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Abstract—The increasing number of microphone-equipped personal
devices offers great flexibility and potential using them as ad-hoc
microphone arrays in dynamic meeting environments. However, most
existing approaches are designed for time-synchronized microphone
setups, a condition that may not hold in real-world meeting scenarios,
where time latency and clock drift vary across devices. Under such
conditions, we found transform-average-concatenate (TAC), a popular
module for neural multi-microphone processing, insufficient in handling
time-asynchronous microphones. In response, we propose a windowed
cross-attention module capable of dynamically aligning features between
all microphones. This module is invariant to both the permutation and the
number of microphones and can be easily integrated into existing models.
Furthermore, we propose an optimal training target for multi-talker
environments. We evaluated our approach in a multi-microphone noisy
reverberant setup with unknown time latency and clock drift of each
microphone. Experimental results show that our method outperforms
TAC on both iFaSNet and CRUSE models, offering faster convergence
and improved learning, demonstrating the efficacy of the windowed
cross-attention module for asynchronous microphone setups.

1. INTRODUCTION
While multi-device ecosystems are rapidly advancing and the number
of personal devices brought to meetings is increasing, using multiple
simultaneously active, asynchronous devices in the same acoustic
environment is still a major challenge and poses awkard user problems.
Robust operation is often only guaranteed if the microphones and
loudspeakers of all but one device in the same room are muted
manually. Ideally, robust advanced speech enhancement algorithms
should be able to operate and deliver good audio quality without
the user having to manually mute and unmute microphones and
loudspeakers. In this work, we focus on the voice pickup side, i.e. the
microphone signal processing side of this problem. Main challenges
causing existing speech enhancement methods to fail are that 1) the
microphone and speaker positions can change dynamically, 2) each
device is running on its own clock, which can cause clock drift
between audio streams digitized on different devices [1]–[6], and 3)
the transmission over typical network protocols (i.e. the internet) can
introduce large latency between streams of over 100 ms.

All existing speech enhancement techniques designed for such
”ad-hoc microphone array” scenarios ignore at least one of these
conditions or depend on error-prone online synchronization techniques
and therefore fail in practice [7]–[16]. Many methods assume
perfectly synchronized microphone signals, which is essential for
traditional beamforming [17]–[20]. However, ad-hoc arrays, which
use microphones spread across different devices and operating
without synchronization, typically lack this coordination, leading to
poorer performance [12]. In such setups, simple microphone mixing
can introduce issues like comb-filtering or echo effects. Moreover,
approaches like best microphone selection are suboptimal in multi-
speaker environments, especially when several speakers are active
simultaneously and are prone to fast microphone switching artifacts
[21]–[28]. Clock drift between different recording devices is often
overlooked in many methods, which can cause gradual temporal
misalignment of the signals over time [1], [2], [29]. While these

issues could be resolved using heuristics, such as cross-correlation
based alignment [30] and potentially dynamic time warping to address
clock drift, the error propagating from misaligned signals can degrade
overall system performance, and reaction time to changing conditions
is typically too slow. PickNet [25] proposes a mic selection method,
which however assumes a single active speaker and assumes the delay
to be within the same frame. SAMbA [31] propose an attention-based
mic stream merging, but treat delay and clock drift separately and do
not look into multi-talker scenarios. In response to these challenges,
we propose a novel end-to-end model that effectively synchronizes and
enhances asynchronous microphone streams for multi-talk scenarios,
eliminating the need for potentially erroneous cascaded modules.

Our proposed method builds upon previous efforts on neural
beamforming [8], [13], [25], [32], [33] by introducing an efficient
temporal cross-device attention module, called Windowed Cross-
Attention (WCA), which is specifically designed to adaptively perform
temporal alignment in distributed asynchronous microphone setups.
WCA leverages cross-attention to dynamically align and aggregate
information across microphones, accounting for device latency and
clock drifts by operating within a fixed temporal window. This allows
for more efficient information sharing between audio streams while
minimizing the required memory complexity, making it suitable for
real-time applications. Unlike previous methods, WCA is capable of
processing asynchronous inputs, ensuring robust performance even in
the presence of dynamically varying microphones and mobile speakers.
We further investigate different training targets to deal with multiple
and simultaneously active talkers. We implement three strategies:
random mic, minimum latency and closest microphone per speaker.

