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Live Video Captioning
Eduardo Blanco-Fernández, Carlos Gutiérrez-Álvarez, Nadia Nasri,

Saturnino Maldonado-Bascón, Roberto Javier López-Sastre

Abstract—Dense video captioning is the task that involves
the detection and description of events within video sequences.
While traditional approaches focus on offline solutions where the
entire video of analysis is available for the captioning model, in
this work we introduce a paradigm shift towards Live Video
Captioning (LVC). In LVC, dense video captioning models must
generate captions for video streams in an online manner, facing
important constraints such as having to work with partial
observations of the video, the need for temporal anticipation
and, of course, ensuring ideally a real-time response. In this
work we formally introduce the novel problem of LVC and
propose new evaluation metrics tailored for the online scenario,
demonstrating their superiority over traditional metrics. We also
propose an LVC model integrating deformable transformers and
temporal filtering to address the LVC new challenges. Experi-
mental evaluations on the ActivityNet Captions dataset validate
the effectiveness of our approach, highlighting its performance
in LVC compared to state-of-the-art offline methods. Results of
our model as well as an evaluation kit with the novel metrics
integrated are made publicly available to encourage further
research on LVC.

Index Terms—dense video captioning, live video captioning,
online, transformers, artificial intelligence, computer vision.

I. INTRODUCTION

AS a growing field within video understanding, video
captioning has gathered significant attention recently [1]–

[5]. The goal of these video captioning models is to produce
a natural sentence that encapsulates the primary event in a
short video. These models utilize datasets tailored to the
described problem (e.g., MSR-VTT [6], VATEX [7]), where
short video segments and their corresponding annotations
in the form of captions are provided. Nevertheless, because
real-world videos are often lengthy, untrimmed, and feature
multiple simultaneous events alongside background content,
the aforementioned single-sentence video captioning models
typically produce lackluster and less informative descriptions.
To tackle this more complex scenario, captioning approaches
must both locate and describe the events occurring in long
videos; this problem is known as dense video captioning [8]–
[12].

The majority of real-life videos encompass numerous events
that may unfold simultaneously. For instance, in a video
featuring “a waiter carrying food to a table” one may also
observe another “individual eating and drinking” or a “woman
sitting down”. Dense video captioning models are tasked with

Eduardo Blanco-Fernández, Carlos Gutiérrez-Álvarez, Saturnino
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Fig. 1. Above: Traditional models of dense video captioning work offline,
accessing the whole video to generate the captions. Down: The live video
captioning models must generate the captions for the video stream, in an
online manner, ideally in real time, and working with partial observations of
the video.

generating such descriptions based on captions for each of
the events unfolding in the videos, precisely indicating the
temporal instants of the start and end of these actions. The
utility of such models is substantial, as they enable a spectrum
of applications ranging from automatic caption generation sys-
tems to enhance search capabilities in multimedia databases,
to solutions aiding individuals with visual impairments by
providing a description of the unfolding events in the video.

The current state-of-the-art in dense video captioning pri-
marily focuses on providing offline solutions. That is, as
depicted in Figure 1, top part, all these models assume access
to the entirety of the video for which they are tasked with
generating captions. However, in this work we propose a
paradigm shift which we term as Live Video Captioning
(LVC), as illustrated in Figure 1, bottom part. In LVC,
the challenge lies in generating dense captions in an online
manner. This imposes significant new challenges on traditional
offline models. Firstly, in an LVC scenario, it is not feasible to
access the entire video to generate dense captions. LVC models
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must operate with partial observations of the video, ideally
with video streams, continuously providing captions online
as events unfold. This restriction is particularly detrimental
to models requiring an action proposal generation phase,
e.g. [11], [13], [14]. Secondly, LVC models must be able to
anticipate actions. Operating with partial observations reduces
the semantic information available compared to traditional
offline models, making it more challenging to identify events.
Furthermore, LVC solutions must implement temporal atten-
tion and filtering mechanisms to refine the caption predictions
they generate. Finally, there is the challenge of real-time
captioning inherent in live models. From an applicability
standpoint, LVC solutions must function with both precision
and speed, with both requirements sharing equal importance.

Interestingly, to the best of our knowledge, the problem
of LVC has not been deeply investigated. In this work, we
propose a specific LVC model, and our main contributions are
as follows:

1) We provide a formal description of the live video
captioning problem (Section III-A).

2) Alongside the problem description, we propose novel
evaluation metrics specifically designed for the online
scenario, demonstrating that offline metrics are not ad-
equate (Section III-C).

3) We propose a specific model for LVC that integrates
deformable transformers and a temporal filtering mech-
anism to generate dense captions in real-time over video
streams (Section III-B).

4) Finally, in Section IV, we offer a comprehensive exper-
imental evaluation on the ActivityNet Captions dataset,
showcasing both the performance of our new model and
the effectiveness of the new metrics. A comparison with
state-of-the-art offline methods is also provided, high-
lighting their inadequacy for the proposed new online
scenario.

II. RELATED WORK

Dense video captioning presents a multifaceted challenge,
intertwining event localization and event captioning. Krishna
et al. [13] introduced the inaugural dense video captioning
model, incorporating a multi-scale proposal module for local-
ization alongside an attention-based LSTM for contextually
informed caption generation. Subsequent research endeavors
have aimed to enhance event representations through various
means, including context modeling [15], [16], event-level re-
lationships [12], and multi-modal feature fusion [9], [17], thus
facilitating more precise and informative caption generation.

Previous methods have struggled with integrating the lo-
calization and captioning modules effectively. Attempts to
address this issue have led researchers to explore interactions
between the two sub-tasks. Li et al. [18] propose a proxy
task, predicting language rewards of generated sentences, to
enhance the optimization of the localization module. Similarly,
Zhou et al. [19] introduce a differential masking mechanism,
linking the gradient flow from captioning loss to proposals’
boundaries, thereby facilitating joint optimization. In [10], the
proposed approach exploits inter-task interactions by ensuring

both sub-tasks share the same intermediate features. Further-
more, the method employs a one-to-one matching strategy be-
tween intermediate feature vectors and target event instances,
resulting in discriminative features for captioning.

