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ABSTRACT
With the increasing demand for video understanding, video

moment and highlight detection (MHD) has emerged as a criti-
cal research topic. MHD aims to localize all moments and predict
clip-wise saliency scores simultaneously. Despite progress made
by existing DETR-based methods, we observe that these meth-
ods coarsely fuse features from different modalities, which weak-
ens the temporal intra-modal context and results in insufficient
cross-modal interaction. To address this issue, we propose MH-
DETR (Moment and Highlight DEtection TRansformer) tailored
for MHD. Specifically, we introduce a simple yet efficient pooling
operator within the uni-modal encoder to capture global intra-
modal context. Moreover, to obtain temporally aligned cross-modal
features, we design a plug-and-play cross-modal interaction mod-
ule between the encoder and decoder, seamlessly integrating vi-
sual and textual features. Comprehensive experiments on QVHigh-
lights, Charades-STA, Activity-Net, and TVSum datasets show that
MH-DETR outperforms existing state-of-the-art methods, demon-
strating its effectiveness and superiority. Our code is available at
https://github.com/YoucanBaby/MH-DETR.

CCS CONCEPTS
• Information systems → Multimedia and multimodal re-
trieval; • Computing methodologies → Scene understanding.
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Figure 1: An illustrative example of theMHD (videomoment
and highlight detection) task. Given a video and a natural
language query, MHD aims to localize all the moments and
predict clip-wise saliency scores simultaneously.
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New York, NY, USA, 10 pages. https://doi.org/XXXXXXX.XXXXXXX

1 INTRODUCTION
With the rapid development of video creation technologies and

internet, a vast number of videos are produced and uploaded to
online video platforms every day. Video provides more complex
activities and richer semantic information compared to image and
text, which results in an increased cost of video understanding
[84]. Consequently, tasks about efficiently searching and browsing
video receive increasing attention, including video summarization
[2, 38], video captioning [34, 53, 66, 76], temporal action localiza-
tion [18, 33, 80], video moment retrieval (MR) [9, 19] and video
highlight detection (HD) [68, 70]. MR aims to retrieve the most
relevant moments in a video based on a textual query. HD aims to
obtain the saliency scores for each clip in video. Recently, Moment-
DETR [29] discover the close relationship between these two tasks,
and propose a QVHighlights dataset for simultaneously detecting
moments and highlights in videos. An illustrative example of MHD
(video moment and highlight detection) is shown in Figure 1. MHD
is even more challenging as it requires not only capturing temporal
intra-modal context but also aligned cross-modal interaction of
visual and textual features.

Moment-DETR, a baselinemodel similar to DETR [7], employs an
end-to-end transformer encoder-decoder architecture without any
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time-consuming pre-processing or post-processing steps, such as
proposal generation or non-maximum suppression. However, this
model naively concatenates visual and textual features and feeds
them into transformer encoder. This simplistic approach weakens
the global context of uni-modal features and impairs the correla-
tions between cross-modal features. UMT [40] proposes a unified
architecture to handle diverse inputs, such as video and audio.
However, UMT removes the critical components in Moment-DETR,
namely the moment decoder and bipartite matching, which leads
to inferior performance on moment retrieval.

To tackle the above issues, we propose a novel model calledMH-
DETR (Moment and Highlight DEtection TRansformer), which is
based on the end-to-end encoder-decoder architecture. Firstly, in
order tomodel global intra-modal context, we introduce a simple yet
efficient pooling operator within the uni-modal encoder, serving as
a token mixer component. Next, to obtain temporally aligned cross-
modal features, we design a plug-and-play cross-modal interaction
module between the encoder and decoder, which can effectively fuse
visual and textual features. Specifically, our goal is to emphasize the
aspects of the visual content most relevant to the textual semantics.

To demonstrate the effectiveness of the proposed MH-DETR,
we conduct experiments on the QVHighlights dataset and other
well-known public datasets for moment retrieval (Charades-STA
and Activity-Net) and highlight detection (TVSum). Our exten-
sive experiments show that MH-DETR outperforms state-of-the-art
methods on these datasets. All experiments are trained from scratch,
utilizing only visual and textual features, without the requirement
for additional pre-training. Furthermore, we conduct thorough ab-
lation studies to evaluate essential modules and deliver insightful
observations.