We evaluate the proposed WCA module on simulated datasets
with background noise, multi-talk, stream delays and clock drift.
We validate the effectiveness of the WCA module by incorporating
it into two backbones: implicit Filter-and-Sum Network (iFaSNet)
[9] and Convolutional Recurrent U-Net (CRUSE) [34], [35]. We
explore different strategies for training target selection, such as random
selection, closest microphone (CD), and minimum latency. Our results
indicate that WCA is a versatile module that generalizes well across
architectures like iFaSNet and CRUSE, can be integrated into a range
of multi-channel speech enhancement systems, and generalized well
to real-world conditions.

2. PROBLEM FORMULATION
A set of M microphones captures a mixture of noisy speech signals
from S speakers in a reverberant environment. Let xm(t) denote the
signal received at microphone m and is modeled as:

xm(t) =

S∑
k=1

hm,k(t) ∗ sk(t) + nm(t), m = 1, ...,M (1)

where hm,k(t) is the room impulse response (RIR) between speaker
k and microphone m, sk(t) is the clean speech signal of speaker
k, nm(t) is the additive noise at microphone m, and ∗ denotes
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Fig. 1: Proposed system with U-Net per stream and WCA connections after
RNN bottleneck.

the convolution operation. The actual observation vector X may be
asynchronous, i. e. the microhpone signals are not time-synchronized.
As each microphone is on a separate device, each can have an
individual microphone latency and clock drift. The microphone
observation X is then given by

X ≈ [x1(γ1t− τ1), ..., xm(γmt− τm), ...] , (2)

where τm denotes the latency of microphone m, which result from
processing delays or network-induced latency, and γmt captures the
clock drift, which accumulates over time.

The objective is to estimate the sum of clean speech signals, which
are potentially delayed and scaled by a dirac-delta function δk:

y(t) =

S∑
k=1

δk(t) ∗ sk(t). (3)

The function δk(t) is related to a direct-path impulse response, which
depends on the chosen training target discussed in Sec. 4.3.

3. RELATED WORK
We review two recent studies that address the multi-channel mi-
crophone setups, where both are designed under the assumption of
time-synchronized inputs [8], [32]. In transform-average-concatenate
(TAC), a pooling layer is applied independently at each time step
across the hidden features of all microphones for a beamformed
representation [8]. Given microphone representations Zm = f(Xm),
where f(·) denotes an encoder network, TAC can be expressed as:

At =
1

m

∑
m

Fm,t, Fm,t = P (Zm,t) (4)

where P is a linear projection layer, and only frames with the same
time index t are averaged. This same aggregated information At ∈ Rd

is shared across all microphones and combined with each Zm,t.
Another concurrent work is the self-attention aggregation module

[32]. The term self-attention may be misleading, as the attention
operates along the microphone axis rather than the time axis. The
microphone aggregation is formulated as:

At = softmax(
Qt ·K⊤

t√
d

) · Vt (5)

where At, Qt,Kt, Vt ∈ RM×d and d denotes the hidden dimension.
Similar to TAC, this approach restricts attention to frames with the
same time index t across microphones, limiting its ability to handle
temporal misalignment across microphones.

These two approaches can be effective when the synchonization
offset between microphones remains within a single processing frame.
For instance, if input spectra are extracted using a 20 ms window,
delays within this range may still align to the same time index t.
However, they do not account for temporal misalignment larger than
one analysis window, often leading to failure in practice.

4. PROPOSED SYSTEM

We build our system on a single-channel speech enhancement network,
consisting of encoder-bottleneck-decoder modules. We propose to add
a cross attention module to communicate between the per microphone
channel modules to allow synchronization and extract the optimal
microphone. A system overview is shown in Fig. 1.

