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Abstract
Video moment search, the process of finding relevant moments in
a video corpus to match a user’s query, is crucial for various appli-
cations. Existing solutions, however, often assume a single perfect
matching moment, struggle with inefficient inference, and have
limitations with hour-long videos. This paper introduces a flexible
and scalable framework for retrieving a ranked list of moments
from collection of videos in any length to match a text query, a
task termed Ranked Video Moment Retrieval (RVMR). Our frame-
work, called Segment-Proposal-Ranking (SPR), simplifies the search
process into three independent stages: segment retrieval, proposal
generation, and moment refinement with re-ranking. Specifically,
videos are divided into equal-length segments with precomputed
embeddings indexed offline, allowing efficient retrieval regardless
of video length. For scalable online retrieval, both segments and
queries are projected into a shared feature space to enable approxi-
mate nearest neighbor (ANN) search. Retrieved segments are then
merged into coarse-grained moment proposals. Then a refinement
and re-rankingmodule is designed to reorder and adjust timestamps
of the coarse-grained proposals. Evaluations on the TVR-Ranking
dataset demonstrate that our framework achieves state-of-the-art
performance with significant reductions in computational cost and
processing time. The flexible design also allows for independent
improvements to each stage, making SPR highly adaptable for large-
scale applications.1
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1 Introduction
Through text queries, users can access various online resources,
such as web pages, images, and videos. However, retrieving rele-
vant moments from a large video corpus remains a challenge. These
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Figure 1: The Segment-Proposal-Ranking (SPR) framework.
All videos are divided into non-overlapping, equal-length
segments (e.g.,, 4 seconds) for indexing and searching. The
final results are computed based on the relevant segments
retrieved.

retrieved moments can be valuable for tasks like video editing, iden-
tifying scenes in surveillance footage [57], and finding segments
about specific topics in educational videos [16], among others.

Formally, the task of retrieving a ranked list of video moments
from a video corpus for a text query is known as Ranked Video
Moment Retrieval (RVMR) [31]. In the CV and NLP communities,
several related tasks have been explored, including Natural Lan-
guage Video Localization (NLVL) [13, 26], which involves locating
one specific moment within one input video based on a text query,
and Video Corpus Moment Retrieval (VCMR) [12], which focuses
on retrieving one particular moment from a collection of videos.
However, user queries in typical searches may not always provide
detailed descriptions about one and only one moment. More impor-
tantly, multiple matching moments may exist, each with varying
degrees of relevance to the query, similar to traditional web searches.
Aiming to retrieve one specific moment, all existing solutions for
NLVL and VCMR are designed to take an entire video as input, mak-
ing it challenging to process hour-long videos. To the best of our
knowledge, no practical solutions have been proposed for RVMR.
By ‘practical’, we mean a solution that: (i) processes a query in
a reasonable time, ideally in real-time; (ii) handles videos of any
length, from seconds to hours; and (iii) is capable of searching a
large collection of videos, in the scale of thousands or even millions.

In this paper, we propose a simple, flexible, and scalable frame-
work for RVMR, called SPR. As illustrated in fig. 1, all videos are
divided into non-overlapping, equal-length segments (e.g., 4 sec-
onds), with their embedding features pre-computed and indexed
offline. Given a text query, we retrieve relevant segments and merge
them into proposals based on their original positions in the source
videos. These proposals serve as coarse-grained results. Finally, a
refinement and re-ranking process is applied to the proposals to
locate matching moments with more precise timestamps and to
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rank them by their relevance to the query. We name our framework
SPR for segment-proposal-ranking.

The use of fixed-length segments offers two advantages. First,
it enables the framework to handle videos of any length by divid-
ing them into manageable segments. Second, it standardizes the
segment retrieval process, allowing the use of effective visual fea-
ture extractors on fixed-length segments. To ensure efficiency and
scalability, both the text features from user queries and the visual
features from segments are projected into a shared feature space,
enabling approximate nearest neighbor (ANN) search through the
Faiss Index [11]. Existing solutions from NLVL and/or VCMR can
be adapted to refine video moments. Notably, since refinement is
applied only to the coarse-grained results, about 100 proposals
containing relevant segments, the computational cost remains low.

We evaluate an instance of our SPR framework on the TVR-
Ranking dataset [31], the only dataset annotated for RVMR. Experi-
mental results, measured by NDCG, show that SPR achieves impres-
sive retrieval performance with high efficiency, making it suitable
for practical applications. With the refinement and re-ranking mod-
ule, our implementation reaches state-of-the-art results while main-
taining efficient processing times. On average, processing a user
query across 20K videos takes less than one second. Additionally,
our results demonstrate the framework’s robustness, even when
numerous unrelated videos (e.g., videos from other datasets) are
added to the corpus. Most importantly, our framework’s design is
highly flexible, allowing independent improvements to each com-
ponent: segment retrieval, proposal generation, and refinement &
re-ranking.

2 Related Work
2.1 Localizing Moment in Video(s)
Several tasks focus on locating moments within videos based on
text queries. The most widely studied task is Natural Language
Video Localization (NLVL), also known as Video Moment Retrieval
(VMR) and Temporal Sentence Grounding in Video (TSGV). This
task involves retrieving a temporal segment within an untrimmed
video that semantically matches a natural language query. Early
solutions [5, 43, 51, 53, 56, 60, 61, 63] primarily focused on videos of
only a fewminutes in length [13, 18, 26, 45]. Recently, with the intro-
duction of the MAD dataset [49], a large-scale movie dataset, some
works [1, 17, 20, 42] have extended the NLVL task to hour-long
videos. To tackle the challenge of long-video NLVL efficiently, re-
cent approaches [17, 20, 42] often divide videos into shorter videos,
breaking down moment prediction into two steps, retrieving the
most relevant short videos and then applying NLVL within them
for precise moment prediction. The key assumption behind is that
a short video fully contains a matching moment. This reformula-
tion of long-video NLVL aligns with a related task known as Video
Corpus Moment Retrieval (VCMR) [12], which involves retrieving
a moment from a collection of videos.

While existing models for VCMR [19, 28, 30, 59] can perform rel-
atively efficient searches from a corpus to locate a desired moment,
they still struggle to function as practical moment search engines
due to an unrealistic assumption: the existence of one and only
one “perfect match” moment for each query. To address this, Liang
et al. [31] introduced Ranked Video Moment Retrieval (RVMR), a

task more aligned with real-world search scenarios, along with the
corresponding dataset, TVR-Ranking. RVMR emphasizes retrieving
a ranked list of video moments that best match an text query across
a video collection.

