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Figure 1: Our proposed Memory Storyboard framework for streaming SSL from egocentric
videos. Similar frames are being clustered into temporal segments and their labels (text information for
illustration purpose only) are updated in the long-term memory buffer for replay. SSL involves contrastive
learning at both the frame and temporal segment levels.

Abstract

Self-supervised learning holds the promise to learn good representations from real-world continuous
uncurated data streams. However, most existing works in visual self-supervised learning focus on static
images or artificial data streams. Towards exploring a more realistic learning substrate, we investigate
streaming self-supervised learning from long-form real-world egocentric video streams. Inspired by the
event segmentation mechanism in human perception and memory, we propose “Memory Storyboard” that
groups recent past frames into temporal segments for more effective summarization of the past visual
streams for memory replay. To accommodate efficient temporal segmentation, we propose a two-tier
memory hierarchy: the recent past is stored in a short-term memory, and the storyboard temporal seg-
ments are then transferred to a long-term memory. Experiments on real-world egocentric video datasets
including SAYCam [55] and KrishnaCam [52] show that contrastive learning objectives on top of sto-
ryboard frames result in semantically meaningful representations which outperform those produced by
state-of-the-art unsupervised continual learning methods.
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1 Introduction
Humans are capable of learning continuously from a stream of unlabeled and uncurated perceptual inputs,
such as video data, without needing to iterate through multiple exposures or epochs. Since early infancy,
humans have accumulated knowledge about the world through a continuous flow of raw visual observations.
This capability contrasts sharply with the training paradigm of current methods in self-supervised learning
(SSL). While recent SSL approaches have made great strides in learning from large unlabeled datasets [11, 19,
12, 9, 7, 25, 3, 26], they still predominantly rely on static and curated image datasets, such as ImageNet [13],
and needs multiple epochs of training for effective learning. This difference in paradigm raises a compelling
question: how can we learn good visual representations in a streaming setting—learning from visual inputs
in their original temporal order without cycling back?

Motivated by the differences of mechanisms between human learning and standard SSL, we aim to build
learning algorithms that can efficiently learn visual representations and concepts from streaming video. One
especially relevant mechanism in the human brain is event segmentation [37, 70], where we spontaneously
segment visual streams into hierarchically structured events and identify the event boundaries. Take your
recent vacation trip as an example—you probably remember separate events and activities like exploring
a city, dining at a local restaurant, or relaxing at the beach. The event segmentation mechanism helps us
organize memories, recall specific moments, and summarize from lengthened experiences [68, 69].

Drawing inspiration from the way we organize our memory in the brain, we introduce Memory Storyboard,
a novel approach for streaming self-supervised learning. Memory Storyboard features a temporal segmen-
tation module, which groups video frames into semantically meaningful temporal segments, resembling the
automatic event segmentation of human cognition. Through our temporal contrastive learning objective,
these temporal segments effectively facilitate representation learning in streaming videos. To accommodate
efficient temporal segmentation, we propose a two-tier hierarchical memory: temporal segmentation in the
short-term memory are used to update the temporal class labels in the long-term memory, and a training
batch consists of samples mixed from both memories. A high-level diagram of the algorithm is shown in
Figure 1.

We conduct experiments on the SAYCam [55] and KrishnaCam [52] datasets of real-world egocentric
videos. Memory Storyboard outperforms state-of-the-art unsupervised continual learning methods on down-
stream image classification and object detection tasks, and significantly reduces the gap between streaming
learning and the less flexible IID learning that requires persistent storage of the entire prior video data. We
also experiment with different buffer sizes and batch sizes and offer insights on the optimal training batch
composition under different memory constraints.

We summarize our contributions as follows:
1) We introduce Memory Storyboard, a novel streaming SSL framework that features temporal segmentation

and a two-tier memory hierarchy for efficient learning and temporal abstraction.
2) We demonstrate that Memory Storyboard achieves state-of-the-art downstream performance when trained

on real-world egocentric video datasets. Among all the streaming self-supervised learning methods we
evaluated, Memory Storyboard is the only one that is competitive with or even outperforms IID training
when trained on these datasets.

3) We study the effects of training factors including subsampling rate, average segment length, memory
buffer size and training batch composition. These studies provide insight for more efficient streaming
learning from videos. In particular, we explore the optimal composition ratio of the training batch from
short-term vs. long-term memory, under different memory constraints. Larger batches from long-term
memory improve performance when we can afford a large memory bank, while smaller batches can help
prevent overfitting when we have a small memory bank.

2 Related Work
Unsupervised Continual Learning. Unsupervised Continual Learning (UCL) [44, 53] aims at learning
a good representation through an unlabeled non-stationary data stream. Existing works in UCL, notably
CaSSLe [17] and Osiris [73], assume that the data stream is composed of a series of episodes, and a stationary
data distribution within each episode. This is not as naturalistic and human-like as our streaming setting,
where the data distribution changes continuously in through the data stream, and each image appear in the
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data stream only once. Meanwhile, we showed that existing UCL methods are also effective in our streaming
video setting, and can be used together with the supervised contrastive objective.