All the aforementioned methods share an important feature:
they tackle the problem using pipelines designed to operate
offline. In other words, the results of all these models are
optimal when they have access to the entire video for which
they generate the dense captions.

We propose in this work an approach that addresses the
problem of dense video captioning in an online fashion. This
new problem is named as live video captioning (LVC). Ideally,
in the LVC problem, the captions must be generated as soon as
possible, by processing the video stream. This means that the
models need to be adapted to work with partial observations
of the video content, and, under this condition, produce dense
captions as accurate as possible. Note that similar online
approaches have been explored, for example, in the problem
of action detection (e. g. [20]–[26]).

For the dense video captioning problem, only, to the best
of our knowledge, Hori et al. [27] have proposed a multi-
modal captioning approach that uses a timing detector so that
the captions can be generated in the early stages of an event-
triggered video clip. This problem can be termed as early video
captioning, where the target consists in evaluating the latency
ratio needed to reach the same performance of an offline
video captioning model for an event-triggered video. Similar
simplified experimental setups where explored in the context
of early event detection in video, e.g. [28]–[30]. Note that these
problems are different from our live video captioning. We
claim these simplified setups are not representative for practi-
cal applications, where occurrences of possibly many different
actions need to be detected and a correct caption generated
in an online manner, in long video recordings with widely
varying content. When it comes to a live video captioning
system, the model should be continuously processing the video
stream, and, when necessary, producing dense video captions
ideally in realtime. This necessitates precisely recognizing the
current action at any point of its development. Furthermore,
in order to complete the LVC task, one must distinguish the
action from a range of negative input, such as background
frames in which no pertinent actions are occurring.

Overall, we propose a live video captioning model that
parallelizes localization, selection, and captioning tasks within
a single end-to-end model, based on deformable transformers,
simplifying the process while ensuring the online generation
of accurate and coherent captions. Our localization and cap-
tioning modules process the streaming video, producing dense
captions that are enhanced with a filtering process.

III. LIVE VIDEO CAPTIONING

A. Live Video Captioning: problem formulation

We define the problem of Live Video Captioning (LVC) as
the process of obtaining dense captions for a video stream as
soon as the video frames are available. Unlike the traditional
video captioning model, which we refer to as offline video
captioning, we do not have access to the entire video for
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analysis. Instead, LVC models can only access the content
coming from a video stream up to the time instant t to generate
caption predictions for that instant. In other words, LVC
models process the video in an online fashion, implying that
the dense caption generation system has access to the current
information of the video and past information, but never future
information. Therefore, these systems are inherently causal.

We must assume that for LVC solutions, there is always
information yet to be revealed. Caption predictions are made
based on partial content of the video, in case it is already
recorded. However, it is in the context of real-time video
streams where LVC models gain special relevance. We can
think of the following applications. For example, a surveillance
camera, where we can never be certain about what will happen
next, but we want to generate dense captions immediately after
the information becomes accessible to our systems. We can
also use the example of a robot equipped with a camera that
generates descriptions of the scenes it is continuously seeing.
It is not desirable to wait until the action is finished to have
a correct caption prediction for it.

Therefore, the established properties for the LVC task in
realistic scenarios are summarized as follows:

1) Input assumption: Streaming videos are assumed to be
the natural inputs for LVC approaches, where neither
length nor content of the entire video are accesible.

2) Timeliness: Captions must be generated as soon as the
actions unfold, ideally in real-time.

3) Causality: Dense caption generation must be causal, so
future frames cannot be used.

4) Temporal adjustment: The caption prediction must be
adjusted to the temporal information available up to the
time corresponding to the prediction instant.

5) Irreversibility: No post-processing or subsequent
thresholding of caption scores can be applied once
they are generated for a previous instant of time. LVC
methods cannot revise past generated captions.

B. Our Live Video Captioning Model

For the implementation of our LVC model, we drew in-
spiration from the latest advances in solutions for offline
dense video captioning [9], [10], where transformer-based
architectures [31] were used.

As it is shown in Figure 2, we develop a deformable
transformer model applied to the novel online dense video
captioning problem. The deformable transformer model was
introduced in [32] as an architecture to improve the per-
formance of object detectors by attending to sparse spatial
locations and incorporating multi-scale feature representations.
Technically, our LVC integrates the deformable transformer-
based architecture to make online caption predictions, taking
temporal video segments of length ∆t as input. Given an
input video stream Vi = {I1, I2, I3, . . .}, we first split it
in video segments Si of duration ∆t frames, hence Vi =
{S1, S2, S3, . . .}. Note that our LVC does not have to access
the entire video, as required for offline systems such as [9]–
[11], [33].

t

tn  tn + Δt

Δt

LVC

Feed Forward

Self-Attention

Self-Attention

Feed Forward

Encoder-Decoder Attention

Encoder

Decoder

TR
AN

SF
O

R
M

ER

Localization head Captioning head

Segments Captions
[tn, tn + Δt] ["Man dressed in female medieval 

costume falls to the ground"]

Fig. 2. LVC adopts a deformable transformer-based architecture to learn the
interaction of different frames of the video, including learnable event queries
to capture the significance of the relationship between frames and events.
Two prediction heads run in parallel on the query features, leveraging mutual
benefits between the two tasks and improving their performance together.

These video snippets Si are the inputs for a deformable
transformer model, with the corresponding encoder and de-
coder. The following operational scheme is followed from
the introduction of the video segment to the model until the
captions are obtained. First, our model extracts the features for
each of the frames in the video segment Si. Our LVC model
can be integrated with any feature extractor. For our experi-
ments, we used the TSP feature extractor [34]. To effectively
use multi-scale features for forecasting events at different
scales, we incorporate L temporal convolutional layers with
a stride of 2 and a kernel size of 3. This approach generates
feature sequences at various resolutions, ranging from T to
T
2L

. These multi-scale features {xl}Ll=1, combined with their
positional embeddings, are input into the deformable trans-
former encoder, which captures frame-to-frame relationships
across multiple scales.