4.1. Temporal Cross-Attention
We propose to align microphone features using a temporal cross-
attention module. Our proposed module operates on the hidden
representations of microphone signals similar to previous methods [8],
[9], [32]. From the hidden representations of all microphone signals
Z ∈ RM×T×d, where T is the number of encoded frames, Query,
Key and Value are first derived through linear projection:

Qm = PQ(Zm), Km = PK(Zm), Vm = PV (Zm), (6)

where PQ, PK , PV are linear projection layers to dimension d. Next,
for each microphone m, a cross-attention layer is performed to
aggregate information from every microphone n to microphone m:

Am =
∑
n

softmax(
Qm ·K⊤

n√
d

) · Vn (7)

where Am, Qm,Kn, Vn are all with shape RT×d. The dot product
(Qm · K⊤

n ) computes pairwise similarity scores between all time
frames of microphone m and microphone n. A subsequent softmax
then determines the relative importance of each time frame in Kn with
respect to a specific frame in Qm. This process can be interpreted as
a neural beamforming technique, effectively aligning all microphone
signals with the target microphone m. Finally, we concatenate the
beamformed representation with the original input Zm and apply a
linear transformation to produce the final output:

Ẑm = Pc(concat[Zm, PA(Am)]) (8)

where PA is a projection layer applied to the aggregated microphone-
specific representation Am, and PC is a linear layer that refines the
combined features.

4.2. Windowed Cross-Attention
In the previous cross-attention formulation, every microphone pair
(m,n), requires an attention matrix of size T × T , resulting in
a memory requirement of O(M2T 2) in total. This significantly
increases memory requirements for longer signals and is unfeasible
in a streaming fashion. Referring back to Equation 7, we define the
similarity matrix as Si,j = Qm · K⊤

n where i and j represent the
frame indices for microphone m and n respectively. However, it is
highly unlikely that frame i = 0 from microphone m would align
with frame j = T from microphone n, given that inter-microphone
latency is typically constrained within a limited range (∆τ ≪ T ).

Therefore, we propose restricting the alignment of frame i to
frame j where i − L ≤ j ≤ i + L, and L represents the expected
maximum time offset between two microphones. To achieve this,
we first unfold Kn and Vn along the time axis, transforming them
into Ku

n , V
u
n ∈ RT×(2L+1)×d, where each Ku

n [i] consists of a local
window Kn[i − L : i + L + 1], and the same for V u

n . We then
reformulate the attention computation as follows:

Am[i] =
∑
n

softmax(
Qm[i] ·Ku

n [i]
⊤

√
d

) · V u
n [i] (9)

where Qm[i] attends only to a local window of Kn, effectively
constraining the attention to a limited temporal range.



4.3. Output Target Design
The training target in multi-microphone speech enhancement model
is chosen as the clean speech at a fixed, user-defined microphone
channel, typically the first channel [7]–[11]. However, without prior
knowledge and for dynamic scenes, such a random microphone as the
target may be suboptimal, as it does not necessarily correspond to the
microphone closest to the active speaker. A more effective approach
would be to use the closest microphone to the active speaker as the
target, similar to the strategy proposed in PickNet [25]. However,
PickNet does not account for overlapping speech and only classifies
the single best microphone at each time frame t. In simultaneous
multi-talk scenarios, this approach may be limited and suboptimal.

To address this limitation, we design three different target selection
strategies for training the model.

1) Random Microphone Selection: As in most prior work, we use
the direct sound mixture from at a priori fixed, randomly chosen
microphone as the target to maintain comparability with existing
approaches.

2) Minimum Latency Selection: We select the microphone with
the minimum latency m∗ = argminm τm ensuring minimal
delay in capturing the direct clean speech signal.

3) Closest Microphone to Each Speaker: We select the micro-
phone closest to each active speaker and mix the corresponding
direct path speech signals to form the training target. This is
formulated as:

y(t) =

S∑
k=1

(hd
mk,k ∗ sk)(γmk t− τmk ) (10)

where mk is the microphone closest to speaker k and hd
mk,k

(t)
is the direct-path of the RIR.