In addition to the flexible design of our SPR framework, there
are two key distinctions of our solution from the existing solutions.
One is that we do not assume each segment fully contains a match-
ing moment. The other is the adaptation of approximate nearest
neighbor (ANN) search from recent advances in neural informa-
tion retrieval, enhancing the scalability and practicality of video
moment search.

2.2 Retrieval Frameworks
A retrieval framework identifies and retrieves relevant information
in response to an information need. It has been widely used for
searching various resources, including web pages [2, 37], text docu-
ments [24, 47], images [9, 44], videos [36, 40], and more. Retrieval
also serves as an essential preliminary step for more sophisticated
tasks, such as Retrieval-Augmented Generation (RAG) in text [3, 29]
and multi-modal [7, 62] applications.

A typical retrieval process consists of two main phases: (i) en-
coding objects for retrieval into a specific representation, and (ii)
constructing an index to organize these representations for effi-
cient search. Retrieval methods were initially developed for text
documents, with early approaches generally using sparse retrieval
techniques, exampled by BM25 [27, 46, 47]. With the rise of deep
learning, dense retrieval methods [14, 24, 25] have become the new
standard. These models are trained to align query and document
representations using specific distance metrics. Specifically, queries
and documents are encoded as dense embeddings, and an efficient
index [21, 22, 38] is built offline to enable fast, scalable online search.

Considerable efforts have focused onmulti-modal retrieval, where
the main challenge is creating unified embeddings across different
modalities. Multi-modal pre-trained alignment models are often
used to achieve this goal for various modalities, including image-
text [23, 44], video-text [8, 55], and audio-text [35, 52] alignment.
For instance, Liu et al. [33] use CLIP to create a universal multi-
modal dense retrieval model, UniVL-DR, which supports both effi-
cient image and text retrievals. Our work is similar in the sense to
addresses the multi-modal retrieval problem by building a universal
space for visual and text data.

Unlike typical image-text or video-text retrieval tasks, where
cross-modal content is well-aligned (e.g.,, an image or videomatches
its caption or description), our task focuses on identifying specific
moments within videos based on a query. This means that a query
does not align with an entire video, but rather with certain moments
that are not pre-annotated. Some videos may contain no such mo-
ments, while others may contain many. To make the task even more
challenging, the matching moments can vary in length. Because
existing solutions developed for multi-modal retrieval come with
an underlying assumption to retrieve either an image or a video
as a whole, they cannot be directly applied to this new task. As a
result, we must balance fine-grained video comprehension with
retrieve efficiency.
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Figure 2: Segment retrieval. With the offline constructed
index, the online search/inference takes less than 0.2 seconds
to retrieve 100-200 relevant segments for a given query.

3 The SPR Framework
Following fig. 1, we detail the three main components of the SPR
framework. For each component, we first describe the generic de-
sign and then present our instantiation, i.e.,, a specific implementa-
tion of the component.

3.1 Segment Retrieval
All videos are divided into equal-length segments (e.g.,, 4 seconds)
with precomputed embeddings indexed offline. During online infer-
ence, the top-ranked relevant segments (e.g., 100 - 200) are retrieved
from the index for a given query. The process is illustrated in fig. 2.

Formally, given a video corpus, all videos are divided into non-
overlapping segments of fixed length 𝜏𝑆 . The set of resulting seg-
ments is denoted asS =

{
𝑆1, 𝑆2, . . . , 𝑆 |S |

}
, where |S| represents the

total number of segments. For each segment, its original position
(i.e., start/end timestamps) and source video are recorded as well.

3.1.1 Offline Index Construction. An index is a specialized data
structure that stores data embeddings offline, enabling search algo-
rithms to retrieve data instances efficiently. To index a segment, we
extract its visual features by using an off the shelf pre-trained model
(e.g.,, CLIP). Similarly, embeddings of the query can be extracted
from a pre-trained language model or multi-modality model (e.g.,
BERT or CLIP). Illustrated in fig. 2, there are two learnable feature
projectors (one for the query, and the other for segment), to project
segment and query embeddings to the same feature space.

Specifically, given a segment, 𝑇 frames are uniformly sampled
and processed by the visual feature extractor to form a feature

sequence 𝑭𝑆 =

[
𝒇𝑆
𝑖

]𝑇
𝑖=1

∈ R𝑇×𝑑𝑆 . The visual feature projector then
applies temporal modeling to the feature sequence, generating a
segment embedding 𝒇𝑆 ∈ R𝑑 that aligns with the query feature
space. Note that, these segment embeddings do not interact with
the query prior to the search process and are therefore precomputed
offline and stored in the index.

After feature projection, both segment and query embeddings
reside in the same feature space. We then use cosine similarity as
the distance metric between the query and the segment: 𝑑 (𝑄, 𝑆) =
𝒇𝑄

⊤
𝒇 𝑆

∥𝒇𝑄 ∥ ∥𝒇 𝑆 ∥ , where 𝒇
𝑄 is the embedding of the query𝑄 . Additionally,

we can apply nearest neighbor (NN) search, or its more efficient

version, approximate nearest neighbor (ANN) search, on these em-
beddings, provided that we pre-normalize the embeddings of both
modalities [41, 50].

3.1.2 Online Segment Retrieval. Given a query 𝑄 , the text fea-
ture extractor produces either a word embedding sequence 𝑭𝑄 =[
𝒇𝑄
𝑖

]𝑁𝑄

𝑖=1
∈ R𝑁𝑄×𝑑𝑄 or a sentence-level embedding 𝒇𝑄 ∈ R𝑑𝑄 .

The text feature projector then generates the query embedding
𝒇𝑄 aligned with the segment feature space. This embedding is
used as input to the search index, which returns the top-𝑘 rele-
vant segments. Since dense retrieval has been extensively studied,
many off-the-shelf indexes are available, offering high efficiency
and scalability.