The deformable transformer, as described in [32], is
an encoder-decoder framework that utilizes multi-scale de-
formable attention (MSDeformAttn). For our set of multi-
scale feature maps {xl}Ll=1 where xl ∈ RC×Hl×Wl , a query
element qj , and a normalized reference point pq ∈ [0, 1]2,
MSDeformAttn produces a context vector via a weighted sum
of K×L sampling points across the feature maps at L scales:

MSDeformAttn(qj ,pj , {xl}Ll=1) =

L∑
l=1

K∑
k=1

AjlkWxl
p̃jlk

,

p̃jlk = ϕl(pj) + ∆pjkl,

In this equation, p̃jkl and Ajkl denote the position and
attention weight of the k-th sampled key at the l-th scale
for the j-th query element, respectively. W represents the
projection matrix for key elements, and ϕl maps the nor-
malized reference points into the feature map at the l-th
level. The sampling offsets ∆pjkl are relative to ϕl(pj). Both
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Ajkl and ∆pjkl are determined through linear projection onto
the query element. Overall, in the Deformable Transformer,
self-attention modules in the Transformer encoder and cross-
attention modules in the Transformer decoder are replaced
with deformable attention modules.

The decoding network comprises a deformable transformer
decoder and three parallel components, leveraging the strategy
in [10]: a captioning head for generating captions, a local-
ization head for predicting event boundaries with confidence
scores, and an event counter for estimating the number of
events. The decoder’s objective is to directly query event-
level features from the frame features using N learnable
embeddings (referred to as event queries) {qj}Nj=1 and their
associated scalar reference points pj . The reference point pj
is obtained through a linear projection followed by a sigmoid
activation applied to qj . These event queries and reference
points act as initial estimates for the events’ features and
locations (center points) and are iteratively refined at each
decoding layer. The refined query features and reference points
are denoted as q̃j and p̃j , respectively.

Localization head produces box prediction and binary
classification for each event query. The box prediction task
aims to determine the 2D relative offsets (center and length)
of the ground-truth segment with respect to the reference
point. Binary classification generates the foreground confi-
dence for each event query. Both the box prediction and binary
classification are carried out using multi-layer perceptrons.
This process results in a set of tuples [tj1, tjf , α

loc
j ]Nj=1 that

represent the detected events, with tj1 and tjf the initial and
final times, and where αloc

j is the localization confidence of
the event query q̃j .

Instead of using a two-stage scheme, our LVC employs
enhanced event query representations in parallel localization
and captioning heads, allowing these two subtasks to be
closely related. LVC directly produces a set of events with
an appropriate size without relying on heuristic techniques to
eliminate redundancy. Within our deformable transformer (see
Figure 2), Event Queries are produced and introduced into the
decoder. Each of these queries will result in a prediction for
a caption. For all experiments, we use a total of 10 queries.

Our captioning head simply feeds q̃j into a vanilla LSTM
at each timestamp. The word wjt is predicted by a fully
connected layer followed by a softmax activation over the
hidden state hjt of the LSTM.

The event counter head predicts the number of events using
a max-pooling layer and a fully connected layer with softmax
activation, producing a fixed-size vector rlen, where each value
refers to the possibility of a specific number. The predicted
event number is obtained by argmax(rlen). Top Nset events
are selected based on accurate boundaries and captions.

Confidence for each event query is calculated considering
both location confidence and a modulated caption confidence
to account for sentence length variability. During training,
LVC generates a set of N events with locations and captions.
The Hungarian algorithm is used to match predicted events
with ground truths, optimizing a cost function combining gen-
eralized IOU and focal loss. The total loss includes weighted
sums of generalized IOU loss, classification loss, counting

loss, and caption loss, computed across all transformer decoder
layers.

While offline models for dense video captioning can access
all available information by analyzing the entire video before
generating the captions, our LVC model only has access to
the information available in the video segment of duration ∆t.
This limitation can hinder the quality of the subtitles because
a short video segment might not provide enough context.

To improve the quality of the captions, we have included
a caption consolidation stage, as shown in Figure 3. The
integrated transformer uses a query mechanism comprising
10 queries per video segment. Subsequently, the consolidation
module accepts the predictions generated by these queries
as input and orchestrates a voting mechanism, whereby the
ultimate caption is determined by the highest frequency of
occurrence among the generated predictions. In the voting
process, we also take into account the score associated with
the output head of the transformer, so that predictions with
higher scores are favored.

x10
queries

'a woman is shown in a room.'

'a man is seen holding a stick and speaking to the camera.'

'a man is seen holding a stick and speaking to the camera.'

'a woman is shown in a room.'

'a man is seen holding a stick and speaking to the camera.'

'a man is seen holding a stick and speaking to the camera.'

1

2

3

4

5

6

0.435

0.445

0.435

0.418

0.438

0.415

Consolidation

'a man is seen holding a stick and
speaking to the camera.'Caption:

Proposal score: 0.445

Temporal segment [0, 0.8] s

Fig. 3. Example of caption consolidation for a video segment.

C. Novel Evaluation Metric for Live Video Captioning: the
Live Score

Dense video captioning models, by operating in offline
mode, have traditionally been evaluated using offline metrics.
The new LVC paradigm we propose necessitates the develop-
ment of a new evaluation metric with an online nature. We
begin by describing the typical offline evaluation scheme and
then highlight its main limitations for LVC systems, thereby
introducing the properties that an online evaluation metric
must possess. Next, we introduce the formulation associated
with the new proposed metric, the Live Score, including all of
its variants.