2 RELATEDWORKS
Moment Retrieval. Moment retrieval (MR) involves localiz-

ing relevant video moments based on a textual query. Existing
works mainly utilize proposal-based [1, 19, 57, 86] or proposal-free
[6, 16] methods. The proposal-basedmethods require additional pre-
processing and post-processing steps. Specifically, pre-processing
leads to computational redundancy, since it densely samples visual
features using sliding windows [1, 19, 23] or anchors [9, 57, 86] to
generate proposals. The time-consuming post-processing step in-
volves non-maximum suppression (NMS). In contrast, proposal-free
methods based on end-to-end architecture directly predict start and
end clips on moment features. GTR [6] is the first DETR-based [7]
framework for moment retrieval. HLGT [16] utilizes hierarchically
local and global information based on GTR. Recently, to utilize
cross-modal learning, some works [12, 52, 63] introduce additional
features from different modalities, such as depth and optical flow
[12], and object features [52, 63].

Highlight Detection.Highlight detection (HD) aims to capture
highlight clips in the input video, which means predicting clip-wise
saliency scores. In contrast to MR, HD methods do not take text as
input. As a result, cross-modal methods [4, 68, 88] in HD mainly
focus on audio features and different formulations of visual features.
VH-GNN [88] introduces object region proposals and features and
uses graph neural networks to model object relationships. LPD [68]
employs visual saliency features to capture pixel-level differences

in the individual video, while SA [4] integrates audio and visual
features using a bimodal attention mechanism.

Moment andHighlight Detection. Both MR and HD tasks ne-
cessitate learning the correlation between video and textual queries.
Historically, these two tasks have been investigated independently.
To bridge this gap, Moment-DETR introduced the QVHighlights
dataset, targeting the simultaneous detection of moments and high-
lights in videos (MHD). Moment-DETR, serving as a baseline, em-
ploys a transformer encoder-decoder architecture, coarsely fusing
visual and textual features within the encoder. Building on Moment-
DETR, UMT [40] proposed a unified architecture for processing
input video and audio. However, it removed the moment decoder
and bipartite matching, resulting in inferior performance on MR. In
contrast to these works, we present a novel architecture that decou-
ples uni-modal encoding and cross-modal interaction, effectively
addressing this challenge.

Cross-modal Learning. In cross-modal learning, the two most
critical aspects are fusion and alignment [73]. TERAN [45] intro-
duces a transformer encoder reasoning network for cross-modal re-
trieval tasks, performing image-sentence matching based on word-
region alignments. HGSPN [24] presents a hierarchical graph se-
mantic pooling network to model hierarchical semantic-level in-
teractions in the cross-modal community question-answering task.
AVS [46] employs a cross-attention mechanism with the contrastive
loss for the audio-visual temporal synchronization task, aiming to
model spatially aligned multi-view video and audio clips. Unlike
these tasks, cross-modal interaction in the MHD task focuses on
temporal alignment. Therefore, we design a plug-and-play cross-
modal interaction module between the encoder and decoder to
fuse visual and textual features, resulting in temporally aligned
cross-modal features.

General Uni-modal Encoder. Transformer [62] is initially in-
troduced for machine translation task and rapidly becomes the pri-
mary method for various NLP tasks. A series of subsequent works
[27, 42] build upon transformer to achieve further improvements.
Owing to the success of the transformer in NLP, many studies
apply it to CV tasks [7, 14, 77]. ViT [14] first proposes a vision
transformer using patch embedding as input for image classifica-
tion, while DETR [7] first introduces a transformer encoder-decoder
architecture for object detection. Following this, numerous NLP
and CV works concentrate on enhancing the token mixing ap-
proach of transformers through relative position encoding [10, 69],
refining attention maps [54, 65], etc. Recent works find that MLPs
[35, 60], when employed as token mixers, still achieve competitive
performance. Additionally, poolformer [77] proposes a general ar-
chitecture without specifying the token mixer. Inspired by these
works, we utilize a simple yet efficient pooling operator within the
uni-modal encoder to capture global intra-modal context.

3 METHOD
3.1 Overview

We define the MHD (video moment and highlight detection) task
as follows. Given a video 𝑉 ∈ R𝐿𝑣×𝐻×𝑊 ×3 containing 𝐿𝑣 clips and
a natural language query 𝑇 ∈ R𝐿𝑡 containing 𝐿𝑡 words. The goal
of MHD is to localize all moments𝑀 = {𝑚𝑖 ∈ R2}𝐿𝑚

𝑖=1 (where each
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Figure 2: Overall architecture of our model. Given a video and a textual query, we first utilize frozen pretrained models to
extract visual and textual features. The encoder (Section 3.2) models contextualized features under global receptive field. Then,
the cross-modal decoder module (Section 3.3) fuses features from different modalities. Finally, the prediction heads (Section
3.4) generatemoment andhighlight results, optimized by the losses shown in the abovefigure. Amore comprehensive overview
of our model is provided in Section 3.1.

moment𝑚𝑖 consists of a start clip and an end clip) that are highly
relevant to 𝑇 , while predicting clip-wise saliency scores 𝑆 ∈ R𝐿𝑣
for the whole video simultaneously.

