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Figure 1. SignBind-LLM: The first sign language LLM that given a sign language video, simultaneously processes three complementary
channels of communication: Continuous Signing, Fingerspelling, and Lip Movements. Each stream is handled by an expert predictor,
capturing fine grained linguistic cues often overlooked by traditional single modality approaches. SignBind-LLM then fuses these repre-
sentations to produce more accurate sign language translations that fully reflect the multimodal nature of signed communication.

Abstract

Despite progress in gloss-free Sign Language Translation
(SLT), traditional single modality end-to-end approaches
consistently fail on two critical components of natural sign-
ing: the precise recognition of high-speed fingerspelling
and the integration of asynchronous non-manual cues from
the face. Recent progress in SLT with Large Language Mod-
els has side stepped this challenge, forcing a single net-
work to learn these simultaneously resulting in poor per-
formance when tasked with translating crucial informa-
tion such as names, places, and technical terms. We in-
troduce SignBind-LLM, a modular framework designed to
overcome these limitations. Our approach employs sepa-
rate, specialized predictors for continuous signing, finger-
spelling, and lipreading. Each expert network first decodes
its specific modality into a sequence of tokens. These paral-
lel streams are then fused by a lightweight transformer that
resolves temporal misalignments before passing the com-
bined representation to a Large Language Model (LLM) for

final sentence generation. Our method establishes a new
state-of-the-art on the How2Sign, ChicagoFSWildPlus, and
BOBSL datasets with a BLEU-4 score of 22.1, 73.2% let-
ter accuracy and BLEU-4 score of 6.8 respectively. These
results validate our core hypothesis: isolating and solv-
ing distinct recognition tasks before fusion provides a more
powerful and effective pathway to robust, high-fidelity sign
language translation.

1. Introduction

Sign languages are fully-fledged natural languages used by
millions of Deaf people worldwide. Sign languages rely on
manual gestures (handshapes, movements, and locations)
and non-manual signals (facial expressions, mouthings, and
mouth gestures'). Languages like American Sign Language
(ASL), British Sign Language (BSL), and German Sign

'In sign language linguistics, mouthing denotes silent articulation of
spoken words that accompany signs, while mouth gestures are non-verbal
movements integral to the sign itself, conveying grammatical or affective
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Language (DGS) [5, 19, 25] each possess their own lexi-
con, grammar, fingerspelling method, and mouthings.

Early methods focused on Isolated Sign Language
Recognition (ISLR), typically required expertly annotated
glosses and details English translations for individual signs
[6]. While the advent of large, gloss-free datasets (e.g.,
YouTube-ASL [61], Public DGS [26], How2Sign [11]) and
the integration of large language models (LLMs) [37] have
moved the field toward end-to-end Sign Language Transla-
tion (SLT), two pervasive challenges continue to limit real-
world performance:

Fingerspelling: Fingerspelling is a critical component of
all sign languages and is often used for proper names, tech-
nical terms, and loanwords. This constitutes a significant
portion of signing (e.g., 12-35% of ASL [62]). However,
current gloss-free SLT systems [36, 39], treat it as a subor-
dinate task within the main translation pipeline while other
SOTA methods ignore it entirely [14, 35]. As a result, fin-
gerspelled terms are frequently mistranslated.
Non-Manual Cues: Mouthings and facial expressions
carry crucial disambiguating information, akin to phonemes
or visemes in speech [12, 43]. Yet, existing SLT models
rarely utilize these powerful signals. The key challenge in
integrating these features in end-to-end approaches is that
they are not aligned with manual signs, particularly during
fingerspelling.

In contrast to advances in Automatic Speech Recognition
(ASR) [38] and Visual Speech Recognition (VSR) [59],
which leverage massive pretraining and powerful architec-
tures, sign language systems remain constrained. This dis-
crepancy is primarily due to (a) data scarcity; (b) the spatio-
temporal complexity of co-articulated gestures; and crit-
ically, (c) the unaddressed temporal offset between these
manual and non-manual signals.

To overcome these fundamental limitations, we intro-
duce SignBind-LLM, a novel gloss-free SLT framework
built on a paradigm of multi-modal, parallel-stream pro-
cessing. The novelty lies in its dedicated, three-pronged
architecture designed to explicitly solve the issue of non-
manual misalignment, temporal variance, fingerspelling
recognition, and the integration of lipreading. We make the
following contributions:

Dedicated Modality Streams: We implement three spe-
cialized processing streams. One for continuous sign, one
dedicated sub-network for fine-grained fingerspelling detec-
tion, and one dedicated visual speech recognition (lipread-
ing) component which are pre-trained independently for
their respective tasks.