5. EXPERIMENTS
5.1. Dataset
We conduct our experiments on large-scale synthetic training, val-
idation, and testing from real recordings, where different datasets
are used for each stage. For data simulation, we follow the pipeline
outlined in [34], [35], leveraging publicly available speech and noise
datasets. The training data consists of clean speech from LibriVox
and VoxCeleb2 and noise from the DNS challenge [36], with 5,120
training samples of 10 s length generated on-the-fly per epoch. The
validation set is constructed using clean speech from VCTK and
DEMAND, resulting in a total of 300 synthetic mixtures. The test set
consists of 1,000 mixtures, sampled from DAPS and QUT datasets.

For each simulated sample, the number of speakers is randomly
selected between 1 and 3, while the number of microphones varies
between 1 and 6. The speaker overlap ratio is set to approximately
50% to ensure a balanced mix of overlapping and non-overlapping
speech segments. To simulate reverberation, speech and noise signals
are augmented with RIRs generated using the image-source method
[37]. Background noise is simulated as spatially diffuse by summing
64 point noise sources spread across the room. The reverberant speech
and noise is mixed with a signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) drawn from a
Gaussian distribution with N (5, 10) dB. The resulting mixture signals
are re-scaled to levels distributed with N (−40, 10) dB.

To simulate asynchronous device conditions, we introduce device
latency by applying random time shifts to each microphone, with
delays sampled between -40 ms and 40 ms. Additionally, clock drift
is simulated using a Gaussian distribution with a mean sample rate of
16 kHz and a standard deviation of 0.5, ensuring realistic temporal
misalignment across microphones.

Table 1: Evaluation on the full test set using DNSMOS (SIG, BAK, OVRL),
XLSR-MOS and Cepstral Distance (CD).

Module Target SIG BAK OVRL XLSR CD

iF
aS

N
et

TAC rand 2.68 3.72 2.28 2.11 4.6
WCA rand 2.67 3.80 2.27 2.12 4.5

TAC min τ 2.55 3.34 2.09 1.91 5.2
WCA min τ 2.55 3.76 2.14 1.89 4.7

TAC CM 2.38 2.65 1.94 1.97 5.6
WCA CM 2.74 3.75 2.35 2.10 4.5

C
R

U
SE

TAC rand 2.43 3.31 1.98 2.08 5.1
WCA rand 2.63 3.71 2.22 2.14 4.6

TAC min τ 2.55 3.66 2.04 1.70 6.3
WCA min τ 2.63 3.79 2.24 2.24 4.7

TAC CM 2.33 2.62 1.92 2.15 5.3
WCA CM 2.78 3.75 2.41 2.35 4.9

Rand. Mic (Noisy) 2.02 2.04 1.58 2.02 -
Single-ch + Rand. Mic 2.71 3.81 2.34 2.23 -
Single-ch + Picknet 2.72 3.83 2.35 2.11 -

5.2. Model Configurations
We evaluate our proposed Windowed Cross-Attention (WCA) by
modifying two established speech enhancement backbones. First, we
adapt the multi-microphone iFaSNet model [9], by substituting its
standard TAC module with our WCA. The model consists of 6 DPRNN
blocks [38], each with a hidden dimension of 128, and each block is
followed by a WCA module. Since the hidden representation of every
microphone after each DPRNN block is of shape RC×W×d, with
C representing the number of chunks and W the chunk length, we
convert it back to the sequential format of shape RT×d using overlap-
add before being forwarded to WCA. After processing through WCA,
we re-segment the hidden representation into its 3D format with
overlapping chunks. We set the window length to 20 ms and a 50%
overlap ratio to process the encoded input features. Our second model
adapts the single-channel speech enhancement model CRUSE [39], by
incorporating a WCA module after the bottleneck layer to aggregate
multi-channel information. The model setup follows [34], [39], a
U-Net architecture of 4 symmetric encoder and decoder layers, with
encoder filters configuration of [32, 64, 64, 64]. The STFT window
length is set to 20 ms with a 50% overlap ratio, and a single GRU
layer is placed at the bottleneck, followed by the WCA module. We
modify CRUSE to directly predict the complex compressed spectrum
instead of a filter to be able to produce time-shifts. For both iFaSNet
and CRUSE, we set L to 4 in WCA, i.e., a cross-attention window
of 90 ms. The final output is the sum of the output signals across
all channels. Models are trained using the complex compressed MSE
loss [40], with a batch size of 64 and a learning rate of 0.001.