As shown in Figure 2, the overall architecture of our proposed
model follows a encoder-decoder structure like Moment-DETR [29].
Our model consists of four main parts:

(1) Feature Extractor. We firstly use frozen pretrained model
extract visual features 𝐹𝑣 ∈ R𝐿𝑣×𝑑𝑣 and textual features 𝐹𝑡 ∈ R𝐿𝑡×𝑑𝑡
from given a raw video and a query.

(2) Encoder. By capturing the intra-modal correlations, visual and
textual features are respectively fed to their respective encoders in
order to obtain the contextualized visual features 𝐹𝑣 ∈ R𝐿𝑣×𝑑 and
textual features 𝐹𝑡 ∈ R𝐿𝑡×𝑑 .

(3) Cross-modal Interaction and Decoder. The cross-modal inter-
action module fuses contextualized visual and textual features to
get the joint moment and highlight representations 𝐹𝑣𝑡 ∈ R𝐿𝑣×𝑑 ,
which are temporally aligned cross-modal features. Subsequently,
we utilize the moment decoder with the learnable moment queries
𝑄 ∈ R𝐿𝑚×𝑑 to derive moment features �̃� ∈ R𝐿𝑚×𝑑 .

(4) Prediction Heads. Finally, the simple linear layer with sigmoid
activation function is applied to predict moments𝑀 ∈ R𝐿𝑚×2 and
saliency scores 𝑆 ∈ R𝐿𝑣 , respectively.

3.2 Feature Extractor and Encoder
Feature Extractor. Given an untrimmed video, we first sam-

ple the video at a frame rate of 1/𝜏 to obtain video clips 𝑉 ∈
R𝐿𝑣×𝐻×𝑊 ×3. Next, we extract visual features 𝐹𝑣 ∈ R𝐿𝑣×𝑑𝑣 using
the SlowFast [17] and CLIP [50] image encoder. For textual features

𝐹𝑡 ∈ R𝐿𝑡×𝑑𝑡 , we employ the CLIP text encoder to extract word-wise
features.

Encoder. For moment retrieval, some previous works [1, 19, 47]
utilize sliding windows (temporal convolution networks) to pre-
sample proposal candidates from the input video. This sliding-
window method leads to redundant computation and low efficiency,
as densely sampling candidates with overlap is essential for achiev-
ing high accuracy. Furthermore, a significant limitation of this
method is that it primary focus on local temporal information, ne-
glecting global temporal context. In MHD task, a comprehensive
understanding of global content is essential for achieving high
performance [40].

Given that transformer [62] is capable of effectively modeling
long-range information, a multitude of works [21, 40, 49, 67] empha-
size the importance of attention mechanisms and focus on design-
ing various attention-based token mixer components for encoder.
However, some recent works [44, 60, 77] show that the main con-
tribution to the success of transformer comes from token mixer
components and FFNs. Poolformer [77] models intra-modal corre-
lations and captures global context using a simple pooling operator
as the token mixer component. This operator has no learnable pa-
rameters, enables each token to evenly aggregate the features of
its adjacent tokens. Therefore, we use poolformer as our encoder,
which consists of pooling operator and FFN. Additionally, residual
connections [22] and layer normalization are applied to each layer
of the encoder. Before the encoder, we use separate two-layer FFNs
with layer normalization [3] to project visual and textual features
into a feature space of the same dimension 𝑑 . For the contextualized
visual features 𝐹𝑣 ∈ R𝐿𝑣×𝑑 and textual features 𝐹𝑡 ∈ R𝐿𝑡×𝑑 , the
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encoding process is:

𝐹𝑥 = 𝑁𝑜𝑟𝑚(𝐹𝑥 + 𝑃𝑜𝑜𝑙 (𝐹𝑥 )) (1)

𝐹𝑥 = 𝑁𝑜𝑟𝑚(𝐹𝑥 + 𝐹𝐹𝑁 (𝐹𝑥 )) (2)
where 𝐹𝑥 ∈ {𝐹𝑣, 𝐹𝑡 }. 𝑁𝑜𝑟𝑚(·) denotes layer normalization. We set
the pooling size to 3 and pooling stride to 1 for our encoder.

3.3 Cross-modal Interaction and Decoder
Cross-modal Interaction Module. Most existing works [36,

84] consider cross-modal feature interaction as an essential module,
which fuses features from different modalities. The quality of these
fused cross-modal features largely determines the performance
of moment retrieval. For highlight detection, only a few works
[4, 68, 88] focus on cross-modal interaction, since text from the
dataset is rarely input into themodel. Nonetheless, theseworks have
achieved commendable results. Moreover, since highlight detection
requires the clip-level saliency scores, it is necessary to temporally
align cross-modal features with visual features. In summary, to
accommodate both moment retrieval and highlight detection tasks,
we employ the cross-modal interaction module to fuse visual and
textual features by emphasizing the portions of visual content most
relevant to textual semantics.