Asynchronicity-Aware Fusion Encoder: We introduce a
lightweight transformer encoder equipped with a learnable
gating mechanism that dynamically weighs the contribution
of each visual stream before temporal integration. The Fu-

nuance

sion Encoder adaptively balances information from the ac-
tive modality (i.e signing or fingerspelling) and the lipread-
ing branch, enabling the model to emphasize the most in-
formative cues under varying temporal asynchrony.
Contextual LLM Decoding: We train a specialised LLM
for decoding fused representations in sign gloss order to
English sentences, generating contextually accurate and
fluent translations without relying on any direct gloss
supervision. We further provide LLM generated pseudo-
gloss annotations and phonemes for the 1.5M sentences in
BOBSL [1] and 35k in How2Sign [11].

We demonstrate the efficacy of this new paradigm on
How?2Sign, ChicagoFSWildPlus, and BOBSL, with large
improvements over SOTA end-to-end approaches (46.6
B4 on How2Sign and +4.2 B4 on BOBSL). Our findings
demonstrate that combining modality-specific, parallel
predictors with an LLM decoder is the scalable path
forward for high-quality translation of real-world signed
content.

2. Related Work

2.1. Sign Language Understanding

Sign Language Understanding (SLU) has evolved through
three increasingly ambitious tasks:

Isolated Sign Language Recognition (ISLR): Early work
focused on recognizing individual signs in controlled set-
tings. Methods such as 3D CNNs over spatiotemporal vol-
umes [41] and hybrid CNN-HMM pipelines [32] achieved
high accuracy on small vocabularies (e.g., 100-500 signs),
but relied on carefully segmented clips and extensive man-
ual gloss annotations.

Continuous Sign Language Recognition (CSLR): To
scale beyond isolated signs, CSLR methods adopted
sequence-level training with Connectionist Temporal Clas-
sification (CTC) loss [23]. Recurrent architectures
(CNN-BiLSTM-CTC) [22] and, more recently, Trans-
former encoders [41] enabled end-to-end gloss prediction
from unsegmented video. While these models tolerate vari-
able sign durations, they still depend on gloss-level tran-
scripts which are costly to annotate. Furthermore CSLR
methods often struggle with out-of-vocabulary signs and
fingerspelling.

Sign Language Translation (SLT): SLT goes one step fur-
ther by generating natural language sentences directly from
sign video. SLT methods can largely be categorised into
two groups. Gloss-based SLT pipelines [7, 67, 68] utilise
sing-aligned annotated data to predict gloss sequences as
in the CSLR case above. These can then be used as in-
put via a sequence-to-sequence model [6] to improve trans-
lation quality. Examples include CNN-LSTM-attention
frameworks that achieve fluent translation but inherit errors



from the gloss recognizer. Alternatively, Gloss-free SLT
[3, 10, 21, 39, 71] bypasses intermediate glosses, learning
a direct video-to-text mapping. Gloss-free methods have
the advantage that they can leverage large datasets without
accurate and aligned gloss-level translations. This enables
large-scale video—text pretraining [37, 58, 70, 71] and mul-
timodal contrastive objectives [24] to improve translation
fluency. More recent approaches have focussed on leverag-
ing LLM’s language modelling capabilities to incorporate
sign features either from RGB [61], Pose [14], or a fusion
of both modalities [35, 63]. However, these models often
underperform on fingerspelling and non-manual cues, since
they attempt to learn all visual subtasks in a single end-to-
end network.

2.2. Lipreading and Visual Speech Recognition

Lipreading, or visual speech recognition (VSR), can com-
plement sign language understanding by capturing silent
speech cues. Modern systems employ deep learning-based
architectures. LipNet [50] introduced an end-to-end model
using spatiotemporal CNNs [8, 33] and BiLSTMs [22],
achieving state-of-the-art sentence-level lipreading perfor-
mance. Transformer-based models, such as Lipformer [64],
further improved contextual understanding across video
frames. Recent advances leverage self-supervised learning
and multimodal fusion to enhance lipreading robustness.
AV-HuBERT [52] demonstrated the efficacy of large-scale
audiovisual pretraining, achieving strong performance un-
der challenging conditions [59]. However, lipreading re-
mains underexplored in the context of fingerspelling and
full-sentence SLT, despite mouthing cues carrying up to
40% of linguistic information in natural sign production
(e.g., lexical disambiguation, grammatical markers) [2].