1) Online evaluation metric properties: The main charac-
teristics of traditional offline dense video captioning metrics
are as follows. All the information from the video annotations
is introduced at once in the metrics. Then, the scorer rates
the entire input video regardless of its duration. This scenario
is quite different from that of LVC, where dense caption
predictions with their associated timestamps arrive in temporal
blocks, whose duration is less than that of the full video
being processed. Moreover, the offline metrics cast a score
that corresponds to the average score for a full video. This
fact does not allow us to observe a temporal evolution in
the performance of the models. This point is interesting for
LVC because if we analyze the metric results with a temporal
evolution, we can allow it to recover or deteriorate over time.
In other words, we need an online nature metric that evolves
with the video and reflects the real-time and online accuracy
of LVC systems.
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Therefore, the characteristics that an online metric for LVC
must fulfill are as follows:

• Video stream based scoring: Ability to obtain scores
from a video stream, therefore no access to a whole video
is needed.

• Causality compliance: The metric should not have
access to future information, only to what is being
processed at the moment and what has already been
processed.

• Memory-aware: Implementation of a record of the
scores obtained in the video. This will be used to calculate
subsequent results and allow for an evolution over time.

2) The Live Score: For the new paradigm of LVC, we
propose a purely online metric: the Live Score (LS). In short,
it is an adaptation of the various scores used in offline metrics,
but tailored to process video streams online, causally, and with
history, as we have specified in the previous section.

We begin with the necessary mathematical formulation to
define the LS. Let an LVC model aim to produce a series
of caption predictions by analyzing an input video stream
every ∆t seconds. Note that ∆t will be the only configurable
parameter of the new metric LS. We define Ci as the set of
captions generated by the model LVC when presented with a
video Vi:

LV C(∆t, Vi) ⇒ Ci = {[t1i, t1f , c1, α1], [t2i, t2f , c2, α2], . . . ,

[tni, tnf , cn, αn]} , (1)

where tni and tnf are the start and end times of each
timestamp, respectively, cn contains the predictions for the
captions, and αn encodes the confidence assigned by the LVC
model to each caption.

The LS metric will process the data in Ci online, providing
a score γt′ for each timestamp t′, with a resolution of ∆t
seconds. We propose to combine our LS metric with any of
the traditional scorers for video captioning (see Figure 4).
This scorer is now evaluated continuously, and our LS metric
allows for the observation of its evolution, instantaneously. The
scorers are responsible for comparing the similarity between
the predicted and annotated captions. The ones we have
integrated into our LS metric and that have been used in
experiments are as follows:

• METEOR [35]: It is an automatic translation quality eval-
uation metric that calculates word, phrase, and synonym
similarity scores.

• Bleu4 [36]: Automatic evaluation metric used in text
generation and machine translation. It emphasizes the
accuracy of matching four-word n-grams and evaluates
the similarity between the generated output and human
references using the count of matching n-grams.

• Rouge-L [37]: Automatic evaluation metric primarily
used in automatic text summarization. The generated
summary and the reference summary are compared using
word count and summary length.

To reflect a continuous temporal evolution, when we have
the score calculated at t′, we compute the mean with all

Bleu4 / METEOR/ ROUGE_L

Ground
Truth

Predictions

LS Metric

Fig. 4. The LS metric. It allows for an online and continuous evaluation
of a video stream, analyzed every ∆t seconds. Our metric allows for the
integration of any scorer (e.g. METEOR, Bleu4 or Rouge-L) in the online or
live evaluation.

previous scores, so that the LS metric is formulated as follows:

LS(t′, LV C(∆t, Vi)) =

K∑
n=1

γt′n

K
, (2)

where t
′

n = n·∆t, the numerator corresponds to the sum of all
scores calculated up to the current moment t′, and K = t′

∆t .
As it is shown in Figure 4, we can have multiple ground-

truth captions associated with the video segment we are
processing. Remember we are dealing with the dense video
captioning problem, hence this situation is possible. Our
metric will produce a score between the predictions and each
annotated caption, resulting the final score γt′ as the average
of all generated scores for that segment. We show in Figure 4
a graphical example, where the LS metric is used to process a
video Vi segmented into fragments with length ∆t, each one
containing m associated captions.

The proposed LS metric has an online nature, meeting all
the requirements detailed in Section III-C1. However, it does
not take into account the influence of false positives, i.e.,
predictions of captions that do not appear in the annotations
available in the database. In other words, the proposed metric
does not include any calibration mechanism with respect to
false positives. In a realistic scenario for the LVC problem,
such as generating captions for a live video stream from a
surveillance camera, it is highly likely that there are large
portions of the video where no action is occurring. Thus, in
an LVC model applied to a video surveillance system, we
must avoid at all costs the model generating captions for
events that have not occurred. An LVC system will be accurate
if it provides accurate captions, but also if it only provides
captions when something relevant is happening in the video.
To calibrate our metric and make it sensitive to false positives,
we propose integrating a penalty for false positives into the LS.
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This new version of the metric is called weighted-LS (wLS),
and is formulated as follows:

wLS(t′, LV C(∆t, Vi)) =

K∑
n=1

γt′n

K
· e−β , (3)

β =

K∑
n=1

fp(t′n)

K
, (4)

where we have added the correction factor β, dependent on
fp(t′n), which is number false positives corresponding to the
video segment associated to t′n.

The two new proposed metrics, LS and its calibrated version
wLS, allow for the online and continuous evaluation of what
happens in a video up to time t′, taking into account the
entire history of the video from when it started processing
at t = 0. It may happen that the evaluation process starts with
predictions that have very low scores and gradually improve
over time, or vice versa. In such scenarios, since the metric
is calculated based on all previous scores obtained by the
system from t = 0, it always considers the entire temporal
timeline, and the metric may fail to reflect the system’s most
recent behavior. To address this issue, we propose a version
for both LS and wLS that considers only a fixed temporal
history window for computing the performance of the LVC
system at time t′, covering only the interval [t′ − w∆t, t′].
Here, w defines the size of this fixed temporal window used
to compute the metrics LS and wLS. By updating the metric
considering only the fixed temporal history window, we allow
it to evolve, reflecting the current performance of the LVC
model. In Figure 5, we illustrate the calculation process for a
temporal window size of w = 5.