The architecture of the cross-attentionmodule is shown in Figure
3. Specifically, we first utilize a cross-attention layer and FFN to
dynamically create temporal aligned query features 𝐹𝑣𝑡 ∈ R𝐿𝑣×𝑑
derived from textual features. Here, visual features 𝐹𝑣 as query,
textual features 𝐹𝑡 as key and value. Using the cross-attention layer
to calculate the attention weights between video clips and text
words, we suppose that each clip can learn which concepts from
the text words are present within it. Subsequently, a self-attention
layer is applied to aggregate contextualized global query features.
We concatenate local and global query features, then use the average
pooling operation to get aggregated query features 𝐹𝑣𝑡 ∈ R𝐿𝑣×𝑑 .
This process can be defined as follows:

𝐹𝑣𝑡 = 𝑃𝑜𝑜𝑙 (𝑐𝑎𝑡 (𝐹𝑣𝑡 , 𝑆𝐴(𝐹𝑣𝑡 ))) (3)

where 𝑆𝐴 means self-attention. Finally, we use a cross-attention to
get the joint moment and highlight representations 𝐹𝑣𝑡 ∈ R𝐿𝑣×𝑑 ,
where aggregated query features 𝐹𝑣𝑡 as query and visual features
𝐹𝑣 as key and value. Note that residual connections and layer nor-
malization are applied to all layers. Learnable position encodings
[14, 62] are added to the input of each attention layer.

Moment Decoder. After obtaining the joint moment and high-
light representations 𝐹𝑣𝑡 , we follow the method used in existing
works [6, 7, 29] and stack 𝐷𝑑𝑒𝑐 transformer decoder layers as the
moment decoder. The moment decoder takes 𝐹𝑣𝑡 and learnable mo-
ment queries 𝑄 ∈ R𝐿𝑚×𝑑 as inputs, and outputs moment features
�̃� ∈ R𝐿𝑚×𝑑 .

3.4 Prediction Heads and Training Loss
Prediction Heads. For the joint moment and highlight repre-

sentations 𝐹𝑣𝑡 , a simple linear layer is applied to predict saliency
scores 𝑆 ∈ R𝐿𝑣 . For the moment features �̃� , we use a linear layer
with sigmoid to predict normalized moment start and end points
𝑀 ∈ R𝐿𝑚×2. Additionally, we use another linear layer with softmax
to get class labels. In the MHD task, we set a predicted moment as a

Figure 3: The architecture of the cross-modal interaction
module.

foreground label if it matches the ground truth, and as a background
label otherwise.

Saliency Loss. The saliency loss L𝑠𝑎𝑙𝑖𝑒𝑛𝑐𝑦 consists of two com-
ponents: the weighted binary cross-entropy loss L𝑏𝑐𝑒 and the rank-
ing loss L𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑘 . We denote _∗ are hyperparameters balancing the
losses and L𝑠𝑎𝑙𝑖𝑒𝑛𝑐𝑦 is defined as follows:

L𝑠𝑎𝑙𝑖𝑒𝑛𝑐𝑦 = _𝑏𝑐𝑒L𝑏𝑐𝑒 + _𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑘L𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑘 (4)

L𝑏𝑐𝑒 aims to optimize the saliency score of each clip, which is
calculated as:

L𝑏𝑐𝑒 = −
𝐿𝑣∑︁
𝑖=1

[𝑤𝑠𝑦𝑖 log (𝑠𝑖 ) + (1 − 𝑦𝑖 ) log (1 − 𝑠𝑖 )] (5)

where 𝑦𝑖 ∈ {0, 1} and 𝑠𝑖 represent the saliency ground truth label
and predicted saliency score of the i-th clip, respectively. Addition-
ally, higher-scoring positive clips carry a higher weight 𝑤𝑠 than
lower-scoring negative clips.