Self-Supervised Learning. A large number of self-supervised representation learning methods in com-
puter vision follows the contrastive learning framework [39, 36, 56, 26, 11, 12] which maximizes the agreement
of representations of two augmented views of the same image and minimizes that of different images. Ex-
tending this idea, the supervised contrastive (SupCon) method [30] uses the labels as an extra supervision
signal to get multiple positive crops for each anchor image. Other recent self-supervised learning works
include pretext tasks [14, 38, 18, 41], feature space clustering [8, 9, 45], distillation with asymmetric archi-
tectures [19, 12], redundancy reduction [71, 7], and masked autoencoding [25]. Most relevant of these to our
work, Orhan et al. [40] proposes the temporal classification objective, which outperforms contrastive learning
objectives on the SAYCam dataset [55]. Our work enhances the temporal classification method with using
a more flexible supervised contrastive objective, and leveraging temporal segmentation [42, 1], which have
been used extensively in video summarization [74, 72, 48].

Streaming Learning from Videos. While a number of recent papers have studied streaming learning
from images [22, 24, 23, 6], limited works have investigated the problem of streaming learning from a continu-
ous video stream. Roady et al. [47] introduces a benchmark for streaming classification and novelty detection
from videos. Zhuang et al. [75] benchmarks many self-supervised learning methods in real-time and life-long
learning settings in streaming video, assuming infinite replay buffer size which is unrealistic. Most similar to
our setup, Purushwalkam et al. [43] studies the task of continuous representation learning with a SimSiam
objective [12] and proposes using a minimum-redundancy replay buffer. Their work also belongs to the
broader range of works that study replay buffer sampling strategies in continual learning [2, 62, 57, 21]. Our
work extends these prior works by adopting a two-tier replay buffer and a temporal segmentation component.
Also relevant to our work, Carreira et al. [10] studies online learning from a continuous video stream with
pixel-to-pixel modeling, but their exploration mainly focuses on settings without data augmentation and
replay, limiting the efficacy of their framework.

Temporal Segmentation in Human Cognition. Prior research in psychology and cognitive sciences
has shown that humans, including infants, are able to identify boundaries between action segments [37, 70,
5, 50, 4, 65]. Evidence in neuro-imaging further show that event segmentation is an automatic component
in human perception [69]. Temporal event segmentation has proven to be critical for memory formation
and retrieval [32, 16, 15, 51, 49]. The temporal segmentation component in our proposed framework is
motivated by how humans interpret videos as segments with coherent semantics. We demonstrate that
temporal segmentation can improve the learned visual representation.

3 Streaming SSL from Egocentric Videos
In streaming self-supervised learning, the goal is to learn useful visual representations from a continuous
stream of inputs (x1, x2, . . . ). Here, we focus on the setting where inputs are uniformly sampled from a
video stream. Similar to continual learning, we impose a memory budget so that storing the entire video
would violate the constraint. Different from standard continual learning, there is no explicit notion of task,
and the data distribution shift follows directly from the scene transitions of a video. The learner needs to
make changes to the model as it sees new inputs, and finishes learning as soon as it receives the last input
of the stream. The streaming setting is similar to Online Continual Learning [33, 20, 61], but the focus here
is primarily on streaming video frames instead of a fixed dataset of static images.

Incorporating Training Batches. We use xstart:end to denote the batch of (end−start) images between
xstart and xend. At each training step t, the model fetches a new batch of b images Xcurr = xtb:(t+1)b

from the video stream. The model produces model updates on its parameters θt+1 upon receiving Xcurr.
At the end of the video, we evaluate the final model checkpoint θT on various downstream tasks such as
object classification and detection, which are fundamental tasks for visual scene understanding as they enable
models to recognize and interpret the contents of complex environments.
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Standard SSL Fails on Streaming Video. Directly applying the SSL method on Xcurr gives very poor
performance [43, 45]. This is mainly due to two reasons:
1) the non-stationary distribution of visual features in the stream, similar to the catastrophic forgetting

problem [34] in supervised continual learning;
2) the high temporal correlation of images in the stream (illustrated in Figure 1). This temporal correlation

breaks the IID assumption held by common optimization algorithms like SGD or Adam [31]. For con-
trastive learning algorithms like SimCLR [11], the similarity across different frames in the same training
batch would violate the assumption that each image is different.

Memory Replay. Similar to previous works [28, 67, 43], we use a replay buffer M with finite size |M | to
mitigate these issues. The model can store some of the fetched images in the replay buffer, and use both
samples from the replay buffer and the new frames to form a training batch of size B. By sampling from
the replay buffer we de-correlate the frames in the training batch and at the same time reduce distribution
shift between training batches.

4 Memory Storyboard
We present Memory Storyboard, an effective method for streaming SSL from egocentric videos. Memory
Storyboard includes a temporal segmentation module and a two-tier memory hierarchy. It combines a stan-
dard self-supervised contrastive loss with a temporal contrastive objective with leverages the temporal class
labels produced by the temporal segmentation module. Figure 2 illustrates the details of our method. The
overall data processing and training procedure is summarized in Algorithm 2.