3.1.3 Instantiation. In our implementation, for feature extraction
across both modalities, we use a frozen CLIP model due to its
robust alignment between image and language features. Following
[44], we use the output of the [class] token in the visual branch
as the frame representation sampled from a video segment. For
text, we take activations from the highest Transformer layer at the
[EOS] token as the feature representation. This approach encodes
the query into a sentence-level feature 𝒇𝑄 ∈ R𝑑𝑄 , while each
segment is represented by an image feature sequence of 𝑇 frames

𝑭𝑆 =

[
𝒇𝑆
𝑖

]𝑇
𝑖=1

∈ R𝑇×𝑑𝑆 .
Taking in the image feature sequence, the visual feature projec-

tor utilizes a sequential Transformer [36] with 𝐿𝑆 layers. A learn-
able positional embedding layer is added before the Transformer.
The frame feature sequence 𝑭𝑆 is combined with the positional
embedding 𝑷 and processed through the Transformer, yielding
𝑭𝑆 = Transformer(𝑭𝑆 +𝑷 ) ∈ R𝑇×𝑑 . The resulting feature sequence
𝑭𝑆 is aggregated into a segment-level feature using mean pooling:
𝒇𝑆 = mean-pooling(𝑭𝑆0 , . . . , 𝑭

𝑆
𝑇−1) ∈ R𝑑 . The text feature projec-

tor is implemented with a simple linear layer, projecting the query
feature as 𝒇𝑄 =𝑊𝑄 · 𝒇𝑄 + 𝑏𝑄 ∈ R𝑑 . This projected feature 𝒇𝑄 is
then used for matching with segment features.

For model training, our objective is to improve the both projec-
tors’ capability to distinguish between semantically related query-
segment pairs and non-matching pairs. We apply a contrastive
learning objective, aligning each query with its matching segments
while distancing non-matching pairs. Specifically, for a batch of 𝐵
query-segment pairs, the model computes 𝐵 × 𝐵 similarity scores.
In the RVMR task setting, each row or column may contain one or
more positive pairs, with all remaining elements treated as negative
samples. Consequently, we employ MIL-NCE [39] to calculate the
contrastive loss in both row-wise and column-wise directions in a
batch:

L𝑄2𝑆 = − 1
𝐵

𝐵∑︁
𝑖=1

log

(∑
𝑗 :(𝑄𝑖 ,𝑆 𝑗 ) ∈P exp

(
𝑑 (𝑄𝑖 , 𝑆 𝑗 )

)∑𝐵
𝑗=1 exp

(
𝑑 (𝑄𝑖 , 𝑆 𝑗 )

) )
,

L𝑆2𝑄 = − 1
𝐵

𝐵∑︁
𝑖=1

log

(∑
𝑗 :(𝑄 𝑗 ,𝑆𝑖 ) ∈P exp

(
𝑑 (𝑄 𝑗 , 𝑆𝑖 )

)∑𝐵
𝑗=1 exp

(
𝑑 (𝑄 𝑗 , 𝑆𝑖 )

) )
,

L =
1
2

(
L𝑄2𝑆 + L𝑆2𝑄

)
, (1)

where P denotes the set of positive query-segment pairs.
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Figure 3: Refinement and re-ranking. This module computes
precise timestamps of matchingmoments and re-ranks them
by their relevance to the given query.

For dense retrieval index, we use Faiss [11], an open-source,
production-ready library. We experiment with three types of in-
dexes: flat, IVF, and IVFPQ. A flat index directly stores each feature
embedding and computes exact distances to all embeddings during
search. The IVF and IVFPQ indexes enhance efficiency through Ap-
proximate Nearest Neighbor (ANN) search. An IVF index clusters
the data points into groups, limiting searches to relevant clusters
for faster performance. The IVFPQ index combines clustering with
vector compression via product quantization. While IVF and IVFPQ
offer increasing search speed, they come with progressively lower
accuracy.

3.2 Coarse Moment Proposal Generation
To generate moment proposals from the top-𝑘 most relevant seg-
ments, we employ a simple rule-based approach, to merge adja-
cent segments from the same source video into a single proposal,
as shown in fig. 1. We have also experimented linking segments
separated by a gap smaller than 𝜏𝐺 , which brings in negligible
improvements.

The generated proposals can be considered as a set of coarse-
grained results to users. The proposal is ranked by the highest
rank from among its constituent segments. However, there are two
limitations. First, each proposal consists of one or more segments,
with the minimum time scale constrained by the segment length 𝜏𝑆 .
Second, the rule-based proposal ranking may not align well with
the true ranking of the target moments.

3.3 Moment Refinement and Re-ranking
To achieve precise moments and ranking as the fine-grained results,
a refinement and re-ranking module is applied to the proposals,
shown in fig. 3.

3.3.1 Inference Pipeline. Given a coarse proposal 𝑀 , we extract
its visual features using a visual extractor, resulting in moment
features 𝑭𝑀 . Simultaneously, the query feature 𝑭𝑄 or 𝒇𝑄 ∈ R𝑑𝑄 is

generated by a text feature extractor.

𝑭𝑀 =

[
𝒇𝑀
𝑖

]𝑁𝑀

𝑖=1
∈ R𝑁𝑀×𝑑𝑀 , (2)

𝑭𝑄 =

[
𝒇𝑄
𝑖

]𝑁𝑄

𝑖=1
∈ R𝑁𝑄×𝑑𝑄 . (3)

The two feature extractors can be the same as those used in
section 3.1 or different ones. Subsequently, a pair of text encoder
and visual encoder performs fine-grained modeling on each modal-
ity. These dual-modal features are then passed into two heads for
re-ranking and moment refinement, respectively. The re-ranking
head computes a query-moment matching score 𝜑 (𝑄,𝑀), while the
refinement head generates refined start and end boundaries (𝑡𝑠 , 𝑡𝑒 )
for each moment.

Technically, this module is similar to solutions for NLVL or
VCMR. However, the key focus here is to refine the coarse propos-
als, which already provide good estimates of the final moments.
Additionally, proposals are typically much shorter than full videos,
leading to more efficient processing. Furthermore, the total num-
ber of proposals is relatively small, about 100 in our experiments,
because only the top-𝑘 more relevant segments are retrieved. All
these factors contribute to the efficiency and scalability.

3.3.2 Instantiation. We evaluated two refinement and re-ranking
implementations, with main differences in the visual and text fea-
ture extractors and projectors.