Incorporating the fixed temporal history window, the for-
mulations of the previously described metrics are as follows:

hLS(t′, LV C(∆t, Vi)) =

K∑
n=max(1,K+1−w)

γt′n

K
, (5)

hwLS(t′, LV C(∆t, Vi)) =

K∑
n=max(1,K+1−w)

γt′n

K
· e−β , (6)

β =

K∑
n=max(1,K+1−w)

fp(t′n)

K
. (7)

IV. EXPERIMENTAL EVALUATION

In this section, we provide details of the experimental
evaluation designed for the proposed LVC problem.

We start in Section IV-A with a description of the ex-
perimental setup, where we outline the database used and
the adaptations made to it for the evaluation of the live
models. Subsequently, in Sections IV-B-IV-F, we include both
qualitative and quantitative results of all our experiments. The

Online metric (LS or wLS)

Current time

Temporal window 

Fig. 5. Operation of the online metric with fixed temporal window history.
We observe how that temporal window moves along the video timeline. The
window, with size w = 5, encompasses the scores that will be considered to
compute the score associated with the current instant. The first two slots have
been discarded. The diagram has been simplified for ease of understanding,
but the calculation of scores for each ∆t is the same as in the previous
scenarios.

questions we want to address with the proposed experimental
evaluation are as follows:

1) Are offline experimental evaluation environments ade-
quate for LVC models?

2) Are the proposed new metrics suitable for the LVC
problem, and do they allow to judge the temporal
evolution of LVC systems?

3) What is the performance of the proposed model for
LVC? With respect to the state of the art in offline
models, how does the proposed LVC approach perform?

A. Experimental setup

We have used for our experimental evaluation the Ac-
tivityNet Captions [13] dataset. This database is actually a
subset of data from ActivityNet [38]. Specifically, ActivityNet
Captions consists of a set of 20,000 videos totaling 849 hours
of video with a total of 100,000 descriptions, each with its
start and end timestamp. On average, each annotated video
contains 3.65 localized phrases, with each phrase averaging
13.48 words. The videos were generated at a rate of 30 frames
per second. For our experiments we have chosen the validation
set, which contains 4,926 videos.

The different ∆t values used in the experiments were
(24, 48, 72, 96, 120, 150) in frame numbers. We justify this
choice of values for ∆t because all of them represent a
reasonable temporal length for real-time applications. If the
values were greater, the delay between predictions would be
too high, making them unsuitable for consideration as Live
models.

B. Evaluating LVC models with off-line metrics

Are offline experimental evaluation metrics suitable for LVC
models? This is the question we want to specifically address
in this section. We set up an experimental evaluation scenario
in which we use the official offline metrics provided in the
ActivityNet Challenge 2018 [39], on the online predictions
generated by our LVC system. For localization performance,
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the average precision, average recall across intersection over
union at different thresholds are used. For dense captioning
performance, the official evaluation tool provided by Activi-
tyNet Challenge 2018 is followed, which calculates the aver-
age precision measured by BLEU4, METEOR, and ROUGE L
scorers, of the matched pairs between generated captions and
the ground truth across intersection over union thresholds of
0.3, 0.5, 0.7 and 0.9.

In Table I, we first present the results in terms of dense
captioning accuracy. We provide a detailed comparison be-
tween the results of our online LVC model and those offered
by the offline models PDVC [10] and Vid2Seq [9], that can
be considered as the representatives of the state of the art for
the dense video captioning problem.

Model Live ∆t Features Bleu4 METEOR ROUGE L

PDVC [10] ✗
C3D 1.65 7.50 -
TSN 1.78 7.96 -
TSP 2.17 9.03 -

PDVC light [10] ✗
C3D 1.51 7.11 -
TSN 1.66 7.97 -
TSP 1.77 8.55 -

Vid2Seq [9] ✗ CLIP - 8.5 -

LVC (Ours) ✓

24

TSP

0.13 0.14 0.15
48 0.47 0.45 0.51
72 0.85 0.75 0.91
96 1.21 1.03 1.29

120 1.55 1.27 1.63
150 2.01 1.56 2.08

TABLE I
EXPERIMENTAL COMPARISON IN TERMS OF ACCURACY OF THE CAPTIONS
GENERATED BY OFFLINE MODELS AND OUR ONLINE MODEL LVC USING
TRADITIONAL OFFLINE METRICS FOR THE ActivityNet Captions DATASET,

USING THE VALIDATION SET OF VIDEOS.

Analyzing these results, we can draw the following conclu-
sions. The first one is that offline metrics favor offline models.
Our live system achieves low performance in some metrics.
The reason is clear: these metrics filter the captions generated
by the models based on intersection-over-union thresholds, as
we have seen, and the predictions of our LVC model are too
short in temporal duration (∆t is the value), so many of them
do not survive this filtering and are naturally discarded by
the offline metrics. The second conclusion, related to the first
one, is that offline metrics tend to improve as we increase the
parameter ∆t in our LVC model. The metrics were designed
to work in offline scenarios where models can and should see
the entire video first, and then generate all caption predictions.
This favors the generation of captions of much longer duration
than those that can be generated by our LVC model (with a
∆t limit). In fact, the offline dense captions can even occupy
large temporal portions of the video.