2.3. Multimodal Approaches

Multimodal learning has emerged as a promising approach
to improve SLT by integrating visual, linguistic, and contex-
tual information [29]. Previous systems fused RGB video,
pose sequences, and optical flow [14] to enhance recogni-
tion accuracy. Recent works such as GFSLT-VLP [70] in-
corporated video-text contrastive learning and cross-modal
attention mechanisms to bridge the gap between sign lan-
guage and natural language representations.

However, current fingerspelling detection methods re-
main focused on hand centric cues and fail to leverage the
rich information present in lip movements. Approaches
such as synthetic data augmentation [15], large “in-the-
wild” collections [20, 69], and pose-based models achieve
moderate accuracy on isolated letter streams but do not
integrate mouthings. This design overlooks the well-
documented co-articulation between handshapes and lip
movements in natural signing [2], leading to persistent er-
rors on homonymous handshapes (e.g., “M” vs. “N”) and

proper-noun detection. To date, no SLT system has ex-
plicitly fused high-resolution fingerspelling and lipreading
streams while accounting for their temporal misalignment.

2.4. LLMs in SLT and VSR

The rise of Large Language Models (LLMs) has revolution-
ized sign language understanding, fingerspelling detection,
and lipreading by leveraging vast linguistic knowledge and
multimodal learning capabilities. In SLT, LLMs have been
employed to bridge the gap between sign video sequences
and natural language text [14, 35]. Newer approaches [48]
applied transformer-based architectures to generate coher-
ent text from sign videos, outperforming traditional gloss-
based approaches. For fingerspelling detection, LLMs have
facilitated cross-modal learning by aligning hand gestures
with corresponding textual representations [51, 57]. These
approaches demonstrated that LLMs can effectively en-
hance fingerspelling recognition by integrating linguistic
and visual modalities but they have not previously been
combined with lipreading.

In lipreading, LLMs have been integrated into audio-
visual speech recognition pipelines to improve contextual
understanding and transcription accuracy [59]. The first
approach to utilize LLM-based encoders [65] enhanced
lipreading robustness, even under challenging conditions.

Despite progress in each of these individual modality
streams and the recent availability of large sign language
datasets and language models, no-one has yet proposed a
method which combines lipreading, fingerspelling, and sign
recognition in a unified framework for SLT.

3. Method

We propose SignBind-LLM, a novel sign language trans-
lation framework that decomposes the complex transla-
tion task into specialized sub-tasks before fusion. Our
key insight is that sign languages employ distinct com-
munication channels—continuous signing, fingerspelling,
and mouthings—that benefit from dedicated modeling be-
fore integration. We achieve this through a four-stage
pipeline: (1) Target Generation via Text Pre-processing,
(2) Modality-Specific Pre-training, (3) Multi-modal Fusion,
and (4) Language Model Refinement.
Figure 3 illustrates our complete architecture.

3.1. Problem Formulation

Given an input video sequence of Sign Language X =
{x1,..., 27}, where z; € RI>XWX3 represents frame t,
our primary objective is to produce an English translation
S = {s1,...,8K}. We formally decompose this mapping,
F, into a series of specialized functions:

F:X— {fsignaffSa}—]ip}
— G1'fused — S
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Figure 2. Our method consists of four stages. First we perform text pre-processing, where pseudo-glosses are generated using an LLM
then phonemized for lipreading. In parallel, we extract both full frame sign sequences and cropped face regions. Second, we pre-train
the model’s specialized predictors: continuous signing, using the extracted pseudo-glosses, fingerspelling, using a sequence of English
letters and lipreading, using the extracted phonemes. A sequence classifier determines whether the given segment corresponds to signing,
fingerspelling, or resting. Third, these representations are then gated and fused within a transformer-based Fusion Encoder; which is also
trained on the pseudo-glosses, aligning complementary cues across modalities. Finally, the fused pseudo-gloss sequence is passed to a

fine-tuned LLM to generate coherent spoken-language sentences.

Here, Fgign, Fis, and Fi;p denote the expert functions for
continuous signing, fingerspelling, and lipreading. Their
outputs are integrated into a unified pseudo-gloss represen-
tation Giyseq, Which is finally translated into the target sen-
tence S.