Temporal Segmentation. We describe our temporal segmentation algorithm as follows. Similar to Potapov
et al. [42], we are given a down-sampled video frame sequence x1, x2, · · · , xL, and a feature extractor fθ. We
aim to find change points t1, t2, · · · , tn−1 so that the video is divided into n semantically-consistent segments
[x1, xt1 ], [xt1 , xt2 ], · · · , [xtn−1 , xL]. We also define t0 = 0 and tn = L. In this work, we determine the number
of segments with n = L

T , where T refers to the average segment length and is a hyper-parameter.
The optimization objective of our segmentation algorithm is to maximize the average within-class simi-

larity, i.e.

max
t1,t2,··· ,tn−1

n∑
i=1

1

ti − ti−1

ti∑
j=ti−1

ti∑
k=j

sim(xj , xk). (1)

where sim(xj , xk) denotes the cosine similarity between the embeddings fθ(xj) and fθ(xk). We compute
the approximate solution to this optimization problem with a greedy approach, as detailed in Algorithm 1.
We adopt this simple temporal segmentation approach in order to get good segmentation results in the
beginning, when encoder network does not provide good representations. We leave it to future work for
investigating different temporal segmentation strategies.
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Algorithm 1 Temporal Segmentation

# n: number of clusters
# feats: features of the frames in the

sequence
# F: maximization objective (defined by

Equation 1).
# Returns: detected change points in the

stream (sorted)

def temporal_segment(n, feats, F):
S = feats @ feats.T
L = len(S)
changepts = []
for i in range(1, n):

bestscore = 0
for changept in range(1, L):

temp = changepts + [changept]
score = F(sorted(temp))
if score > bestscore:

bestscore = score
bestchangept = changept

changepts.append(bestchangept)
return sorted(changepts)

Algorithm 2 Memory Storyboard Streaming SSL

# D: streaming data loader
# M_s: short-term memory buffer
# M_l: long-term memory buffer
# B_s, B_l: batch size for M_s, M_l
# T: default segment length
# r: subsampling rate

while True: # Loop until end of stream
x = D.next()
x_sub = subsample(x, r)
M_l.add(x) # Updated with Reservoir
M_s.add(x_sub) # Updated with FIFO
if M_s[0].label > tc_label:

tc_label = M_s[0].label
n = len(M_s) / T
feats = normalize(features(M_s))
changes = temporal_segment(n, feats, F)
update_labels(M_s, changes)
update_labels(M_l, changes)

data = sample(M_l, B_l, M_s, B_s)
loss = TCL_loss(data) + CL_loss(data)
model.update(loss)

Short-Term Memory (𝑀!"#$%)

Temporal  Segmentation

Long-Term Memory (𝑀&#'()

Video Stream

…

Reservoir
Sample

Sub-
sample
Ratio  𝑟
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Figure 2: Details of our two-tier memory in Memory
Storyboard. Long-term memory is updated with reser-
voir sampling, and short-term memory with first-in-first-
out (FIFO). Temporal segmentation is applied on the short-
term memory, which then updates the labels of correspond-
ing images in the long-term memory.

Two-tier Memory Hierarchy. To accom-
modate efficient temporal segmentation, we
propose a two-tier memory hierarchy. Shown
in Figure 2, the system includes a long-term
memory Mlong updated with reservoir sam-
pling [58], and a short-term memory story-
board Mshort updated with a first-in-first-out
(FIFO) strategy. We store the temporal in-
dex and the temporal class of each frame along
with the image in the memory. The short-term
memory size |Mshort| is much smaller than the
long-term memory size |Mlong|, allowing effi-
cient temporal segmentation of the recent past.
The change points produced by the temporal
segmentation component on Mshort are then
used to update the temporal class labels in
Mlong.

To increase the horizon of the memory sto-
ryboard, we subsample the frames coming from
the current stream before adding it to Mshort.
The subsampling also reduces the temporal
correlation between the frames in the training
batch sampled from Mshort. Compared to us-
ing a single replay buffer as memory, the two-
tier memory hierarchy helps avoid overfitting on the replay buffer and makes sure that the new frames are
seen by the model.

Temporal Contrastive Loss. To effectively utilize the temporal class labels for representation learning,
we adopt the supervised contrastive (SupCon) loss [30], which takes the samples with the same temporal
class label in a batch as positives and contrasts them from the remainder of the batch. Let fproj be a
projector network. For a batch of images with size B, we take two random augmentations of each image to
get an augmented batch x̃1, x̃2, . . . , ˜x2B , and compute zi = fproj(fθ(x̃j)) be the projected features of each
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Method mini -ImageNet ImageNet Labeled-S mini -ImageNet ImageNet Labeled-S
SVM kNN Linear SVM kNN SVM kNN Linear SVM kNN

IID SimCLR [11] 44.04 34.72 30.44 59.50 59.08 44.04 34.72 30.44 59.50 59.08
IID SimSiam [12] 29.02 31.60 20.92 42.71 56.84 29.02 31.60 20.92 42.71 56.84

SimCLR No Replay 5.76 6.04 2.22 19.13 21.99 5.76 6.04 2.22 19.13 21.99
SimSiam No Replay 6.44 6.32 1.47 22.03 23.16 6.44 6.32 1.47 22.03 23.16

Replay - 10k Replay - 50k

Osiris [73] 31.16 24.74 19.48 45.81 50.12 36.90 28.84 23.16 50.88 52.19
TC [40] 33.92 24.28 19.03 48.09 54.29 36.68 24.08 22.72 52.22 54.71
SimCLR [11] 33.02 26.82 20.13 49.29 53.57 37.96 30.92 23.75 53.67 56.15