5.3. Evaluation metrics
In recent studies, MOS-based metrics have become the preferred
evaluation method over intrusive measures like SDR, which often
correlate less with actual perceived speech quality [41]. Additionally, in
our task, there is no single ideal target; as long as the model produces a
clean mixture of active speakers, minor time delays do not significantly
impact non-intrusive perceptual metrics, while they can lead to large
discrepancies in intrusive metrics, which require strict alignment with a
ground-truth reference. To better capture perceptual speech quality, we
evaluate our model using DNSMOS P.835 [42], a DNN-based approach
designed to approximate Mean Opinion Score (MOS) using the P.835
subjective evaluation framework. This includes three key metrics:
speech quality (SIG), background noise quality (BAK), and overall
quality (OVRL). Additionally, we include XLS-R-MOS [43], a large



Table 2: Ablation study comparing the performance of different modules (TAC vs. WCA) and various input conditions (varied γ, τ , and speaker overlap) using
the CRUSE model. Performance is reported using OVRL from DNSMOS and XLSR-based MOS.

γ = 1 std(γ) = 0.5 std(γ) = 2 Non Full
∆τ = 40ms τ = 0 τ = 0 overlap overlap

Module Target OVRL XLSR OVRL XLSR OVRL XLSR OVRL XLSR OVRL XLSR
C

R
U

SE

TAC rand 2.02 2.08 2.09 2.24 2.13 2.27 2.05 2.23 2.01 2.06
WCA rand 2.19 2.08 2.25 2.25 2.31 2.31 2.24 2.27 2.19 2.09

TAC min τ 2.04 1.84 1.99 1.93 2.02 1.91 2.10 2.08 2.07 1.85
WCA min τ 2.23 2.32 2.18 2.26 2.21 2.32 2.35 2.76 2.27 2.39

TAC CM 2.03 2.21 2.03 2.33 2.05 2.32 2.10 2.52 1.92 2.20
WCA CM 2.43 2.43 2.51 2.61 2.52 2.57 2.53 2.91 2.44 2.40

Rand. Mic (Noisy) 1.70 2.11 1.61 2.18 1.63 2.14 1.72 2.29 1.61 2.13
Single-ch + Rand. Mic 2.37 2.30 2.40 2.38 2.36 2.29 2.46 2.68 2.38 2.36
Single-ch + Picknet 2.34 2.12 2.41 2.28 2.41 2.25 2.41 2.38 2.34 2.14

self-supervised model, fine-tuned on a diverse set of perceptual speech
quality datasets, which showed superior generalization across various
speech tasks, and can therefore be considered more reliable. Lastly,
we also include Cepstral Distance (CD) as an intrusive metric for
additional analysis. However, CD values are target dependent, meaning
direct comparisons across different targets may not be meaningful.

5.4. Results
Table 1 presents the evaluation results on the full test set using
DNSMOS, XLS-R-MOS, and Cepstral Distance (CD) across different
model configurations and target selection strategies. The comparison
includes iFaSNet and CRUSE models, each incorporating either the
TAC or WCA module, as well as baseline single-channel CRUSE mod-
els with random microphone selection and PickNet-based selection.
Across both iFaSNet and CRUSE, the WCA module consistently
outperforms TAC in almost all configurations, demonstrating its
effectiveness in asynchronous multi-device speech enhancement.