3.2. Stage 1:
processing

Target Generation via Text Pre-

A significant barrier to multi-stream modeling is the lack of
parallel, granular annotations. We overcome this by auto-
matically generating three complementary training targets
directly from English subtitles S = {w1,...,wp}.
Pseudo-Gloss Generation: To create a compact and lin-
guistically relevant target for the sign recognition task, we
employ GPT-40 [47] to transform English sentences into
ASL-ordered pseudo-glosses. This process removes func-
tion words and reorders content to match common signing
patterns.
G = LLMgloss(S) = {gla ce agM} (2)

Here, M < L reflects the removal of semantically re-
dundant elements such as articles, and the re-ordering to
subject, object, verb structure.
Phoneme Extraction: Mouthings provide critical disam-
biguation for visually similar signs. To supervise our
lipreading module, we extract phoneme sequences from the

generated pseudo-glosses:
P = Phonemize(G) = {p1,...,pn} 3)

Each p; represents an English phoneme, enabling our model
to learn the fine-grained articulatory motions of mouthed
words.

Fingerspelling Identification: For the Fingerpelling labels
we use the ChicagoFSWild+ dataset and split the words into
individual character sequences such that F = {f1,..., f, }.
Each f; represents a character in the word label, enabling
the model to learn each letter in the alphabet. We also iso-
late sequences that contain potential fingerspelling from the
psuedo-glosses by applying rule-based detection to G. We
do this by identifying proper nouns and technical terms,
which are typically fingerspelled.

3.3. Stage 2: Modality-Specific Encoders

This stage defines the “expert” networks that learn to recog-
nize each specific communication channel.
Video Pre-processing: We process the input video into two
distinct streams to feed the appropriate experts. We use Me-
diaPipe [40] to extract both the full frames Xy, (for manual
signs) and tightly-cropped face frames X, (for lipread-
ing).

Xfull c RBxTx3x224><224

“)

X_f c RBXTx3x224><224
ace



Both streams are normalized with a resolution of 224 x 224,
where B is the batch size.

Shared Backbone and Manual Experts: The core of our
visual encoder is a single DINOv2 backbone [42] that pro-
cesses the full-frame stream from Xyg,. The features ex-
tracted from this backbone, H a1, are shared, serving as
the input for three independent parallel heads.

Dynamic Sequence Routing: A key innovation of our
work is a dynamic routing module that operates on the
shared backbone features H,nua. We find that applying
all experts to all frames is inefficient and introduces noise
and so we train a lightweight classifier to route segments to
the correct expert: {Sign, Fingerspelling, Rest}.

First, we apply temporal-average pooling to the DINOv2
features Hyanua to get a sequence-level representation, A
small MLP head then processes this feature to produce class
logits.

élogits = Wclshavg + b € RBxg )
To maintain differentiability for training, we use the

Gumbel-Softmax [28] reparameterization trick on the raw
logits to obtain a one-hot-like selection vector g:

g = GumbelSoftmax (Ciogits; 7) = [Gsign: Jrss Grest]  (6)

where T is the temperature parameter. This routing vector is
passed to the fusion stage (Stage 3) to dynamically weight
the outputs of the expert heads.

Continuous Sign Recognition: In parallel with the router,
the continuous signing expert processes the full, unpooled
DINOV?2 features. We add positional embeddings (PE) and
pass the features through a dedicated linear head to project
to the sign vocabulary size |Viign

Hanua = DrOPOUt(Hmanual + PE)

. N (7
‘N7 BxT sign
Lsign = Hmanual sign + bsign eR XTX Vs

Fingerspelling Detection: Similarly, the fingerspelling ex-
pert processes the same position-encoded features, Hnunvals
but uses its own dedicated linear head to produce logits L
over the 26 characters of the alphabet:

f‘fs = I:Imanualwfs + bfs S RBXTX26 (8)

Lipreading Module: The lipreading expert processes the
face-cropped stream Xg.. We employ a masked ViT
(ViTy;p) with a 50% masking ratio to force the model to
learn robust representations. A 1D convolution then per-
forms temporal adaptation, and a final linear layer projects
to the phoneme vocabulary |P|:

Z= ViTliP(MaSk(Xfacea 05))
G = ConvID(Z) € RBXT" X dadapier ©)
Ly = Linear(G) € REXT'I7|

Note that the temporal dimension 7" < T due to the convo-
lutional pooling.