Similar to previous works [29, 70, 88] using contrastive learning
strategy, we adopt L𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑘 to leverage the relationships between two
pairs of positive and negative clips, focusing on hard clips. The first
pair consists of a highest-scoring clip 𝑠ℎ𝑖𝑔ℎ and a lowest-scoring clip
𝑠𝑙𝑜𝑤 within the ground truth moments. The second pair includes
one clip within and one outside the ground truth moments, with
their scores represented as 𝑠𝑖𝑛 and 𝑠𝑜𝑢𝑡 , respectively. We denote
the margin as △, and L𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑘 is defined as:

L𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑘 = max(0, △ + 𝑠𝑙𝑜𝑤 − 𝑠ℎ𝑖𝑔ℎ) + max(0, △ + 𝑠𝑜𝑢𝑡 − 𝑠𝑖𝑛) (6)

Moment Loss. Since the prediction and ground truth moments
do not have a one-to-one correspondence, we follow previous works
[6, 29] and employ the Hungarian algorithm to establish the optimal
bipartite matching between ground truth and predictions. Assum-
ing there are 𝐿𝑛 matched ground truth and prediction pairs in a
video, we use the span loss L𝑠𝑝𝑎𝑛 to measure the discrepancy be-
tween the matched prediction moment �̂� and ground truth moment
𝑚. The span loss is composed of the L1 loss and the generalized
IoU loss [51]:

L𝑠𝑝𝑎𝑛 =

𝐿𝑛∑︁
𝑖=1

[_𝐿1 | |𝑚 − �̂� | |1 + _𝐼𝑜𝑈L𝐼𝑜𝑈 (𝑚,�̂�)] (7)
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Table 1: Performance comparison on QVHighlights test split. Results from othermodels are reported based on existing papers.
All models only use visual and textual features and are trained from scratch. The best scores are in bold.

Methods
Moment Retrieval Highlight Detection

Params GFLOPsR1 mAP ≥ Very Good

@0.5 @0.7 @0.5 @0.75 Avg. mAP HIT@1

BeautyThumb [58] - - - - - 14.36 20.88 - -
DVSE [39] - - - - - 18.75 21.79 - -
MCN [1] 11.41 2.72 24.94 8.22 10.67 - - - -
CAL [15] 25.49 11.54 23.40 7.65 9.89 - - - -
XML [30] 41.83 30.35 44.63 31.73 32.14 34.49 55.25 - -
XML+ [30] 46.69 33.46 47.89 34.67 34.90 35.38 55.06 - -

Moment-DETR [29] 52.89 33.02 54.82 29.40 30.73 35.69 55.60 4.8M 0.28
UMT [40] 56.23 41.18 53.83 37.01 36.12 38.18 59.99 14.9M 0.63
MH-DETR (Ours) 60.05 42.48 60.75 38.13 38.38 38.22 60.51 8.2M 0.34

Table 2: Experimental results on QVHighlights val split.

Methods Moment Retrieval Highlight Detection
R1 mAP ≥ Very Good

R1@0.5 R1@0.7 @0.5 @0.75 Avg. mAP HIT@1

Moment-DETR [29] 53.94 34.84 - - 32.20 35.65 55.55
UMT [40] - - - - 37.79 38.97 -
MH-DETR (Ours) 60.84 44.90 60.76 39.64 39.26 38.77 61.74

Additionally, we employ the weighted binary cross-entropy loss
𝐿𝑐𝑙𝑠 to classify the predicted moments as either foreground or back-
ground, which can be formulated as:

L𝑐𝑙𝑠 = −
𝐿𝑚∑︁
𝑖=1

[
𝑤𝑝𝑧𝑖 log(𝑝𝑖 ) + (1 − 𝑧𝑖 ) log(1 − 𝑝𝑖 )

]
(8)

where 𝑝𝑖 and 𝑧𝑖 represent the predicted probability of the fore-
ground and its corresponding label, respectively. 𝐿𝑚 is the number
ofmoment queries. The foreground label is assigned a higher weight
𝑤𝑝 to mitigate label imbalance. Finally, the moment loss 𝐿𝑚𝑜𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡

is formulated as:

L𝑚𝑜𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 = L𝑠𝑝𝑎𝑛 + _𝑐𝑙𝑠L𝑐𝑙𝑠 (9)

Total Loss. The total loss is defined as a linear summation of
the losses presented above:

L𝑡𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 = L𝑠𝑎𝑙𝑖𝑒𝑛𝑐𝑦 + L𝑚𝑜𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 (10)

4 EXPERIMENTS
4.1 Datasets

We evaluate the effectiveness of our proposed model on four
publicly accessible datasets: QVHighlights [29], Charades-STA [20],
ActivityNet Captions [28], and TVSum [59].

QVHighlights.QVHighlights is the only dataset presently avail-
able for theMHD task. This dataset contains 10,148 diverse YouTube
videos with a maximum length of 150 seconds. It contains 10,310
annotations, each including a free-form query, one or more relevant
moments (average of about 1.8 moments per query), and clip-wise

saliency scores. Moreover, it offers a fair benchmark, as we can
only get evaluations by submitting testing split predictions to the
QVHighlights online server1. We follow the original QVHighlights
data splits on 0.7/0.15/0.15 for training/validation/testing split.