The first implementation utilizes CLIP feature extractors as well
as the text and video feature projectors as described in section 3.1.
It computes the moment feature sequence 𝑭𝑀 ∈ R𝑁𝑀×𝑑 and query
feature 𝒇𝑄 ∈ R𝑑 . These features are inputs to both the re-ranking
and refinement heads. The re-ranking head computes cosine simi-
larities between 𝒇𝑄 and 𝑭𝑀 , selecting the maximum score in this
sequence as the query-moment matching score 𝜑 (𝑄,𝑀). The re-
finement head applies a feed-forward layer and a 1D convolution
to generate the refined timestamps (𝑡𝑠 , 𝑡𝑒 ).

The second implementation is based on ReLoCLNet [59], follow-
ing the configurations from [31] with features from [28]. It utilizes
I3D [6] for visual feature extraction and BERT [10] for text feature
extraction. Additionally, RoBERTa [32] is used to extract features
from video subtitles. Both the video and subtitle features are si-
multaneously input into the visual encoder for further sequence
modeling. As the implementation largely follows ReLoCLNet [59],
we do not detail the model here.

For module training in all settings, we follow the methodology
of [59], applying video contrastive learning and hinge loss on the
predicted score 𝜑 (𝑄,𝑀), as well as frame contrastive learning and
moment localization loss on the predicted start and end boundaries
(𝑡𝑠 , 𝑡𝑒 ). For further details, please refer to [59]. Note that before re-
finement and re-ranking, we add a contextual padding of length 𝜏𝐶
to all proposals. This padding increases the likelihood of fully cap-
turing relevant moments within the proposals, providing a higher
upper bound for refinement.

4 Experiments
We conduct experiments on TVR-Ranking [31], the only dataset
designed for the RVMR task. Next, we detail the dataset, experiment
settings, and report results.
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4.1 Datasets and Evaluation Metrics
TVR-Ranking is developed using the raw videos and existing mo-
ment annotations from the TVR dataset [28]. It draws from 19,614
videos in TVR as its video corpus, rewrites moment descriptions as
queries, and provides relevance annotations for matching moments
to selected queries. The relevance levels range from 1 (least relevant)
to 4 (perfect match). A total of 3,281 queries are manually annotated
with relevant moments, resulting in 94,442 query-moment pairs.
The annotated queries are divided into 500 validation and 2,781 test
queries. The remaining 69,317 queries form a pseudo-training set,
created by assigning the top 𝑁 moments to each query based on
query-caption similarity generated by SimCSE [15], with 𝑁 = 40 in
our experiments. The caption here refers to the rewritten moment
descriptions with specific details removed e.g.,, character names.
The average video duration is 76.2 seconds, while the average mo-
ment duration is 8.7 seconds.

The dataset also comes with an evaluation metric for the RVMR
task, NDCG@𝑲, IoU ≥ 𝝁 [31]. Normalized Discounted Cumu-
lative Gain (NDCG) is a metric designed to assess ranking re-
sults across varying relevance levels. The Discounted Cumulative
Gain (DCG) for the top 𝐾 ranked results is defined as DCG@𝐾 =∑𝐾
𝑘=1

2𝑟𝑒𝑙𝑖 −1
log2 (𝑖+1) , where 𝑟𝑒𝑙𝑖 denotes the relevance level.

2 Then, DCG@𝐾
is normalized against the DCG of an ideal top 𝐾 ranking (IDCG),
resulting in NDCG@𝐾 . For a given IoU threshold 𝝁, a predicted
moment is considered matched only if there is a corresponding
ground truth with IoU ≥ 𝝁; otherwise, it receives a relevance score
of 0. Once a ground truth moment is matched with a prediction, it is
excluded from further matching. Please refer to [31] for additional
metric details.

4.2 Implementation Details
For segment retrieval, videos are divided into segments of 𝜏𝑆 = 4
seconds, resulting in 383,828 segments. During online searching, the
top 𝑘 = 200 relevant segments are retrieved, with a Flat index used
by default. For alternative index evaluations, we set the number
of centroids to 8192 for both IVF and IVFPQ. In the case of IVFPQ,
we set the number of sub-vectors for quantization to 16, allocating
8 bits per sub-vector. During search, we explore 128 clusters to
retrieve the results for both IVF and IVFPQ.

To train the video and text feature projectors in section 3.1, we
use CLIP ViT-L/14 [44] as the visual feature extractor, extracting
frame features at 1 fps for segments, and its text encoder to extract
query features, providing dual-modality inputs for both projectors.
The visual feature projector includes a sequential Transformer with
𝐿𝑆 = 6 layers. The hidden and output sizes of both feature projectors
are set to 768. Training is conducted over 30 epochs with a learning
rate of 0.0005, batch size of 256, using the AdamW optimizer [34]
with weight decay of 0.001 and gradient clipping of 5.0, and a cosine
scheduler with warm-up.

For the refinement and re-ranking module in section 3.3, we first
pad each proposal with 𝜏𝐶 = 8 seconds on both sides to increase its
likelihood of covering a matching moment. For the implementation
using CLIP, we extract frame features at a rate of 1 fps from a
proposal. For video and subtitle feature extraction utilizing I3D
2This formulation of DCG, proposed by [4], places greater emphasis on highly relevant
ground truth instances. It is widely applied in industrial contexts, e.g., web search.

Table 1: Performance on theTVR-Ranking validation and test
sets using NDCG@𝑲, IoU ≥ 𝝁 metrics. Results of the three
baselines are sourced from [31]. SP, SPRCLIP and SPRReLo
represent the results of coarse proposals and fine-grained
results by two different instantiations in section 3.3.2

Model IoU ≥ 0.3 IoU ≥ 0.5 IoU ≥ 0.7

val test val test val test

NDCG@10

XML [28] 0.2002 0.2044 0.1461 0.1502 0.0541 0.0589
CONQUER [19] 0.2450 0.2219 0.2262 0.2085 0.1670 0.1515
ReLoCLNet [59] 0.4339 0.4353 0.3984 0.3986 0.2693 0.2807
SP 0.4556 0.4713 0.3631 0.3646 0.2193 0.2236
SPRReLo 0.5373 0.5509 0.5084 0.5214 0.3598 0.3731
SPRCLIP 0.5139 0.5162 0.5061 0.5079 0.4285 0.4305