+MinRed [43] 33.62 27.38 20.21 48.88 52.33 38.66 31.26 24.10 54.75 55.85
+Two-tier (Ours) 33.80 26.96 20.70 49.05 52.81 39.22 31.86 24.93 55.43 56.71
+MemStoryboard (Ours) 35.02 27.42 20.72 51.33 54.91 39.58 31.92 24.78 56.29 57.91

SimSiam [12] 20.90 27.02 13.72 39.12 54.09 26.66 30.04 14.44 43.09 56.95
+MinRed [43] 22.68 27.12 17.85 39.78 51.84 25.58 27.42 18.99 40.37 53.01
+Two-tier (Ours) 21.78 27.92 16.87 39.19 54.05 28.34 28.98 20.24 42.95 55.60
+MemStoryboard (Ours) 36.72 30.16 22.99 49.12 56.57 41.32 34.38 26.37 53.29 59.01

Table 1: Results on streaming SSL from SAYCam [55]. Downstream evaluation on object classification
for SSL models trained under the streaming setting. For “No Replay” and “IID” the results are the same for
different memory buffer sizes. The “IID” methods are not under the streaming setting and are for reference
only as a performance “upper bound” with the same number of gradient updates. Unless specified, standard
reservoir sampling is used in the replay buffer.

augmented image x̃i. Let yi be the temporal class label of x̃i and P (i) = {p ∈ {1, 2, . . . , 2B}\{i} : yp = yi}.

LTCL =
∑
i

−1

|P (i)|
∑

p∈P (i)

log
exp(zi · zp/τ)∑
a ̸=i exp(zi · za/τ)

. (2)

We refer to this as the temporal contrastive loss. It is conceptually similar to the temporal classification loss
proposed in [40]. However, in the temporal classification loss, the size of the classification layer needs to be
gradually expanded as more data is processed by the model and more temporal classes are formed. Hence
the temporal contrastive loss is more flexible and more suitable for the streaming SSL setting.

Overall Loss Function. In addition to the temporal contrastive loss, we also incorporate a standard
self-supervised contrastive loss LCL. In particular, we experimented with the SimCLR loss [11, 54] and
the SimSiam loss [12] because they were shown to work well in lifelong self-supervised learning in prior
works [75, 43]. The overall loss function is a sum of the temporal contrastive loss and the self-supervised
contrastive loss (Equation 3).

L = LTCL + LCL. (3)

Warm-Start Training. At the beginning of training, the model has only seen a very limited amount of
data from the video stream. Even with a memory buffer, there is likely high temporal correlation between
the sampled frames and could cause instability in the training. To alleviate this problem, we warm-start the
system by making no model updates on the first Mlong frames of the stream and just use them to fill the
memory. The warm-start phase ensures that the model is trained on de-correlated samples from the buffer
starting from the beginning.

5 Experiments

5.1 Experiment Setup
Datasets. We use two real-world egocentric video datasets in the experiments: (1) the child S subset of
SAYCam dataset [55], which contains 221 hours of video data collected from a head-mounted camera on the
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Method mini -ImageNet ImageNet OAK mini -ImageNet ImageNet OAK
SVM kNN Linear AP50 AP75 SVM kNN Linear AP50 AP75

IID SimCLR [11] 36.90 27.54 23.77 39.54 21.84 36.90 27.54 23.77 39.54 21.84
IID SimSiam [12] 28.58 25.12 22.28 44.86 31.13 28.58 25.12 22.28 44.86 31.13

SimCLR No Replay 4.84 5.16 1.35 14.01 4.67 4.84 5.16 1.35 14.01 4.67
SimSiam No Replay 8.88 7.52 1.92 27.34 9.47 8.88 7.52 1.92 27.34 9.47

Replay - 10k Replay - 50k

Osiris [73] 30.10 23.94 19.03 32.25 16.20 32.38 24.46 20.85 33.78 17.91
TC [40] 32.58 24.24 19.19 32.61 17.41 32.94 24.84 20.50 28.56 12.29
SimCLR [11] 31.46 24.70 19.09 31.92 17.40 34.98 27.14 22.37 33.30 14.92

+MinRed [43] 31.56 24.30 19.93 34.78 19.15 34.84 27.16 22.29 35.65 19.94
+Two-tier (Ours) 33.26 25.56 20.39 33.72 18.73 35.78 27.18 22.42 35.68 19.25
+MemStoryboard (Ours) 33.72 25.88 20.13 35.77 17.78 36.36 27.60 22.75 38.67 21.69

SimSiam [12] 19.16 18.84 12.94 39.38 27.31 21.84 20.18 14.13 41.13 28.62
+MinRed [43] 20.90 18.28 14.53 43.74 27.35 22.88 20.36 17.64 44.17 29.36
+Two-tier (Ours) 20.08 19.56 13.76 43.68 27.85 22.14 21.32 17.06 44.41 29.85
+MemStoryboard (Ours) 33.78 26.72 21.38 45.33 30.15 35.20 26.76 22.75 46.64 31.37

Table 2: Results on streaming SSL from KrishnaCam [52]. Downstream evaluation on object clas-
sification and object detection for SSL models trained on under the streaming setting. For “No Replay”
and “IID” the results are the same for different memory buffer sizes. The “IID” methods are not under
the streaming setting and are for reference only as a performance “upper bound” with the same number of
gradient updates. Unless specified, standard reservoir sampling is used in the replay buffer.

child from age 6-32 months, decoded at 25 fps; (2) the KrishnaCam dataset [52], which contains 70 hours
of video data spanning nine months of the life of a graduate student, decoded at 10 fps. There two datasets
have also been adopted in a number of existing self-supervised learning literature [40, 43, 75, 59].