3.4. Stage 3: Temporal-Aware Multi-modal Fusion

This stage addresses the core challenge of fusing our asyn-
chronous experts. First, we project all outputs to a common
dimension and align their temporal lengths. The lipreading
logits Ly;, are upsampled from 7" to T™:

Esign = ¢sign (f‘sign)
Eg = (L) (10)
E]ip = d)lip (Upsample(ilip, T))

Gated Manual Feature Aggregation: We use the routing
vector g from Stage 2 to create a single, unified manual rep-
resentation M. This dynamically selects the correct expert
output (sign or fingerspelling) for each segment.

M= Jsign © Esign + Jfs © Efs + Jrest O Nyt (1 1)

Here, ® denotes element-wise multiplication, and np, is a
learned null vector to represent rest periods.

Adaptive Feature Gating: The relative importance of
manual signs versus mouthings is context-dependent. We
learn this balance with an adaptive gating mechanism. A
learned gate ¢ controls the information flow from the man-
ual stream M and the lip stream Ej;p:

o= O'(Wg [M, E]ip] + bg) (12)
Hised = © M + (1 - a) O] Elip

where [-; -] denotes feature concatenation.

Transformer-based Temporal Modelling: The result-

ing fused features Hgq are passed through a final

TransformerEncoder to model long-range temporal depen-

dencies, producing the final contextual representation Z:

Z = TransformerEncoder(Hyygq) € RZ*T*4 (13)

This fusion module is trained to produce the correct pseudo-
gloss sequence G via a final CTC loss:

G= CTC-Decode(Softmax (W oy Z + boy)) (14)

3.5. Stage 4: Language Model Refinement

The fused representation G is a sequence of pseudo-
glosses, which is not representative of spoken English. The
final stage employs a language model, LLMjy, to translate
this intermediate representation into the final sentence S
where S = LLMy(G) This model is trained independently
of the visual pipeline. We pre-train LLMjy on a large corpus
of (pseudo-gloss, English sentence) pairs (G, S) generated
in Stage 1. This decoupled approach allows the LLM to
learn a robust linguistic mapping that generalizes well to
the noisy gloss outputs G produced by the visual model at
inference time.



3.6. Training Strategy

Our curriculum is strictly staged to ensure stable conver-
gence and component specialization. We do not use a sin-
gle, joint end-to-end loss. Instead, each module is trained
independently, with its parameters frozen before being used
by the next stage. This process is applied in two phases:
pre-training and fine-tuning.

Phase 1: Stage-wise Pre-training: We first pre-train each

component on large-scale, diverse datasets (e.g., YouTube-

ASL [61], ChicagoFSWild+).

1. Train Experts: The Sequence Classifier L, Sign En-
coder LGIF, FS Encoder £{TC, and Lipreading module
LT are all trained separately on their respective targets

from Stage 1. The losses for this stage are defined as:
L, =CTC (LWTm), m € {fs,sign,lip}  (15)
where L,, are the output logits from branch m and 7,
the corresponding ground truth token sequence.

2. Freeze Experts & Train Fusion: After the experts are
trained, their weights are frozen. The Fusion Module
is then trained on the frozen outputs of the experts to
optimize Lgysion- The loss for the fusion is defined as:

L:fusion =CTC (Gtv Y—t) (16)

3. Train LLM: Separately, the Language Model is pre-
trained on all available (G,S) text pairs to optimize
LM using standard Cross Entropy Loss.

Phase 2: Stage-Wise Fine-tuning: We repeat the same

staged process on the smaller, high-quality fine-tuning

dataset (e.g., How2Sign [11]).

1. Fine-tune Experts: The pre-trained experts are fine-
tuned on the How2Sign data, again using their indepen-
dent losses.

2. Freeze Experts & Fine-tune Fusion: The fine-tuned
expert weights are frozen. The pre-trained Fusion Mod-
ule is then fine-tuned on their outputs.

3. LLM: The LLM is already fully trained and remains
frozen during this phase.

This decoupled, staged methodology ensures that each com-

ponent becomes a robust expert at its specific task before its

outputs are used to train subsequent modules.

4. Experiments
4.1. Datasets

For ASL we pre-trained our model using the Youtube-
ASL dataset and ChicagoFSWild+, then fine-tuned it on
How2Sign. We then evaluated our proposed framework on
How?2Sign and ChicagoFSWild+. For BSL we trained and
evaluated our model on BOBSL [1].

YouTube-ASL [61]: A large-scale ASL dataset compris-
ing 60K videos and 1,000 hours sourced from YouTube,

annotated with sentence-level transcriptions. This dataset
provides diverse signing conditions, including variations in
background, lighting, and signer appearance. The dataset
features over 2,500 unique signers, ensuring that the model
generalizes well across different users.