NDCG@20

XML 0.2114 0.2167 0.1530 0.1590 0.0583 0.0635
CONQUER 0.2183 0.1968 0.2022 0.1851 0.1524 0.1365
ReLoCLNet 0.4418 0.4439 0.4060 0.4059 0.2787 0.2877
SP 0.4510 0.4683 0.3580 0.3617 0.2142 0.2191
SPRReLo 0.5408 0.5523 0.5126 0.5231 0.3590 0.3718
SPRCLIP 0.5114 0.5145 0.5023 0.5056 0.4249 0.4269

NDCG@40

XML 0.2408 0.2432 0.1740 0.1791 0.0666 0.0720
CONQUER 0.2080 0.1885 0.1934 0.1775 0.1473 0.1323
ReLoCLNet 0.4725 0.4735 0.4337 0.4337 0.3015 0.3079
SP 0.4760 0.4910 0.3759 0.3774 0.2216 0.2254
SPRReLo 0.5642 0.5751 0.5310 0.5406 0.3743 0.3824
SPRCLIP 0.5329 0.5364 0.5217 0.5257 0.4415 0.4422

Table 2: Average processing time (in second) for a single
query at each stage. SP is near real-time, and SPR takes 0.7 to 1
second. All SPR implementations use Flat index for accuracy.

Model Q. Emb. Seg. Retr. Prop. Gen. Ref. & Re-rank Total

SPFlat

0.018

0.126

0.0008

- 0.144
SPIVF 0.007 - 0.026
SPIVFPQ 0.004 - 0.023
SPRReLo-S 0.126 0.775 0.955
SPRReLo-L 0.126 0.781 0.962
SPRCLIP-L 0.126 0.498 0.680

and RoBERTa, we segment a proposal into 1.5-second intervals,
extracting features from each interval to form the feature sequence.
We train both a small model with hidden size 384 and a large model
with hidden size 768. All models are trained with a learning rate of
0.0001, batch size of 256, and other hyperparameters as in [59]. We
have also explored various training objectives to optimize model
performance for both implementations. The best-performing model
using CLIP is achieved with the standard training setting described
in [59]. The implementationwith ReLoCLNet attains optimal results
by incorporating two additional hinge losses: (i) between proposals
containing ground truth moments and those not, and (ii) between
strong and weak positive proposals to enforce their relative ranking.
We applied a margin of 0.1 and a loss weight of 1 for these two
hinge loss terms. Alternative training objectives are evaluated in
ablation study in section 4.7.
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Table 3: Scalability test on the T: TVR-Ranking validation dataset additinal videos from C: Charades, and A: ActivityNet
Captions. The NDCG values are computed for the coarse proposals (SP) over 500 validation queries in TVR-Ranking, each
retrieving the top-200 segments. The last column reports the total time taken to process the 500 queries in parallel.

Corpus # Vid. # Seg. Index NDCG@10 NDCG@20 NDCG@40 Retr. Time
IoU ≥ 0.3 IoU ≥ 0.5 IoU ≥ 0.7 IoU ≥ 0.3 IoU ≥ 0.5 IoU ≥ 0.7 IoU ≥ 0.3 IoU ≥ 0.5 IoU ≥ 0.7

T 19,614 383,828
Flat 0.4556 0.3631 0.2193 0.4510 0.3580 0.2142 0.4760 0.3759 0.2216 0.74
IVF 0.4385 0.3460 0.2040 0.4316 0.3397 0.1984 0.4490 0.3521 0.2028 0.58

IVFPQ 0.0920 0.0731 0.0495 0.0930 0.0724 0.0484 0.1013 0.0775 0.0497 0.29

T+C 29,462 460,443
Flat 0.4557 0.3635 0.2192 0.4504 0.3579 0.2137 0.4740 0.3749 0.2204 0.90
IVF 0.4384 0.3469 0.2068 0.4314 0.3387 0.1990 0.4489 0.3519 0.2045 0.66

IVFPQ 0.0814 0.0659 0.0467 0.0835 0.0647 0.0427 0.0908 0.0686 0.0432 0.29

T+A 33,087 784,302
Flat 0.4548 0.3629 0.2177 0.4486 0.3564 0.2118 0.4721 0.3733 0.2186 1.33
IVF 0.4288 0.3332 0.1970 0.4212 0.3259 0.1902 0.4396 0.3396 0.1958 0.85

IVFPQ 0.0695 0.0551 0.0399 0.0711 0.0568 0.0391 0.0774 0.0602 0.0397 0.23

T+C+A 42,935 860,917
Flat 0.4551 0.3617 0.2167 0.4483 0.3547 0.2106 0.4709 0.3710 0.2170 1.50
IVF 0.4367 0.3456 0.2005 0.4285 0.3372 0.1930 0.4473 0.3505 0.1980 0.90

IVFPQ 0.0695 0.0576 0.0441 0.0735 0.0584 0.0428 0.0789 0.0616 0.0427 0.23

4.3 Performance Overview
The performances of the proposed frameworks, SP and SPR, along-
side the RVMR baseline models are presented in table 1. Here, SP
represents coarse results obtained through the Segment-Proposal
process, while SPRCLIP and SPRReLo denote two different instantia-
tions used for refinement and re-ranking (see section 3.3.2). Notably,
SPRReLo utilizes the same features as the baseline models for direct
comparison. All baseline model results are sourced from [31], with
training conditions matched to ours by using the top 40 moments
for each query in the pseudo training set.

Observe that the coarsemoment results from the Segment-Proposal
(SP) process already surpass ReLoCLNet, the best baseline, across
all NDCG@𝑁, IoU ≥ 0.3 metrics. However, as the IoU threshold
increases, SP performs slightly worse than ReLoCLNet. Although
efficient, SP lacks temporal precision because a proposal’s duration
is fixed by the number of segments in the proposal. Additionally,
the proposal ranking may not be optimal.

With refinement and re-ranking, both SPR instantiations demon-
strate significant performance improvements across all metrics,
outperforming other methods by a substantial margin. Notably,
SPRReLo performs better at lower IoU thresholds, while SPRCLIP
excels on metrics with IoU ≥ 0.7. SPRReLo may benefit from richer
information during proposal ranking by leveraging both video and
subtitle features for video modeling. In contrast, the shorter min-
imum time scale of the visual CLIP features (1 vs. 1.5 seconds)
enhances SPRCLIP’s ability to predict precise timestamps.

4.4 Efficiency Test
We simulate a real-world scenario in which a user submits a text
query and waits online for the relevant moments to be retrieved.
We record the processing time at each stage and report the average
time cost across multiple queries, with query lengths ranging from
5 to 50 words (see table 2). Experiments are conducted using an
NVIDIA Tesla V100 GPU and an Intel Xeon Gold 6150 CPU.