Training. Following the architectural choices of Osiris [73], we use ResNet-50 [27] as the feature extractor
with group normalization [64] and the Mish activation function [35]. Unless otherwise specified, the default
hyperparameter values we use in our experiments are b = 64, B = 512, T = 4.5K for SAYCam and T = 1.8K
for KrishnaCam (both corresponding to 3 minutes of raw video), subsampling rate r = 8 for SAYCam and
r = 4 for KrishnaCam. We train the models with two sets of memory sizes to evaluate their performance
across different memory constraints: a larger memory constraint with |M | = 50K, |Mshort| = 5K, |Mlong| =
45K, and a smaller memory constraint with |M | = 10K, |Mshort| = 1K, |Mlong| = 9K. For context, there
are a total of 18.2M frames in the SAYCam training set and 2.5M frame in the KrishnaCam training set.
Therefore, even the large memory constraint of 50K frames only stores 0.27% and 2.01% of the total training
frames in the memory buffer for SAYCam and KrishnaCam respectively.

Evaluation. For object classification, we usemini -ImageNet classification task for both SAYCam and
KrishnaCam models. For each dataset, we also pick another downstream task that evaluates the learned
representations of the training data itself. Evaluation tasks are summarized below.
• mini-ImageNet classification. Following a similar evaluation protocol as Zhuang et al. [75], we evaluate

the learned representations on a downstream classification task on a subsampled ImageNet [13] dataset
(mini -ImageNet). We extract the features of the model and train a support vector machine (SVM) or a
k-nearest neighbor (kNN) classifier to measure its classification performance. The mini -ImageNet dataset
contains 20K training images and 5K test images across 100 classes.

• ImageNet-1K classification. Similar to the evaluation protocol used in Purushwalkam et al. [43], we
further evaluate the classification performance with a linear classifier on the larger ImageNet-1K [13]
dataset with 1.28M training images and 50K test images across 1K classes.

• Labeled-S classification. For SAYCam models, we evaluate the classification performance on the
Labeled-S dataset [40]. The the Labeled-S dataset is a labeled subset of the SAYCam frames, containing a
total of 5786 images across 26 classes after 10x subsampling of frames. We randomly use 50% as training
data and 50% as test data.
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• OAK object detection. For KrishnaCam models, we evaluate the object detection performance on
the Objects Around Krishna (OAK) dataset [60], which includes bounding box annotations of 105 object
categories on a subset of the KrishnaCam frames. We fine-tune the model on the entire training set of
OAK for 10 epochs before evaluating on the OAK validation set.

Baselines. We compare a number of competitive SSL methods for image and video representation learning,
and different memory buffer strategies:
• SimCLR. In prior studies, Zhuang et al. [75] showed that SimCLR [11] is the strongest self-supervised

learning method under streaming video setting, outperforming other SSL methods such as BYOL [19] and
Barlow Twins [71].

• SimSiam. In prior work, Purushwalkam et al. [43] showed that SimSiam [12] is able to learn good
representations from egocentric video data.

• Osiris. Osiris [73] is a state-of-the-art unsupervised continual learning method that is developed towards
static image sequences.

• TC. Temporal classification (TC) [40] is a simple self-supervised learning method that is shown to work well
on the SAYCam dataset under IID setting. It also uses temporal segments as a source of self-supervision;
however, it does not actively group the frames together but instead relies on fixed intervals.

• Reservoir Sampling. We mainly use reservoir sampling [58] as a default baseline approach for updating
the memory buffer, which uniformly samples from all the seen images in the memory.

• MinRed Buffer. The minimum redundancy (MinRed) buffer [43], also designed for the streaming setting,
alleviates the temporal correlation of data in the continuous video stream by maintaining minimally
redundant samples in the replay buffer.

• Two-tier Buffer. As in MemStoryboard, we use a long-term memory updated with reservoir sampling and
short-term memory updated with first-in-first-out (FIFO), but we do not apply the temporal contrastive
loss or the temporal segmentation module.

5.2 Main Results
In Tables 1 and 2, we report the main results on streaming SSL on both SAYCam and KrishnaCam. Firstly,
we observe that all SSL methods work poorly in the streaming setting without replay, and larger mem-
ory leads to better performance. In terms of memory buffer strategies, our two-tier memory hierarchy and
MinRed [43] outperforms reservoir sampling.

Memory Storyboard achieves superior performance in all readout tasks compared to other streaming
SSL models. For SimCLR-based methods, Memory Storyboard outperforms the baseline Reservoir sampling
method by an average of 1.85% on the SVM readout performance of mini -ImageNet classification and consid-
erably narrows the gap between streaming learning and IID training. Memory Storyboard also significantly
outperforms all baseline methods with a considerable gap by around 3% on AP50 on the challenging OAK
object detection benchmark. For SimSiam-based methods, Memory Storyboard not only outperforms all
streaming learning baselines by a considerable margin but also beats IID SimSiam training on all readout
tasks when using a 50K replay buffer size.