We can also compare offline and live models in terms of the
accuracy of temporal localization of the captions, again using
traditional offline metrics: precision and recall. In Table II,
we present this detailed analysis, and we can observe that the
results of event localization obtained for our predictions using
these offline metrics are not satisfactory. Again, the metrics
improve as ∆t increases in our LVC model. The explanation
is similar to what we have provided for the previous metrics:
our caption predictions are associated with video segments of
duration ∆t, which causes them not to meet the intersection-

Model Live Recall Precision

0.3 0.5 0.7 0.9 avg 0.3 0.5 0.7 0.9 avg

MFT [40] ✗ 46.18 29.76 15.54 5.77 24.31 86.34 68.79 38.30 12.19 51.41
SDVC [41] ✗ 93.41 76.40 42.40 10.10 55.58 96.71 77.73 44.84 10.99 57.57
PDVC light [10] ✗ 88.78 71.74 45.70 17.45 55.92 96.83 78.01 41.05 14.69 57.65
PDVC [10] ✗ 89.47 71.91 44.63 15.67 55.42 97.16 78.09 42.68 14.40 58.07
Vid2Seq [9] ✗ - - - - 52.7 - - - - 53.9

∆t

LVC - (ours) ✓

24 7.60 2.72 0.89 0.16 2.84 1.81 0.45 0.21 0.06 0.63
48 17.57 7.61 2.55 0.47 7.05 5.88 1.98 0.78 0.15 2.20
72 25.40 12.30 4.61 0.92 10.81 10.14 3.91 1.79 0.42 4.07
96 31.76 16.45 6.42 1.31 13.98 14.21 6.10 2.74 0.63 5.92

120 36.70 19.34 7.67 1.74 16.36 18.17 7.94 3.58 0.82 7.63
150 42.50 22.87 9.67 2.25 19.32 23.11 10.24 4.77 1.23 9.84

TABLE II
CAPTION LOCALIZATION FOR THE VALIDATION VIDEO SET OF ActivityNet

Captions, USING TRADITIONAL OFFLINE METRICS. COMPARISON WITH
THE STATE OF THE ART OFFLINE MODELS.

Model ∆t
Recall Precision

0.3 0.5 0.7 0.9 avg 0.3 0.5 0.7 0.9 avg

Original
Annotations LVC

24 7.60 2.72 0.89 0.16 2.84 1.81 0.45 0.21 0.06 0.63
48 17.57 7.61 2.55 0.47 7.05 5.88 1.98 0.78 0.15 2.20
72 25.40 12.30 4.61 0.92 10.81 10.14 3.91 1.79 0.42 4.07
96 31.76 16.45 6.42 1.31 13.98 14.21 6.10 2.74 0.63 5.92
120 36.70 19.34 7.67 1.74 16.36 18.17 7.94 3.58 0.82 7.63
150 42.50 22.87 9.67 2.25 19.32 23.11 10.24 4.77 1.23 9.84

Modified
Annotations LVC

24 90.97 90.08 89.24 88.32 90.16 97.63 97.32 96.85 96.23 97.18
48 90.36 88.73 87.10 85.14 88.75 97.79 97.33 96.24 94.66 96.82
72 89.85 87.46 85.05 82.30 87.46 97.88 97.22 95.46 93.18 96.39
96 89.33 86.25 83.28 79.74 86.29 97.96 97.15 94.86 91.74 96.00
120 88.88 85.02 81.48 77.43 85.16 97.99 97.01 94.06 90.42 95.57
150 88.28 83.74 79.58 74.72 83.89 97.98 96.84 93.42 88.85 95.11

TABLE III
COMPARISON OF RESULTS USING ORIGINAL ANNOTATIONS OR

ANNOTATIONS ADAPTED TO LIVE MODELS, IN TERMS OF CAPTION
LOCALIZATION.

over-union criteria employed by the offline metrics. Observe
the low performance when the threshold of 0.9 is used for the
intersection-over-union.

C. Analysis using modified offline annotations

One could argue that offline metrics could still be used in
an online scenario if annotations in the videos are modified
so that their duration matches that used by live models. We
have also performed this analysis for completeness, although
we anticipate that this approach has significant drawbacks.

As an alternative to designing an online metric, one can
attempt to use offline metrics but on a dataset where anno-
tations have been modified to achieve an online appearance.
In other words, it involves taking the temporal annotations for
each caption and dividing them into small temporal segments
that match the temporal window used by live video captioning
models, i.e., ∆t.

We have automated a process to modify the annotations
provided in the validation set of the ActivityNet Captions
database. Once the modified annotations are generated, tradi-
tional metrics for offline video captioning are employed, and
the results are as follows. In Table III, we present the results in
terms of caption localization in this new scenario and compare
it with the performance obtained with the original annotations.
Note that by splitting the provided annotations, we ensure that
the predictions of our live model are not filtered out because
they do not meet the intersection over union criterion.

It is interesting to observe how adapting the annotations
to the live solutions results in a considerable improvement
in localization metrics. The best average precision jumps
from 9.84% to 97.18%, while the best average recall reaches
90.16% from only 19.32%.
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Scenario ∆t Bleu4 METEOR ROUGE L

Original
Annotations

24 0.13 0.14 0.15
48 0.47 0.45 0.51
72 0.85 0.75 0.91
96 1.21 1.03 1.29
120 1.55 1.27 1.63
150 2.01 1.56 2.08

Modified
Annotations

24 18.18 8.71 18.27
48 17.79 8.51 17.89
72 17.34 8.28 17.51
96 17.05 8.12 17.23
120 16.86 8.02 17.05
150 16.50 7.83 16.74

TABLE IV
COMPARISON BETWEEN RESULTS USING ORIGINAL ANNOTATIONS AND

ANNOTATIONS ADAPTED TO THE LIVE SCENARIO FOR ActivityNet Captions,
EMPLOYING LVC AS THE MODEL.

We also report the performance of our model for the three
different metrics used to evaluate the precision of the captions,
see Table IV. Again, we compare the performance when the
original annotations and the adapted ones are used. We can
observe that in this experiment the trend is that, the lower ∆t
is, the higher the results are.

In conclusion, adapting annotations to how live models
work has a positive impact on their evaluation. However, the
proposed adaptation has the drawback that the annotation must
be dynamically adjusted to the temporal window ∆t being
used, to then employ traditional offline metrics. Furthermore,
it is not an evaluation strategy that naturally provides a metric
that allows us to observe the temporal evolution of the model.
In other words, these offline metrics do not evolve over time
with the video, a fundamental aspect for the novel LVC
problem. All these drawbacks are clearly addressed by the
new metric proposed in this work.