We evaluate SP across three indexes: Flat, IVF, and IVFPQ; all of
which achieve near real-time response. The Flat index, which pro-
vides the highest quality segments, takes 0.126 seconds, while the

IVF and IVFPQ indexes require less than 0.01 seconds. Additional
refinement and re-ranking take approximately 0.5 to 0.8 seconds
for both implementations. The suffixes ‘-S’ and ‘-L’ after the model
name denote the small (hidden size 384) and large (hidden size
768) models evaluated. In short, the total inference time for SPR to
process a query is about 0.7–1 second.

4.5 Scalability Test
We conduct a scalability test by expanding the search space with a
large number of unrelated videos. Specifically, we added videos from
two other datasets, Charades [48] and ActivityNet Captions [26], to
the TVR-Ranking dataset. Charades includes 9,848 videos focused
on indoor human activities, while ActivityNet Captions contains
13,473 YouTube videos. Since these videos belong to a different
domain than TVR-Ranking, we assume they contain no matching
moments for TVR-Ranking queries.

Given that refinement & re-ranking relies solely on the top-𝑘
retrieved segments, independent of the video collection size, we
assess scalability using the coarse proposal results with the top-200
segments. table 3 presents the SP performance and overall retrieval
time using the 500 validation queries from TVR-Ranking on both
the original and the expanded corpus.

Across all NDCG metrics, we observe minimal performance
degradation with the Flat and IVF indexes as the corpus size ex-
pands with the addition of irrelevant videos, increasing from 0.38
million to 0.86 million segments. While IVFPQ is the fastest index, it
consistently performs the worst in our setting. The primary reason
is the lack of information redundancy in the query and segment
representations. Similar observations are made in other systems,
such as DPR [24], ANCE [54], and STAR [58], which also use Flat
indexes during inference to preserve performance.

The last column in table 3 is the retrieval time used by processing
all the 500 validation queries. All indexes are extremely fast and
all queries are processed in parallel. We find that the time cost
for segment retrieval increases linearly with the Flat index and
sub-linearly with IVF index.

Overall, our results confirm that the SP framework is both robust
and efficient, demonstrating good scalability.
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Table 4: Upper bound performance of the SPR pipeline on the TVR-Ranking validation set, based on coarse proposals generated
from the top-200 segments. 𝜏𝐶 represents the context length padded to each proposal. The minimum time scale is determined
by the frame sampling rate used for feature extraction

Group 𝝉𝑪 Min. Time Scale NDCG@10 NDCG@20 NDCG@40

IoU ≥ 0.3 IoU ≥ 0.5 IoU ≥ 0.7 IoU ≥ 0.3 IoU ≥ 0.5 IoU ≥ 0.7 IoU ≥ 0.3 IoU ≥ 0.5 IoU ≥ 0.7

SP - 4 0.4556 0.3631 0.2193 0.4510 0.3580 0.2142 0.4760 0.3759 0.2216
UB 0 - 0.8694 0.8563 0.8298 0.8203 0.8040 0.7705 0.7827 0.7652 0.7289
UB 4 - 0.8883 0.8832 0.8748 0.8409 0.8346 0.8250 0.8040 0.7971 0.7869
UB 8 - 0.8909 0.8880 0.8842 0.8443 0.8407 0.8356 0.8077 0.8037 0.7982
PUB 8 1 0.8837 0.8807 0.8686 0.8373 0.8337 0.8169 0.8009 0.7969 0.7776
PUB 8 1.5 0.8847 0.8780 0.8418 0.8384 0.8299 0.7814 0.8021 0.7927 0.7378

Table 5: Ablation study on training strategies refinement and re-ranking. ‘S’ and ‘L’ refer to model size; ‘HN’ is the use of
hard negative samples for a query. ‘++’ and ‘+’ refer to the number of strong and weak positive training moments for a query,
respectively.

Model Group NDCG@10 NDCG@20 NDCG@40

IoU ≥ 0.3 IoU ≥ 0.5 IoU ≥ 0.7 IoU ≥ 0.3 IoU ≥ 0.5 IoU ≥ 0.7 IoU ≥ 0.3 IoU ≥ 0.5 IoU ≥ 0.7

SP - 0.4556 0.3631 0.2193 0.4510 0.3580 0.2142 0.4760 0.3759 0.2216

SPRReLo-S

Standard 0.4226 0.3938 0.2699 0.4365 0.4065 0.2779 0.4693 0.4354 0.2973
Hard Neg. (HN) 0.4338 0.4114 0.2909 0.4497 0.4246 0.3003 0.4863 0.4573 0.3207
HN w. 5++,20+ 0.4532 0.4278 0.2902 0.4642 0.4362 0.2966 0.4951 0.4632 0.3154
HN w. 5++,30+ 0.4573 0.4304 0.2974 0.4694 0.4394 0.3041 0.4996 0.4658 0.3220
HN w. 10++,20+ 0.4620 0.4361 0.2969 0.4734 0.4463 0.3055 0.5038 0.4726 0.3230

SPRReLo-L

Standard 0.5309 0.5038 0.3555 0.5353 0.5084 0.3593 0.5567 0.5276 0.3727
Hard Neg. (HN) 0.5288 0.5005 0.3540 0.5341 0.5048 0.3567 0.5566 0.5248 0.3709
HN w. 5++,20+ 0.5190 0.4896 0.3448 0.5263 0.4969 0.3499 0.5482 0.5164 0.3632
HN w. 5++,30+ 0.5328 0.5057 0.3591 0.5361 0.5083 0.3580 0.5603 0.5294 0.3738
HN w. 10++,20+ 0.5373 0.5084 0.3598 0.5408 0.5126 0.3590 0.5642 0.5310 0.3743

SPRCLIP-L
Standard 0.5139 0.5061 0.4285 0.5114 0.5023 0.4249 0.5329 0.5217 0.4415

Hard Neg. (HN) 0.4970 0.4887 0.4146 0.4988 0.4892 0.4137 0.5229 0.5110 0.4305
HN w. 5++,20+ 0.4645 0.4558 0.3839 0.4712 0.4606 0.3874 0.4980 0.4842 0.4065

4.6 Upper bound Analysis on SPR Framework
Since refinement and re-ranking depend solely on the top-𝑘 re-
trieved segments, the quality of these segment sets establishes an
upper bound for the final performance. An ideal refinement mod-
ule would predict the perfect timestamps for any ground truth
moments fully or partially contained within a proposal. The ideal
re-ranking module would then provide an optimal ranking based
on a specified IoU threshold 𝜇. The NDCG score of this ranked list
provides a theoretical upper bound based on the current coarse
proposals. We denote these values as “UB” in table 4. However, due
to the design constraints of our refinement and re-ranking model,
timestamp prediction is not continuous but instead a multiple of
the minimum time scale (depends on frame sampling rate) of the
video feature sequence. To account for this, we calculate a practical
upper bound under this constraint, denoted as “PUB” in the table.