Memory Storyboard with SimSiam achieves the overall best performance across different training datasets
and evaluation metrics. We hypothesize that Memory Storyboard works better with SimSiam [12] than
SimCLR [11] in our experiments due to the fact that SimCLR treats some highly correlated images in the
same batch as negative samples during training, which hinders effective representation learning. This issue
is exacerbated in the SAYCam experiments due to the high frequency (25 fps) of the SAYCam video stream.
By incorporating the temporal contrastive loss in Memory Storyboard, we successfully address this issue by
utilizing only images in other temporal classes as negative samples.

Overall, the results demonstrate that Memory Storyboard is effective at learning good representations
from a streaming video source, and the learned representations can be successfully transferred to downstream
vision tasks on the training dataset itself or an external dataset.

Qualitative Results. We visualize the temporal segments produced Memory Storyboard at the end of
training in Figure 3. The results demonstrate that the our temporal segmentation module can produce
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(a)

(b)

(c)

Figure 3: Visualization of the temporal segments produced by Memory Storyboard on (a)
SAYCam (b)(c) KrishnaCam at the end of training. The images are sampled at 10 seconds per
frame. Each color bar correspond to a temporal class (the first and the last class might be incomplete).
Temporal segments produced at the beginning of training are provided in the appendix for comparison.

semantically meaningful temporal segments, showing its strong temporal abstraction capability. We empha-
size that the representations are entirely developed during the streaming SSL training as the networks are
trained from scratch.

We also visualize the object detection results produced by Memory Storyboard when fine-tuned on the
OAK dataset [60] in Figure 4. We observe that the fine-tuned model can successfully detect objects in
cluttered environments. The results show that the representations learned by Memory Storyboard can be
effectively transferred to downstream tasks which requires more fine-grained features.

5.3 Other Training Factors
In this section, we study how varying different training factors affects the performance of Memory Story-
board, including subsampling rate, average segment length, and normalization layers. For evaluation on the
downstream tasks, we use SVM readout top-1 accuracy for classification tasks and AP50 for fine-tuning on
OAK. We use SimCLR [11] as the base SSL method for training.

Subsampling Rate. We train Memory Storyboard with different subsampling rates when adding data
fetched from the current stream to the short-term memory. Results are shown in Table 3. A subsampling
ratio of 8 works best for SAYCam, while a ratio of 4 works best for KrishnaCam. Since the two datasets are
decoded at different frequencies (25 fps for SAYCam and 10 fps for KrishnaCam), the effective frequency of
frames entering the short-term buffer is 3.13 and 2.50 fps respectively. The result suggests that an effective
frequency of around 3 fps is preferable although the optimal subsample ratio is dependent on nature of the
video stream. Intuitively, when the subsampling ratio is too small, the images entering the short-term buffer
may have too much temporal correlation and hence would hurt the performance; when the subsampling ratio
is too big, the model skips too many frames without training on them and the temporal clustering may also
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Figure 4: Visualization of object detection results on the OAK validation set. The Memory
Storyboard model is trained on KrishnaCam and fine-tuned on the OAK training set. Red boxes show the
predictions and the green boxes are ground truth bounding boxes.

become less precise.

Subsample SAYCam KrishnaCam
Ratio mini -ImageNet Labeled-S mini -ImageNet OAK AP50

1× 36.70 55.29 35.54 38.55
2× 37.18 55.43 35.60 37.38
4× 38.38 55.84 36.36 38.67
8× 39.58 56.29 35.48 38.90
16× 38.62 55.81 35.88 38.22

Table 3: Effect of subsampling ratio for Mshort in Memory Storyboard.

Average Segment Length. We trained Memory Storyboard with different average segment length T
ranging from 1 minute to 10 minutes on SAYCam and KrishnaCam. The results are shown in Table 4.
We demonstrate that the performance of Memory Storyboard is generally robust to average segment length
(which determines the number of temporal segments in the segmentation module). We also find that the
performance on downstream tasks becomes worse when the average segment length is very long (T = 10 min)
on both datasets. This observation is different from that of temporal classification [40] which claims longer
segments are more helpful.

BatchNorm vs. GroupNorm. We experimented with a variation of Memory Storyboard as well as three
baseline methods (SimCLR [11], Osiris [73], and Temporal Classification [40]) where the group normalization
layers in the ResNet backbone are replaced with batch normalization [29] layers. The models are trained on
SAYCam and evaluated on the downstream mini -ImageNet classification task with a SVM. The resulting
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T
SAYCam KrishnaCam

mini -ImageNet Labeled-S mini -ImageNet OAK AP50

1 min 38.90 55.05 35.86 38.57
2 min 39.16 56.53 36.30 38.68
3 min 39.58 56.29 36.36 38.67
5 min 39.26 56.64 36.28 38.07
10 min 38.34 55.36 35.98 37.53

Table 4: Performance of Memory Storyboard using different average temporal segment lengths.

SimCLR Osiris TC MemStoryboard

Batch Norm 33.62 33.32 33.16 33.68
Group Norm 37.96 36.90 36.68 39.58

Table 5: Group norm is better at dealing with temporal non-stationarity for streaming SSL.

accuracies are shown in Table 5. We observe that GroupNorm significantly outperform BatchNorm for all
the models examined. This result is aligned the conclusion in [73] that BatchNorm is not compatible with
unsupervised continual learning, and extends the conclusion to streaming SSL.