Charades-STAandActivityNetCaptions.Charades-STA and
ActivityNet Captions serve as benchmark datasets for moment re-
trieval. Charades-STA is derived from the original Charades [55]
dataset, containing 9,848 videos of daily indoor activities and 16,128
annotations. The standard split of 12,408 and 3,720 annotations is
used for training and testing, respectively. ActivityNet Captions is
constructed based on the original ActivityNet [5] dataset, contain-
ing 19,994 YouTube videos from various domains. As the testing
split is reserved for competition, we follow the 2D-TAN [87] setting,
using 37,421, 17,505, and 17,031 annotations for training, validation,
and testing, respectively.

TVSum. TVSum is a benchmark dataset for highlight detection.
It contains 10 categories of videos, with 5 videos in each category.
In line with UMT [40], we use 0.8/0.2 of the dataset for training and
testing.

4.2 Evaluation Metrics
We use the same evaluation metrics following existing works.

Specifically, for QVHighlights, we use Recall@1 with thresholds
0.5 and 0.7, mean average precision (mAP) with IoU thresholds
0.5 and 0.75, and the average mAP over multiple IoU thresholds
[0.5:0.05:0.95] for moment retrieval. For highlight detection, mAP

1https://codalab.lisn.upsaclay.fr/competitions/6937
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Table 3: Comparison with representative moment retrieval
models on Charades-STA test split. Allmodels use either the
official VGG features or the I3D features.

Feature Methods R1@0.5 R1@0.7

VGG

SAP [11] 27.42 13.36
2D-TAN [87] 40.94 22.85
CMAS [75] 48.37 29.44
UMT [40] 49.35 26.16
Moment-DETR [29] 53.63 31.37
MH-DETR (Ours) 55.47 32.41

I3D

MAN [81] 46.63 22.72
DRN [79] 53.09 31.75
SCDM [78] 54.44 33.43
VSLNet [83] 54.19 35.22
MIGCN [89] 57.10 34.54
MH-DETR (Ours) 56.37 35.94

and HIT@1 are used, where HIT@1 is used to compute the hit ratio
for the highest-scored clip. We also report parameters and GFLOPs
(input visual features ∈ R75×2816 and textual features ∈ R32×512).
For Charades-STA and ActivityNet Captions, Recall@1 with IoU
thresholds 0.5 and 0.7 are used. For TVSum, the mAP at top-5 serves
as the metric.

4.3 Experimental Settings
The setting of the pretrained feature extractor for QVHighlights

is detailed in Section 3.2. For Charades-STA, we use official VGG
[56] features and GloVe [48] textual embeddings. To enable more
comprehensive comparisons, we also utilize I3D [8] visual features
provided by MIGCN [89]. For ActivityNet Captions, we use C3D
[61] visual features and GloVe textual embeddings. For TVSum, we
following UMT use I3D features pretrained on Kinetics-400 [26] as
visual features and CLIP features as textual features.

For input raw video, we set the sampling rate 1/𝜏 to 1/8. The
hidden dimension is set to 𝑑 = 256, and the number of moment
queries 𝐿𝑚 = 10. The maximum input query length 𝐿𝑡 is set to
32, 10, and 50 for QVHighlights, Charades-STA, and ActivityNet
Captions, respectively. The number of layers in the encoder, cross-
modal interaction module, and moment decoder is configured as
1/1/4. We use dropout of 0.1 and drop-path [25] of 0.1 for all multi-
head attention layers and FFNs. Additionally, we adopt an extra
dropout with rates of 0.5 and 0.3 for visual and textual projection
layers, respectively. The post-norm style layer normalization and
ReLU [13] activation are used in the model. The hyperparameters of
losses are set as follows: _𝑏𝑐𝑒 = 1, _𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑘 = 0.1, _𝐿1 = 10, _𝐼𝑜𝑈 = 1,
_𝑐𝑙𝑠 = 4, 𝑤𝑠 = 5, 𝑤𝑝 = 10, △ = 0.2. In all experiments, we use
AdamW [41] optimizer with 2e-4 learning rate and 1e-4 weight
decay. The model is trained with batch size 32 for 200 epochs on
QVHighlights, batch size 8 (32) for 100 epochs on Charades-STA
with VGG (I3D) features, batch size 32 for 100 epochs on ActivityNet
Captions, and batch size 2 for 1000 epochs on TVSum, respectively.
All experiments are conducted using a single GeForce RTX 2080Ti
GPU. More details are available in our released code.

Table 4: Experimental results on ActivityNet Captions test
split.

