam size 5 for all the baseline algorithms because in-
creasing this value further gives a minor accuracy increase while
significantly slowing down decoding.

3.6. CTC-based Word Spotter

We selected the following CTC-WS parameters that minimize
WER without significantly compromising decoding time effi-
ciency obtained for the GTC dev set: context-biasing weight
cbw = 3.0, CTC alignment weight ctcw = 0.5, blank thresh-
old βthr = log(0.80), non-blank threshold γthr = log(0.001),
and beam threshold beamthr = 7.0.

4. Results

Table 1: CTC and Transducer decoding results on the GTC test
set. CB stands for the presence of context-biasing. Time is over-
all decoding time without encoder. P is Precision. R is Recall.

Method CB Time, s F-score (P/R) WER, %

CTC

greedy × 3 0.32 (0.97/0.19) 14.02

pyctcdecode × 18 0.36 (0.98/0.20) 14.17
✓ 179 0.79 (0.91/0.69) 12.06

CTC-WS ✓ 15 0.87 (0.89/0.85) 10.48

Transducer

greedy × 9 0.44 (0.98/0.28) 13.06

beam-search × 890 0.44 (0.98/0.28) 12.95
✓ 986 0.75 (0.90/0.64) 12.09

MAES × 375 0.45 (0.98/0.29) 12.94
✓ 453 0.80 (0.89/0.73) 11.39

CTC-WS ✓ 21 0.87 (0.89/0.85) 9.90

4.1. CTC decoding

Greedy CTC decoding is fast but has low performance for
context-biasing words recognition (Table 1). This is likely be-
cause the model did not have sufficient statistics for such words
during training.

Pyctcdecode in the standard beamsearch decoding mode
shows almost the same result as greedy decoding. Enabling
context-biasing improves F-score and overall WER. However,
such context-biasing significantly slows down the decoding pro-
cess. Increasing the beam size and pruning parameters can
slightly improve the accuracy metrics, but the decoding time
increases up to 5 times, which is only sometimes justified.

The proposed CTC-WS method demonstrates the most
significant improvement in recognition accuracy (F-score and
WER) while showing a significant superiority in decoding

5https://github.com/k2-fsa/icefall/blob/master/
icefall/context_graph.py



speed compared to the context-biasing by pyctcdecode due to
not running beam-search for decoding.

4.2. Transducer decoding

In the case of the Transducer model, greedy decoding works
slower than greedy CTC. This is due to multiple calculations by
Joint and Prediction networks during decoding.

Beam-search decoding slows down dramatically, but this
allows the use of the context graph in shallow fusion, improving
F-score and WER compared to greedy decoding.

MAES reduces decoding time relative to the beam-search
by limiting the number of predictions on one audio frame and
pruning the hypothesis search space. This approach also works
with context graph in shallow fusion. The result obtained is
superior to beam-search. This may be due to the improvement
in the hypothesis scores according to the rules of prefix search
used in MAES.

The proposed CTC-WS approach allows to obtain better F-
score (equal to the CTC model results) and WER, while main-
taining an advantage in WER over the CTC results. However,
the advantage is slightly less than in greedy mode (0.58 instead
of 0.96). This may be caused by a better F-score in the greedy
mode for the Transducer model. Another factor may be a slight
difference in the timestamps of predicted tokens between CTC
and Transducer models during context-biasing candidates merg-
ing that can affect other words close to the insertion intervals.
The overall decoding speed is high since it uses the results of
greedy decoding and the fast CTC-based Word Spotter.

We also noticed that despite the relatively close F-score
value between the best result of MAES and CTC-WS, the recog-
nition accuracy of some words with non-trivial phonetic tran-
scriptions (for example, nvidia, dlss, kubernetes) is significantly
better in the case of CTC-WS. This may be due to the nature of
the CTC-WS algorithm. It tries to recognize words based on
acoustic conditionally independent predictions from the CTC
log-probabilities. MAES, in turn, tries to rescore the already
obtained prediction result from the Transducer model. The pre-
dictions may not contain the necessary hypotheses because of a
limited prediction pool biased toward training data.

4.3. Ablation study

Figure 4 shows recognition quality metrics with respect to
context-biasing weight cbw with fixed CTC alignment weight
ctcw = 0.5 for the GTC test set. Value cbw = 3.0 demon-
strates the lowest WER and trade-off Precision/Recall ratio.

Automatic alternative transcriptions for short (presumable
abbreviations) and compound words significantly improved
recognition accuracy (second raw in Table 2). We also explored
adding manual transcriptions based on model recognition er-
rors (for example, nvidia – “in video”, geforce – “g force”).
This method allows to get additional improvement in accuracy.
However, the alternative transcriptions can sometimes cause ad-
ditional false accept errors due to the increased number of can-
didates during decoding. We also investigated adding alterna-
tive transcriptions based on BPE-dropout [26] as in [27]. This
method showed similar accuracy performance but led to a more
severe slowdown due to the increasing number of branches (al-
ternative transcriptions) in the context graph.

To evaluate a CTC-WS robustness to the size of the context-
biasing list, we expanded the baseline list to 1000 elements. We
borrowed the missing words (most of them are distractors, i.e.,
not presented in the GTC data set) from the Earnings bench-
mark [13]. Based on the results (Table 2, Scalability section),

Figure 4: Precision, Recall, and WER depending on context-
biasing weight parameter for the CTC model with CTC-WS and
fixed ctcw = 0.5 for the GTC test set.

Table 2: Performance of the proposed CTC-WS method for CTC
model depending on alternative transcriptions and the size of
the cotext-biasing list. Here, “-a” and “+m” mean no auto-
matic and adding manual alternative transcriptions.

CB list size Time, s F-score (P/R) WER, %

Alternative transcriptions

100 15 0.870 (0.892/0.850) 10.48
100 - a 13 0.848 (0.914/0.791) 11.13
100 + m 15 0.904 (0.898/0.910) 10.12

Scalability

100 15 0.870 (0.892/0.850) 10.48
250 19 0.864 (0.871/0.856) 10.57
500 21 0.852 (0.846/0.858) 10.76
750 24 0.845 (0.834/0.855) 10.72
1000 26 0.845 (0.834/0.856) 10.73

CTC-WS performs relatively stable as the size of the context-
biasing list increases. F-score and WER degrade only slightly.
However, the decoding time increases as the word spotter pro-
cesses more words in the context graph. All the ablation studies
equally apply to the Transducer model since the whole context-
biasing process is performed on CTC predictions.

5. Conclusion
We proposed a new fast context-biasing method for CTC and
Transducer ASR models with CTC-based Word Spotter (CTC-
WS). It only requires CTC log-probabilities to detect words
from the context-biasing list. The obtained words are merged
with the greedy CTC or Transducer prediction results with al-
most zero computational cost. We demonstrated a pronounced
advantage of the proposed CTC-WS compared to other shallow
fusion methods, significantly speeding up the context-biasing
process and showing better recognition accuracy of the context-
biasing words and overall WER. The proposed method is pub-
licly available in the NVIDIA NeMo toolkit.

In future work, we intend to adapt the proposed context-
biasing algorithm for streaming recognition mode. Currently,
the CTC-WS method requires access to the whole audio file,
which is only available in the offline recognition scenario.
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