5.4 Optimal Batch Composition Under Different Memory Constraints
In Memory Storyboard, the training batch is composed of samples from both the long-term memory and
the short-term memory (see Figure 2). However, the optimal composition ratio of the training batch, i.e.
the optimal percentage of data in the training batch that comes from the short-term memory, is yet to be
explored. Sampling more data from the short-term memory means we can digest more data within a fixed
number of training steps, but there will be more distribution shift between different training batches. On
the other hand, sampling more data from the long-term memory buffer may result in overfitting on the long-
term memory data. In this section we experiment with different memory sizes and training composition,
and demonstrate the optimal batch composition under different memory constraints.

We fix the size of the short-term memory |Mshort| to be 5K, and vary the memory constraint for the
long-term memory |Mlong| = 5K, 10K, 50K, 100K. For each long-term memory size, we experiment with
batch size from data stream b = 64, 128, 192, 256, 320, 384 (which corresponds to 12.5% though 75% of the
training batch size). We sample b images from the short-term memory and 512−b images from the long-term
memory to compose a training batch. We evaluate the model with SVM readout on mini-ImageNet after
the model has seen every 10% of the entire data stream and plot the results in Figure 5. We discuss the
different observations for large memory size and small memory size respectively.
• Large memory size. When the long-term memory size is large (Figures 5(c) and 5(d)), overfitting on the

memory is unlikely and hence we can sample more data from the long-term memory and the performance
still keeps increasing as the model sees more data. Hence, with the same amount of data seen by the
model (colored curves), it is better to sample only a small batch from the short-term memory. However,
when we control the number of model update steps to the same (black curves), neither focusing on the
short-term memory or focusing on the long-term memory is preferable. In such case, the optimal batch
size from the short term memory is at roughly 50% of the training batch.

• Small memory size. When the long-term memory size is small (Figures 5(a) and 5(b)), the model is
prone to overfitting on the memory. In our experiments, when at least 50% of the training batch (256
images) come from the short-term memory, the downstream task accuracy will start to decrease before
we reach the end of the video stream. As a result, with the same number of model update steps (black
curves), taking more images from the short-term memory gives better results. With the same amount
of data seen by the model (colored curves), getting a higher percentage of long-term memory data has
an advantage in the beginning when the memory size is not too small compared to the data seen by the
model, but it is ultimately outperformed by models that focus more on short-term memory.
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Figure 5: Memory Storyboard model performance on SAYCam with different long-term mem-
ory sizes (5k, 10k, 50k, and 100k) and varying training batch compositions (12.5% – 75.0% from
Mshort) using SVM readout. Each colored line represents the performance of different training batch compo-
sitions when the model has seen the same amount of data from the stream. Each black line represent
the performance of different training batch compositions when the model has taken the same number of
gradient updates.

To summarize, the optimal training batch composition is dependent on the memory and compute constraint.
A bigger batch from the long-term memory is preferred when we can afford a relatively large memory (in our
experiments, 50K images from a 200-hour video stream) and we care about the model’s performance after
seeing a fixed amount of data. A smaller batch from the long-term memory is preferred when we cannot
afford to a large memory to prevent overfitting on the memory buffer data. When we can afford a large
memory buffer and we care about the model’s performance after a fixed amount of computation for real-time
learning, a balanced training batch composition is preferred.

6 Conclusion
The ability to continuously learn from large-scale uncurated streaming video data is crucial for applying
self-supervised learning methods in real-world embodied agents. Existing works have limited exploration
on this problem, have mainly focused on static datasets, and do not perform well in the streaming video
setting. inspired by the event segmentation mechanism in human cognition, in this work, we propose Mem-
ory Storyboard, which leverages temporal segmentation to produce a two-tier memory hierarchy akin to the
short-term and long-term memory of humans. Memory Storyboard combines a temporal contrastive objec-
tive and a standard self-supervised contrastive objective to facilitate representation learning from scratch
through streaming video experiences. Memory Storyboard achieves state-of-the-art performance on down-
stream classification and object detection tasks when trained on real-world large egocentric video datasets.
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By studying the effects of subsampling rates, average segment length, normalization, and optimal batch
composition under different compute and memory constraints, we also offer valuable insights on the design
choices for streaming self-supervised learning.
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A Experiment Details
Model Architecture On top of the ResNet backbone, we use a two-layer MLP with 2048 hidden units,
128 output units, and ReLU activation function as the projector. In Memory Storyboard, we create two
separate projectors for LTCL and LCL.

Training For all experiments in Tables 1 and 2, we used a total batch size of 512 (64 from Mshort and
448 from Mlong by default). The input resolution of the images to the model is 112. We apply a standard
data augmentation pipeline for SSL methods following Zhuang et al. [75], which include random resized
crop, random horizontal flip, random color jitter, random gray scale, random Gaussian filter, and color-
normalization with ImageNet [13]. For the SimCLR [11], Osiris [73], and TC [40] experiments, we used the
Adam [31] optimizer with a constant learning rate of 0.001, and a projector with 2 MLP layers of size 2048
and 128 respectively. For the SimSiam [12] experiments, we used the SGD optimizer with learning rate 0.05,
momentum 0.9, and weight decay 1e-4, and a projector with 3 MLP layers of size 2048.