Results in table 4 showing that the upper bound of proposals
without the added padding context (i.e., 𝝉𝑪=0) is already high, and
reaches a peak with a context length of 8 seconds. The high upper
bounds offer promising prospects for optimal model design, which
validates the rationale behind SPR. Compared to the practical upper

bound, there are room for further improvement for refinement and
re-ranking. However, there is also a trade-off between performance
and inference efficiency. The gap between the current and optimal
results may also be attributed to the quality of the training data,
which is not manually annotated.

4.7 Ablation Study on Training Strategies
For the refinement and re-ranking module, on top of the default
training setting, we experiment with variations in two areas. First,
we evaluate the impact of model size by adjusting the hidden layer
size, with the suffixes “-S” and “-L” denoting small and large models.

We also experiment with additional loss terms. Building on the
default training objective (referred to as ‘Standard’), we first in-
troduce coarse proposals that do not contain any ground truth
as hard negative (‘HN’) samples. By applying a video-level hinge
loss between positive samples and these hard negatives, the model
learns to prioritize coarse proposals that contain ground truth. Ad-
ditionally, to ensure that positive samples with higher relevance
are ranked above those with lower relevance, we split the training
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samples into strong and weak positives. Specifically, in the pseudo-
training set, which has 𝑁 positive moments for each query, we
select the top 𝑁𝑠 samples as strong positives and the last 𝑁𝑤 sam-
ples as weak positives, where 𝑁𝑠 + 𝑁𝑤 ≤ 𝑁 . For each query in a
batch, a strong positive and a weak positive are randomly sampled.

As reported in table 5, for SPRReLo-S, incorporating hard nega-
tives positively impacts performance, and adding a relative ranking
constraint further improves results. In contrast, for larger models
like SPRReLo-L and SPRCLIP-L, training with the ‘Standard’ setting
yields nearly the best performance. We speculate that larger models
can effectively learns from standard positive-negative pairs when
trained with sufficient samples. For the SPRCLIP-L model, the ‘Stan-
dard’ setting outperforms the rest. This is because the training
samples ranked between 𝑁𝑠 and 𝑁 − 𝑁𝑤 are excluded in train-
ing. The sample reduction outweighs the benefits of the explicit
ranking-related constraints.

5 Conclusion
In this paper, we propose a video moment search framework de-
signed for real-world applications. We address limitations in exist-
ing solutions, such as the unrealistic assumption of a single ‘per-
fect match’ moment per query, challenges in processing hour-long
videos, and inefficiencies in inference. Our framework decomposes
the moment search process into three independent stages and stan-
dardizes video processing with a fixed unit of segments. Addition-
ally, we incorporate techniques from dense retrieval to improve
efficiency and scalability. Our framework achieves state-of-the-art
performance on the TVR-Ranking dataset, significantly reducing
computational costs and processing time. Additionally, the scala-
bility of our approach opens up possibilities for large-scale deploy-
ment. Future work could explore leveraging more advanced neural
architectures and fine-tuning techniques to further improve the
three independent stages.
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A Qualitative Results
As a case study, in fig. 4, we present two queries, each paired with
a sampled video moment from the TVR-Ranking dataset [31]. In

both examples, the sampled moments are highly relevant to the
queries, with relevance scores of 4 and 3, respectively.

We plot the ground truth moment as a reference, along with the
start/end timestamps and rankings obtained from SP and SPR, re-
spectively. The SP results are coarse proposals aggregated from the
retrieved relevant segments; hence, their length is constrained by
the pre-defined segment length, which is a multiple of 4 seconds in
our setting. The SPR results, specifically from the best configuration,
SPRReLo-L, represent the refined and ranked outputs.

As visualized in fig. 4, we observe the following: (i) The SP model
retrieves highly relevant moments, but it lacks temporal precision
due to the minimum time scale of the segment 𝜏𝑆 . Consequently, its
predicted timestamps do not sufficiently overlap with the ground
truth. In the first example, it includes excessive context at the be-
ginning and end, while in the second example, it misses parts of the
ground truth. (ii) The SPR model manages to predict more precise
timestamps and rank these highly relevant moments with better
ranking positions.

B Ablation Study on Segment Retrieval
We conduct two ablation studies related to the segment retrieval
module. The first evaluates the impact of the number of retrieved
segments on the final results. The second investigates the best
approach to utilize the pseudo-training set in TVR-Ranking to
develop the most effective segment retrieval.

B.1 Number of Segments to Retrieve
In our framework, the segments retrieved in the first step serve as
inputs to the subsequent modules, i.e., proposal generation, and
refinement and re-ranking. If too few segments are retrieved, they
limit the number of moments that can be located in the next phases.
Conversely, retrieving too many segments introduces unnecessary
noise to the subsequent modules and impacts inference efficiency.

To examine the impact, we report results from SP with a flat
index setting, varying the number of retrieved segments from 100
to 500. Results in table 6 indicate that performance peaks at 200
segments across most metrics. Upon further analysis, we find that
retrieving more than 200 segments leads to additional segments
around the target moments being retrieved. These additional seg-
ments do not lead to the retrieval of new target moments. Instead,
they decrease the IoU with the target moments in the generated pro-
posals, leading to additional computing overhead. In other words,
if a target moment is missed in the top 200 retrieved segments,
the chance of retrieving it is not significantly increased by further
increasing the number of retrieved segments. Therefore, we set the
retrieval number to 200 segments by default in all experiments to
ensure optimal performance and efficiency.

B.2 Pseudo-training Set for Segment Retrieval
In the segment retrieval stage, we train a pair of feature projectors
to align video segments and text queries in a shared feature space.