Methods R1@0.5 R1@0.7

QSPN [71] 27.70 13.60
2D-TAN [87] 44.51 26.54
MIGCN [89] 44.94 -
HiSA [74] 45.36 27.68
CMAS [75] 46.23 29.48
VISA [32] 47.13 29.64
MH-DETR (Ours) 47.15 30.86

4.4 Experimental Results
Moment and Highlight Detection. We begin by comparing

our proposed MH-DETR with existing methods on QVHighlights
test split. To ensure a fair comparison, all methods only use visual
and textual features and are trained from scratch. The results are
presented in Table 1. Our proposed MH-DETR outperforms the
state-of-the-art (SOTA) method UMT by 3.82% and 6.92% on the
R1@0.5 and mAP@0.5 metrics, respectively. Table 2 report the
comparison results between our method and existing methods on
QVHighlights val split. Notably, MH-DETR also outperforms other
methods. Additionally, we visualize the predictions of our method
on QVHighlights in Figure 4. Images displayed from top to bottom
present the input query and video, as well as the predicted moments
and highlights. Figure 4 (a) indicates our model can effectively
predict multiple moments and highlights that correspond to the
same query. Figure 4 (b) represents that our model can also handle
situations where multiple queries are present in the same video.

MomentRetrieval. Table 3 reports the results of ourMH-DETR
compared with other methods on Charades-STA test split. For more
comprehensive comparisons, we use two types of visual features:
VGG and I3D. Our method achieves the best results in almost all
metrics. Specifically, using the same VGG features, MH-DETR out-
performs the existing method Moment-DETR by 1.84% and 1.04%
on the R1@0.5 and R1@0.7 metrics, respectively. Regarding I3D
features, MH-DETR demonstrates competitive performance com-
pared to the recent anchor-based method MIGCN. Table 4 shows
that our method better than the recent proposal-free SOTA method
VISA [32]. In line with MIGCN, we use only C3D visual features to
ensure fair comparisons.

Highlight Detection. The results of highlight detection on TV-
Sum are presented in Table 5, where MH-DETR achieves the best
results in almost categories. Specifically, although our method is
slightly inferior to the recent SL-Module [72] in the changing Vehi-
cle Tire (VT) and Making Sandwich (MS), it surpasses SL-Module
by 8.3% in terms of average top-5 mAP across all categories. Ad-
ditionally, MH-DETR outperforms SL-Module by 15.4% and 20.7%
in the Flash Mob Gathering (FM) and Grooming an Animal (GA)
categories, respectively.

4.5 Ablation Studies
To evaluate the effectiveness of each module in our method,

we conduct in-depth ablation studies presented in Table 6. The
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Table 5: Performance comparison with representative highlight detectionmodels on TVSum dataset. Themetric is top-5mAP.

Methods VT VU GA MS PK PR FM BK BT DS Avg.

sLSTM [85] 41.1 46.2 46.3 47.7 44.8 46.1 45.2 40.6 47.1 45.5 45.1
SG [43] 42.3 47.2 47.5 48.9 45.6 47.3 46.4 41.7 48.3 46.6 46.2
LIM-S [70] 55.9 42.9 61.2 54.0 60.4 47.5 43.2 66.3 69.1 62.6 56.3
Trailer [64] 61.3 54.6 65.7 60.8 59.1 70.1 58.2 64.7 65.6 68.1 62.8
SL-Module [72] 86.5 68.7 74.9 86.2 79.0 63.2 58.9 72.6 78.9 64.0 73.3
MH-DETR (Ours) 86.1 79.4 84.3 85.8 81.2 83.9 74.3 82.7 86.5 71.6 81.6

Figure 4: Prediction visualization on QVHighlights val split. Images displayed from top to bottom present the input query and
video, as well as the predictedmoments and highlights. (a) Ourmodel can effectively predict multiplemoments and highlights
that correspond to the same query. (b) Our model can also handle situations where multiple queries are present in the same
video.

process of calculating the loss and establishing bipartite matching
is the same as described in Section 3.4. Model ③ serves as our
baseline model, based on Moment-DETR, and replaces transformer
with poolformer in the encoder. Model ③ demonstrates a modest
performance enhancement compared to Moment-DETR, suggesting
that a simple token mixer with a FFN is adequate for the encoder.
Model ①, created by removing the moment decoder from model ③,
directly uses the cross-attention layer in the encoder with visual
features as query and textual features as key and value. Model ①

shows a performance drop on MR task, indicating the effectiveness

of the moment decoder in capturing moment features. Model ④,
which removes the encoder from the full MH-DETR (model ⑤),
exhibits only a slight decrease in performance. This suggests that
the model has minimal reliance on the uni-modal encoder, and the
cross-modal interaction module is also effective in modeling global
context. Models ② and ⑤ add the cross-modal interaction module,
resulting in a significant performance improvement in MHD task
compared to models ① and ③. This demonstrates that this module
effectively fuses visual and textual features, yielding robust joint
moment and highlight features.
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Table 6: Effectiveness of each module in our proposed MH-DETR on QVHighlights val split, where "enc.", "crs-int.", and "mom-
dec." denote the encoder in Section 3.2, the cross-modal interaction module, and the moment decoder in Section 3.3, respec-
tively. MR and HD represent moment retrieval and highlight detection respectively. VG is the abbreviation for very good.