Evaluation For mini -ImageNet and Labeled-S evaluations, the streaming SSL models are evaluated every
5% of the entire dataset. That is, we store 20 model checkpoints throughout the streaming training and
evaluate them on mini -ImageNet and Labeled-S with SVM and kNN readout. The best result among these
checkpoints are reported. Similar to Zhuang et al. [75], for SVM readout, we report the best performance
among learning rate values {1e-7, 1e-6, 1e-5, 1e-4, 1e-3, 1e-2, 1e-1, 1, 1e1, 1e2}; for kNN readout, we report
the best performance among k values {1, 3, 5, 10, 20, 50, 100, 150, 200, 250}.

For ImageNet-1K evaluations, we evaluate the final model after streaming SSL training on the entire
dataset. Following Purushwalkam et al. [43], we train a linear classifier on top of the normalized learned
representations and report the classification accuracy. We used the LARS [66] optimizer with learning rate
3.0, momentum 0.9, and cosine learning rate schedule for 10 epochs. We used a batch size of 1024.

For OAK evaluations, we use Faster R-CNN [46], a popular two-stage object detector. We initialize the
ResNet-50 [27] backbone with the backbone of the final checkpoint of the streaming SSL model, and fine-tune
the entire model on OAK with IID training for 10 epochs, following the training configurations of [63].

B Additional Results

B.1 Separating Short-term Memory Batch and Long-term Memory Batch
Inspired by the design of separating the loss on the new data and the replay data in Osiris [73], we investigate
the optimal strategy of applying the temporal contrastive loss on the training batch. We consider applying
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the temporal contrastive loss only on data from short-term memory, only on data from long-term memory,
separately on data from short-term and long-term memory and average the losses, and on the entire training
batch (concatenated data from short-term and long-term memory). We report the results in Table 6. For
experiments in the main paper, we apply the temporal contrastive loss only on data from long-term memory.

The results here demonstrate that applying the temporal contrastive loss only on data from long-term
memory or on the entire training batch achieve best performance. Applying the temporal contrastive loss
only on data from short-term memory achieves inferior performance due to the limited number of temporal
classes in the short-term buffer.

SAYCam KrishnaCam
mini -ImageNet Labeled-S mini -ImageNet OAK mAP

Short Only 38.54 52.95 34.98 19.53
Long Only 39.58 56.29 36.36 21.29
Concatenate 38.34 55.43 36.08 21.20
Separate 39.42 54.95 36.70 21.40

Table 6: Performance of Memory Storyboard when the temporal contrastive loss is applied on different parts
of the training batch.

C Optimal Batch Composition for SimCLR

(a) (b) (c) (d)

Figure 6: SimCLR model performance on SAYCam with different long-term memory sizes (5k,
10k, 50k, and 100k) and varying training batch compositions (12.5% – 75.0% from Mshort) using SVM
readout. Each colored line represents the performance of different training batch compositions when the
model has seen the same amount of data from the stream. Each black line represent the performance of
different training batch compositions when the model has taken the same number of gradient updates.

We replicate the experiments in Figure 5 on SimCLR models with two-tier memory, and plot the results
in Figure 6. We observe that the analysis and the conclusions of section 5.4 still holds: when we have a large
memory, we either prefer balanced training batch (with fixed amount of computation) or a bigger batch from
long-term memory (with fixed amount of data); when we can only afford a small memory, we prefer a smaller
batch from long-term memory. We also want to note that, the SVM readout results starts to go down towards
the end of the streaming training in SimCLR experiments more often than Memory Storyboard experiments,
suggesting the better scalability of Memory Storyboard to larger-scale streaming training.

These results demonstrate that the analysis and observations in section 5.4 regarding the optimal batch
composition for streaming SSL training under different memory and compute constraints is general, and
applies to standard SSL methods in addition to Memory Storyboard.
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Figure 7: Comparison of Memory Storyboard (solid lines) and SimCLR (dashed lines) model
performance on SAYCam using SVM readout, controlling the amount of data the model has seen from the
stream.

D More Comprehensive Comparison between Memory Storyboard
and SimCLR

With the experiment results in Figure 5 and Figure 6, we provide a more comprehensive comparision between
Memory Storyboard and SimCLR performance under different memory constraints and batch compositions
in Figure 7. We observe that Memory Storyboard outperforms SimCLR under the same amount of seen
data, across a wide range of memory sizes and batch compositions. In particular, we note that Memory
Storyboard significantly outperform SimCLR when we sample more data from Mshort (towards the right
side of the x-axis). This results in the higher optimal performance when the memory size is small, where a
larger batch from Mshort is needed to prevent overfitting on the long-term memory for better performance.
We argue that, with temporal segmentation and the temporal contrastive loss, Memory Storyboard is able
to provide better memory efficiency and also alleviate the temporal correlation issue suffered by SimCLR
when we sample a large batch from the short-term memory.
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(b)

(c)

Figure 8: Visualization of the temporal segments produced by randomly initialized models on
(a) SAYCam (b)(c) KrishnaCam. The images are the same as the ones in Figure 3. We observe that
Memory Storyboard training enables to model to capture more intricate transitions between scenes.
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