There are two options here: The first is to utilize multi-modality
base models, such as CLIP [44], which are pre-trained with multi-
modal alignment. In this case, no additional training is required. The
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Query: A woman walks from one room to another and a man walks behind her.

Ground Truth

SPR

SP

38.71s 45.59s

Rank 7

Rank 4548.00s36.00s

37.50s 46.50s

Query: A man sets his coffee cup down on the table and leans back on the sofa.

Ground Truth

SPR

SP

43.33s 45.16s

Rank 3

Rank 11

45.00s42.00s

40.00s 44.00s

Figure 4: Visualization of the ground truth moment and the results from SP and SPR for two example queries from the
TVR-Ranking dataset. SP generates coarse proposals by aggregating retrieved relevant segments, while SPR refines and re-ranks
these proposals. Although SP retrieves highly relevant moments, its timestamps are constrained by the pre-defined segment
length (e.g., 4 seconds in our setting). Hence, all proposals from SP have a length that is a multiple of 4 seconds. In contrast, SPR
identifies more precise timestamps and ranks relevant moments more effectively.

Table 6: Ablation study on the impact of retrieving a different number of segments. The results indicate that performance peaks
at 200 segments across most metrics. Therefore, we set the default number of segments for retrieval to 200 in all experiments
to achieve optimal performance and efficiency.

Seg. R@ NDCG@10 NDCG@20 NDCG@40

IoU ≥ 0.3 IoU ≥ 0.5 IoU ≥ 0.7 IoU ≥ 0.3 IoU ≥ 0.5 IoU ≥ 0.7 IoU ≥ 0.3 IoU ≥ 0.5 IoU ≥ 0.7

100 0.4587 0.3629 0.2154 0.4510 0.3544 0.2073 0.4691 0.3646 0.2088
200 0.4556 0.3631 0.2193 0.4510 0.3580 0.2142 0.4760 0.3759 0.2216
300 0.4533 0.3552 0.2150 0.4494 0.3514 0.2113 0.4760 0.3709 0.2197
400 0.4488 0.3471 0.2091 0.4452 0.3439 0.2062 0.4728 0.3642 0.2159
500 0.4462 0.3425 0.2067 0.4428 0.3397 0.2036 0.4710 0.3606 0.2142

second option is to use the pseudo-training set provided in the TVR-
Ranking dataset to develop a segment retrieval module tailored to
the domain-specific types of videos and queries in TVR-Ranking.

Regarding the choice of using multi-modal base models without
additional training, we experimented with two configurations of
CLIP. The first samples the middle frame of each segment and
uses the frame embedding as the segment embedding. The second
generates image embeddings for all frames and obtains the segment
embedding through mean pooling. We denote these versions as
CLIP𝑠 𝑓 and CLIP𝑚𝑝 , respectively.

In TVR-Ranking, the pseudo-training set lacks manual annota-
tions for the degree of relevance between a moment and the query.
However, the moment annotations (i.e., start/end timestamps) are
adopted from the original TVR dataset and are thus available in
TVR-Ranking. Based on the semantic similarity between the query

and the re-written moment descriptions derived from TVR, TVR-
Ranking provides up to 40 relevant moments for each query in its
pseudo-training set.

We evaluated several configurations for utilizing the pseudo-
training set. First, we tested training with either the top 20 or top
40 relevant moments. Then, when a video is divided into segments,
the annotated moments from TVR may be split across multiple
segments, some of which may have very little overlap with the
moment. We apply a threshold to exclude segments where the
proportion of overlap is below a specified value (e.g., 0.3 or 0.5).

From the results presented in table 7, we make the following
observations. First, although the CLIP model provides strong visual-
text alignment, its performance is suboptimal without appropriate
training. This highlights the importance of learning temporal mod-
eling and adapting to the downstream dataset to create an effective
segment-query aligner. Additionally, training on a larger set of
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Table 7: Ablation study on the usage of the pseudo training dataset for training the segment retrieval module. Results from two
CLIP models (using visual features from either a single frame CLIP𝑠 𝑓 , or mean pooling from all frames CLIP𝑚𝑝 ) serve as a
reference, relying solely on the multi-modal alignment capability of the CLIP model without further training for segment
retrieval. “Top-20" and “Top-40" refer to the number of video moments per query used for training from the pseudo training
dataset. The threshold represents the segment’s proportion of overlap with a moment annotation in the original TVR dataset.
Note that the pseudo training dataset lacks manual annotations for the degree of relevance between a moment and the query.
However, the moment annotations i.e., start/end timestamps, are adopted from the original TVR dataset, hence are available
in the TVR-Ranking dataset. Training with the top-40 samples and using only the segments whose overlap with moment
annotation larger than 30% yields the best results.

Model Sample Thresh. NDCG@10 NDCG@20 NDCG@40

IoU ≥ 0.3 IoU ≥ 0.5 IoU ≥ 0.7 IoU ≥ 0.3 IoU ≥ 0.5 IoU ≥ 0.7 IoU ≥ 0.3 IoU ≥ 0.5 IoU ≥ 0.7

CLIP𝑠 𝑓 - - 0.0271 0.0188 0.0083 0.0285 0.0198 0.0085 0.0317 0.0214 0.0089
CLIP𝑚𝑝 - - 0.0364 0.0206 0.0110 0.0362 0.0203 0.0103 0.0386 0.0221 0.0106

SP

Top-20 0 0.3902 0.2649 0.1291 0.3854 0.2601 0.1250 0.4068 0.2714 0.1274
Top-20 0.3 0.4120 0.3196 0.1877 0.4043 0.3136 0.1824 0.4267 0.3289 0.1879
Top-40 0 0.4327 0.3033 0.1636 0.4322 0.2970 0.1624 0.4555 0.3117 0.1668
Top-40 0.3 0.4556 0.3631 0.2193 0.4510 0.3580 0.2142 0.4760 0.3759 0.2216
Top-40 0.5 0.4313 0.3364 0.2003 0.4292 0.3374 0.1937 0.4545 0.3469 0.1982

pseudo-positive samples does lead to higher performance. Finally,
using a threshold of 0.3 yields the best results for trained projectors,
outperforming thresholds of 0 (i.e., no filtering of segment) and

0.5 (i.e., filtering too many segments). Based on these findings, we
choose to train the model by using the top-40 relevant moments in
pseudo-training with a filter threshold of 0.3.
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