Model Modules MR HD (≥VG)
enc. crs-int. mom-dec. R1@0.5 R1@0.7 mAP@0.5 mAP@0.75 mAP Avg. mAP HIT@1

① ✓ 41.87 20.19 45.32 18.63 21.21 32.85 54.71
② ✓ ✓ 56.32 36.58 56.02 31.36 32.63 37.48 59.84
③ ✓ ✓ 57.16 38.90 58.42 34.98 35.04 34.14 56.90
④ ✓ ✓ 61.10 43.68 60.21 37.83 37.89 38.71 61.72
⑤ ✓ ✓ ✓ 60.84 44.90 60.76 39.64 39.26 38.77 61.74

Table 7: Ablation study of losses on QVHighlights val split.

Index Losses MR HD (≥VG)
L𝑐𝑙𝑠 L𝐿1 L𝐼𝑜𝑈 L𝑏𝑐𝑒 L𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑘 R1@0.5 R1@0.7 mAP@0.5 mAP@0.75 mAP Avg. mAP HIT@1

(1) ✓ ✓ - - - - - 35.04 53.81
(2) ✓ ✓ ✓ 54.84 37.10 57.26 33.42 33.50 - -
(3) ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 55.87 38.06 56.08 33.90 34.02 37.83 61.29
(4) ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 57.61 40.00 55.43 34.33 34.38 38.62 60.71
(5) ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 56.71 38.71 57.70 34.33 35.30 36.92 56.13
(6) ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 60.45 44.52 58.02 37.20 37.26 38.22 60.19
(7) ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 60.84 44.90 60.76 39.64 39.26 38.77 61.74

Table 8: Comparison with Moment-DETR using the same parameters on QVHighlights val split.

Methods MR HD (≥VG) Params GFLOPs
R1@0.5 R1@0.7 mAP@0.5 mAP@0.75 mAP Avg. mAP HIT@1

Moment-DETR [29] 53.94 34.84 - - 32.20 35.65 55.55 4.8M 0.28
MH-DETR-S (Ours) 60.19 44.52 59.59 38.59 37.77 38.20 59.29 5.0M 0.24

Moment-DETR-L 55.35 37.61 56.28 32.07 32.96 36.25 56.39 8.5M 0.49
MH-DETR (Ours) 60.84 44.90 60.76 39.64 39.26 38.77 61.74 8.2M 0.34

Table 7 displays the performance of MH-DETR when using dif-
ferent combinations of losses. Rows (3)-(7) investigate the impact
of each individual loss. Rows (1), (2), and (7) reveal that turning off
either the highlight loss or the moment loss leads to a significant
performance drop for both HD andMR tasks. This demonstrates the
importance of co-optimization in achieving significant performance
improvements for MHD task."

In addition, compared to Moment-DETR, the parameters of MH-
DETR have increased, suggesting that our model can fit more robust
functions. To ensure a fair comparison, we raise the number of lay-
ers in both the encoder and decoder of Moment-DETR to 4, denoted
as Moment-DETR-L. We also remove the encoder of MH-DETR
and reduced the number of moment decoder layers to 2, denoted
as MH-DETR-S. As illustrated in Table 8, our model achieves the
best results with the same parameters.

5 CONCLUSION AND FUTUREWORK
In this paper, we propose a novelmodel calledMH-DETR (Moment

and Highlight DEtection TRansformer) for MHD (video moment
and highlight detection) task. Specifically, we introduce a simple yet
efficient pooling operator within the uni-modal encoder to capture
global intra-modal information. Furthermore, we design the cross-
modal interaction module that integrates visual and textual features
to obtain temporally aligned cross-modal features. Extensive ex-
periments on QVHighlights, Charades-STA, ActivityNet Captions,
and TVSum datasets demonstrate that our method outperforms
SOTA method, underscoring the effectiveness and superiority of
our proposed MH-DETR.

To further explore the potential of cross-modal models in MHD
task, several future works are beneficial. One attempt is to introduce
more modal features, such as optical flow, depth and object features
[12, 52, 63]. Another direction is to integrate advancements from
follow-up works of DETR [31, 37, 82]. Moreover, developing a loss
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function that simultaneously considers both MR and HD tasks
would be valuable.
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