Among all target selection strategies, using the closest microphone
to each speaker (CM target) achieves the best overall performance.
With CM target, applying WCA to CRUSE resulted in the highest
OVRL (2.41) and XLSR (2.35) scores, alongside significant gains on
iFaSNet. This indicates that even though CM target inherently requires
speech separation within each microphone and microphone selection
per speaker, the model with WCA learns well and performs strongly.
For random microphone target (rand target), WCA shows consistent
gains on CRUSE, while only a slight improvement over TAC when
using iFaSNet. This is likely due to the feature-level normalized cross-
correlation module, which computes similarity scores relative to the
target microphone (selected at random). We retain this feature because
it provides better performance compared to omitting it. However, this
approach inherently ties the model’s output to a specific microphone
order, making it sensitive to changes in microphone arrangement. As
a result, perturbing the microphone order could lead to significant
variations in the model output, reducing its robustness in real-world
multi-microphone scenarios. This limitation can be mitigated by using
the CRUSE model, which is order-agnostic and does not rely on a fixed
microphone selection. Additionally, CRUSE outperforms iFaSNet in
XLSR scores, further demonstrating its effectiveness. Finally, under
the minimum-latency target (min τ target), WCA also consistently
outperforms TAC across all metrics with CRUSE, especially on XLSR
and CD score. This shows that WCA is a versatile module that can
be adapted to different targets based on user preference.

As baselines, we use (1) random mic selection (noisy), (2) a
single-channel speech enhancement model (CRUSE) with random mic
selection, and (3) single-channel CRUSE cascaded with Picknet [25].
Although the single-channel CRUSE + PickNet achieves slight gains

in BAK and OVRL scores, its XLSR score is notably lower compared
to single-channel enhancement with random microphone selection. We
observe a discrepancy in microphone selection across frames when
using PickNet, as its output is a weighted sum of different microphones
at each frame. With the presence of device latency and clock drift, this
inconsistency may reduce PickNet’s effectiveness, potentially leading
to degraded performance in real-world asynchronous multi-microphone
scenarios. In contrast, the WCA-equipped CRUSE model with the
CM target effectively leverages and aggregates multi-microphone
information, and outperforms these baselines. Overall, these results
demonstrate that WCA improves speech quality more effectively
than TAC, particularly in CRUSE, and our training target selection
strategies further improve performance, with the closest-microphone
target consistently achieving the best results.

We also conduct an ablation study on five different conditions,
where we create new test sets varying clock drift standard deviation
(γ), introducing always a maximum delay of ∆τ = 40ms instead
of Gaussian distributed delays, and creating non-overlapping and
fully-overlapping multi-talk. The results are shown for CRUSE only
in Table 2. Among these conditions, the most challenging scenarios
occur when speech is fully overlapped or when there is a maximum
device latency difference of 40 ms, both of which significantly impact
performance. In contrast, the model performs exceptionally well on
non-overlapping speech, achieving the highest OVRL score of 2.53
and XLSR score of 2.91 with CRUSE + WCA using the CM target.
Additionally, the model demonstrates robustness to clock drift, as both
a slight drift (std(γ) = 0.5) and a stronger drift (std(γ) = 2.0) have
minimal impact on performance, indicating its stability under varying
synchronization conditions. Audio examples applied to real recordings
are available at https://distributedse.github.io/waspaa2025-93/.

6. CONCLUSION
We propose Windowed Cross-Attention (WCA), an efficient tempo-
ral cross-attention module designed to effectively aggregate multi-
microphone signals under challenging conditions, where device latency
and clock drift are both present and unknown. WCA is designed to
handle real-time continuous streaming multi-microphone speech input,
offering adaptive alignment capabilities while supporting arbitrary
microphone geometries and varying numbers of speakers. Our results
demonstrate that WCA consistently outperforms previous methods
and strong baseline models. Notably, WCA demonstrates strong
generalization across different conditions, particularly when trained
with the mixture of the closest microphones to each active speaker.
The improvements observed across multiple configurations confirm
that WCA is a powerful and flexible solution for asynchronous multi-
microphone speech enhancement in real-world scenarios.
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