We conclude that the analysis performed in this section is
crucial to justify the need for a new evaluation metric for live
models, so that we can evaluate them efficiently and fairly, as
we shown in the following section.

D. Evaluating LVC models with the online metric: the
LiveScore

One of the main motivations of our work has been to
design a new online evaluation metric for live video captioning
models, i.e., the LiveScore (LS) (see Section III-C2). In this
section, we detail all the experimental evaluation carried out
using it. Note that we provide a detailed experimental analysis
considering the four alternatives proposed for the LS metric:

• Normal operation mode (Live Score - LS).
• Mode with correction factor (Weighted Live Score - wLS).
• Mode with history in memory window (LS with History

Window - hLS).
• Combined mode with correction factor and history in

memory window (Weighted LS with History Window -
whLS).

In Table V, we show the mean obtained by LS when
integrated with the different scorers Bleu4, METEOR, and
ROUGE L. Based on the results obtained, we can draw the
following conclusions. First, it is observed that the metrics

Scorer LVC - ∆t

24 48 72 96 120 150

LS
Bleu4 18.03 18.79 18.99 19.01 19.02 18.75
METEOR 8.93 9.22 9.24 9.22 9.21 9.04
ROUGE L 19.73 20.57 20.81 20.80 20.80 20.62

wLS
Bleu4 16.53 17.58 17.94 18.06 18.19 18.02
METEOR 8.19 8.61 8.71 8.75 8.80 8.68
ROUGE L 18.13 19.22 19.62 19.74 19.87 19.80

TABLE V
EVALUATION FOR THE LVC MODEL USING THE NEW ONLINE METRIC. LS:
LIVE SCORE. WLS: WEIGHTED LS. WE EVALUATE THE LVC MODEL FOR
DIFFERENT VALUES OF THE PARAMETER ∆t, AS WELL AS INTEGRATING

DIFFERENT SCORERS (BLEU4, METEOR, AND ROUGE L).

increase as the parameter ∆t increases. This makes sense, as
the larger the temporal window, the LVC model is able to see
more portions of the video and offer a better description in
the caption. However, values higher than ∆t = 120 do not
seem to offer a significant improvement. Second, the results
reported by the online metric are considerably higher than
those obtained by the offline metrics. This becomes evident
when comparing the results between Table I and Table V,
where the results with the offline and online metrics are shown,
respectively. For example, for ∆t = 120, the Bleu4 scorer goes
from 1.55 to 19.02 for the LS version, or to 18.19 for the wLS
version. The increase experienced for the rest of the scorers is
somewhat similar. This demonstrates the suitability of the new
metric for the online scenario. Third, when comparing between
the LS and wLS versions, we observe how LS offers higher
results than the wLS version. This is because false positives
that are generated are not considered by LS, but only by the
wLS version, thus offering lower scores, but more adjusted
to the actual performance of the LVC model. Fourth, in view
of the results offered by the different scorers and the LS and
wLS metrics, the LVC model achieves the best results for
∆t = [72, 120]. If we consider wLS as a more reliable metric,
in the sense that it incorporates the penalty for false positives,
LVC offers its best performance for ∆t = 120, with consensus
among all scorers.

Finally, we include the analysis using the hLS and whLS
metrics. It should be noted that these were designed to be able
to continuously visualize the accuracy of live video captioning
systems. Therefore, they allow us to generate graphs where we
can follow the temporal evolution of the different scorers. In
Figures 6 to 11, we show the results obtained for 3 videos
and all the values of the parameter ∆t used. Analyzing these
graphs, we can draw the following conclusions. Firstly, the
granularity of the metrics naturally increases as we decrease
the parameter ∆t. This allows us to control the speed at which
captions are generated and the speed at which their accuracy
is evaluated. Secondly, we have also included LS and wLS
metrics without the temporal window option in these graphs.
We can observe how for all videos and all scorers, the wLS
version is always more conservative, reporting lower or equal
scores, as it applies a penalty based on false positives. The
same behavior is observed when comparing hLS and whLS,
with the latter offering the most conservative scores. It is also
noticeable that all versions start by reporting exactly the same
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Fig. 6. Temporal evolution of the designed online metrics for the LVC model with ∆t = 24. Results are shown for 3 videos from ActivityNet Captions.

values, beginning to diverge when the history window comes
into play. As the third conclusion, perhaps the most important
one, these plots show how the inclusion of a history window in
our metric allows the model to exhibit its recovery in terms of
caption generation accuracy. It no longer considers the entire
past, only the recent local past, so that the scorers can increase
or recover as the LVC model chains more and more correct
caption predictions. In fact, observing a downward trend in
the hLS and whLS metrics is an important indicator of how
poorly the caption generator system is performing.

E. Qualitative results
In this section, we present some qualitative results of our

LVC system. Specifically, we show two examples correspond-
ing to two videos from the validation set: one demonstrating
a good result and the other a poor result. We used ∆t = 150,
the maximum value we experimented with. This makes it
easier to identify points in the graph where there is a change
in slope according to the proposed metrics. We demonstrate
the operation of the metric using the Live Score strategy,
integrating the Bleu4 metric. In both examples, we mark
several points on the graph where a change in slope is
observed. If we observe a pronounced change in slope in
the graph, it is because the score at that point improves or
worsens considerably compared to previous points. Thus, the
points marked on the graph determine points of interest, as
they represent where the predictions resemble the ground truth
more or less. The red shading indicates that the prediction is
less similar, while the green shading indicates the opposite.

Figure 12 contains the good case. We can observe that it
represents a scenario where the predictions closely resemble
the ground-truth. The scores obtained by the metric are quite
good, in fact. Figure 13 represents a case where the predictions
differ significantly from the ground-truth and the scores are
low.

F. Demo

In this section, we showcase the system operating in real-
time and provide information about its performance in this
regard. We have implemented a demo that allows for the direct
processing of a video stream from a camera using our LVC
model.

To achieve processing speed close to real-time and pro-
vide captions with good quality, we have had to make the
following interventions in the LVC model. The demonstrator
works by directly accessing a video stream from a webcam.
Once launched, the model will begin generating captions on
the video stream immediately and continuously, displaying
them on the screen. We have implemented a multiprocessing
solution with two threads running simultaneously. The mul-
tiprocessing implementation is essential to ensure that while
a caption is being generated, frames continue to be captured
to avoid losing information. The first thread is responsible
for capturing frames and displaying the images and captions
on the screen. The second thread processes sets of frames
to produce the captions using our LVC model. This caption
generation thread can be parameterized to define both the
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Fig. 7. Temporal evolution of the designed online metrics for the LVC model with ∆t = 48. Results are shown for 3 videos from ActivityNet Captions.
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Fig. 8. Temporal evolution of the designed online metrics for the LVC model with ∆t = 72. Results are shown for 6 videos from ActivityNet Captions.
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Fig. 9. Temporal evolution of the designed online metrics for the LVC model with ∆t = 96. Results are shown for 3 videos from ActivityNet Captions.
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Fig. 10. Temporal evolution of the designed online metrics for the LVC model with ∆t = 120. Results are shown for 3 videos from ActivityNet Captions.
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Fig. 11. Temporal evolution of the designed online metrics for the LVC model with ∆t = 150. Results are shown for 3 videos from ActivityNet Captions.

1 2 3 4

1
"Prediction: "a man is seen standing in a field and leads into a man holding a stick."

Ground-truth:  "A man is seen speaking to the camera while holding a jump rope in the middle of a park." 

2
Prediction:  "a man is seen standing on a rope holding a rope and leads into a man holding a rope."

3
Prediction: "a man is seen standing in a room holding a large stick and leads into a large group of people." 

Ground-truth: " The man then demonstrates several different jumps while holding the rope and still speaking to the camera." 

4
Prediction: "a man is seen speaking to the camera and leads into a man speaking to the camera." 

Ground-truth: " The man then demonstrates several different jumps while holding the rope and still speaking to the camera." 

Ground-truth:  "A man is seen speaking to the camera while holding a jump rope in the middle of a park." 

t (s)

15 20 40 45 65 70 95 100

Fig. 12. Good Quality Example: It is observed that the predictions of the
LVC system resemble those that are annotated.

parameter ∆t, i.e., the length of the minimum video segment
to be analyzed, and a memory parameter M that is maximum
number of segments with length ∆t that we will keep in
memory to produce captions in the demonstrator. With this
memory, we ensure that the dense caption prediction LVC
module can access more context, a larger portion of the video,
without losing its essence as a live system, and generate more
accurate captions. Figure 14 provides a graphical description
of the implementation made for the demonstrator.

As for processing speed, in Table VI, we report the average

1 2

3

4

1
"Prediction: "a man is seen speaking to the camera and leads into several clips of people playing the game."

Ground-truth:  " An individual tries to stop a charging bull." 

2
Prediction:  "a man is seen standing in a room with a man holding a stick."

3
Prediction: "a man is seen standing in a room with a man in a blue shirt is standing in front of a large group of people." 

Ground-truth: " An individual tries to stop a charging bull." 

4
Prediction: "a man is seen standing in a room and leads into a man walking down." 

Ground-truth: " An individual tries to stop a charging bull." 

Ground-truth:  " An individual tries to stop a charging bull." 

t (s)
10 15 35 40 50 55 65 70

Fig. 13. Bad Quality Example: The predictions do not resemble the
annotations in the video, and the proposed metric reflects the system’s failed
behavior in an online mode.

frames per second that our implementation is capable of
processing and the average time it takes to generate a caption
prediction by our LVC implementation. The camera we are
working with provides a frame rate of 30 frames per second,
so we can calculate the optimal length of the video segments to
be used by the LVC system. We define l as the length in frames
of the input video clip: l = 2.38·30 ≈ 71 If the video segments
we introduce to the model have a duration of 71 frames, we
will ensure that when the processing of one clip ends, the next
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Fig. 14. Multiprocessing demonstration scheme implemented. Our solution
is capable of continuously displaying and producing captions. The system
depicted in this figure employs a memory parameter M = 3, so that the latest
caption generation only receives the 2 previous segments and the current one.

one is introduced into the LCV model. This way, no frames are
discarded. All these tests for the demo were performed on a
laptop running Ubuntu 18.04 operating system, equipped with
an Intel Core i7 processor, and an integrated NVIDIA Quadro
RTX 5000 MaxQ graphics card. Note that higher speed can
be achieved if a more powerful GPU is used.

FPS interfaz Time of prediction (s)

Average 18.93 2.38
TABLE VI

NUMBER OF FRAMES PER SECOND (FPS) AND AVERAGE PREDICTION
TIME REPORTED BY OUR LVC DEMO SYSTEM.

V. CONCLUSIONS

Live video captioning is a novel and challenging problem
that has not been deeply investigated in the scientific literature.
As we have shown, generating dense captions for live video
streams is a much harder problem than one might conclude
from results reported in previous works under more con-
strained settings, e.g., offline dense video captioning models.
In fact, traditional evaluation metrics need to be updated
to novel online versions that allow us to judge the actual
live performance of the LVC models. In this work, we have
formalized the problem of LVC for the first time, proposed new
metrics tailored to it, and introduced an LVC model capable
of integrating transformer-based attention mechanisms with a
caption filtering module for video streams received as input.
Results of our model as well as an evaluation kit with the novel
metrics integrated are made publicly available to encourage
further research on LVC on realistic data: https://github.com/
gramuah/lvc. We hope to encourage more researchers to look
into the challenging yet very practical task of LVC. This
work not only advances the understanding of LVC but also
opens new avenues for real-time video understanding and
accessibility applications in dynamic environments.
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Roberto Javier López-Sastre received a Master of
Electrical Engineering from the University of Alcalá,
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