ChicagoFSWildPlus [4]: A dataset containing 55,232 ASL
finger-spelling sequences performed by 260 signers con-
taining in-the-wild videos of fingerspelling sequences. It
includes multiple signers, varied environments, and occlu-
sions, which makes it ideal for evaluating the robustness of
fingerspelling detection.

How2Sign [11]: How2Sign is a large-scale, continu-
ous ASL corpus derived from 2,456 instructional “How2”
videos, totaling over 80 hours of footage. Recordings were
made in two settings: a Green-Screen studio (79.1 h over
2,529 videos) and the Panoptic studio (2.96 h over 124
videos). Eleven signers (5 hearing ASL interpreters, 2 hard-
of-hearing, 4 Deaf) produced 35,191 sentence-level clips
(average 162 frames/5.4 s, 17 words), yielding a vocabulary
of over 16,000 English words.

BOBSL [1]: A large-scale video dataset consisting of
British Sign Language from BSL interpreted BBC broad-
cast footage. The data features 39 unique interpreters from
1,962 episodes across 426 TV shows, resulting in approxi-
mately 1,467 hours of video content. The videos are anno-
tated with English subtitles approximately 1.2M sentences.

4.2. Evaluation Metrics

We evaluated model performance using several common
metrics: Letter Accuracy [18], BLEU Score [46] and
ROUGE [17]. For all metrics higher scores demonstrate
improved performance.

5. Results

In this section we compare the performance of SignBind-
LLM with several state-of-the-art models from recent liter-
ature. Table 1 and Table 2 show the comparison between
our approach and other approaches in SLT on How2Sign
and BOBSL respectively. Table 3 shows the comparison for
fingerspelling on the ChicagoFSWildPlus dataset.

5.1. Qualitative Results

Figure 3 shows three example translations, with the outputs
from each stream. It aslo shows where the translation pro-
cess fails and how the fusion transformer helps to remedy
this. Finally the figure shows how the LLM generates the
spoken-English sentence from the fusion predictions. We
observe that the mouthed features provide a strong signal
for the fusion encoder, while the LLM is effective at cor-
recting grammatical errors in the translation.



Model | Modality | Test on How2Sign
| Pose RGB | BLEU-11 BLEU-47 ROUGE

GIoFE-VN [37] v 14.9 2.2 12.6
MSLU [71] v v 20.1 2.4 17.2
SLT-IV [58] v 34.0 8.0 -
C?RL [9] v 29.1 94 27.0
FLa-LLM [10] v 29.8 9.7 -
YouTube-ASL [61] v 37.8 12.4 -
SignMusketeers [24] v 41.5 14.3 -
Uni-Sign [35] v v 40.2 14.9 36.0
Geo-Sign [14] v 40.8 15.1 354
SSVP-SLT [49] v 43.2 15.5 38.4
SignBind-LLM (Ours) \ v \ 49.4 22.1 41.2

Table 1. Modality (pose / RGB) and BLEU / ROUGE comparison on How2Sign. SignBind-LLM achieves the best scores across all

metrics.
Model B1 B4 R-L
GFSLT [70] - 06 74
Sign2GPT [63] - 09 114
Albanie [1] 12.78 1.0 10.2
Sincan [56] 188 1.3 89
Lost in Translation [29] 12.78 2.6 15.6
SignBind-LLM (Ours) 279 6.8 249

Table 2. Comparison on BOBSL in BLEU-1, BLEU-4, and
ROUGE-L. SignBind-LLM performed best across all metrics.

Model Letter Accuracy
FS Recognition [53] 41.2%
Iterative Attention [54] 46.7%
Pannattee et al. [44] 48.0%
Gajurel et al. [16] 48.4%
TDC-SL [45] 50.0%
FS Attention [30] 57.8%
FSS-Net [55] 64.4%
CtoML [34] 54.9%
FS PoseNet [13] 71.1%
SignBind-LLM (Ours) 73.2%

Table 3. Letter accuracy results on ChicagoFSWildPlus.
SignBind-LLM outperforms all previous approaches, improving
over the strongest prior model by 2.1 percentage points.

5.2. Ablation Study

In this section, we discuss the different ablation studies per-
formed to demonstrate the contribution of the various com-
ponents in the architecture.

Model Variants: The first ablation was to understand the
contribution of each component and the importance of each
modality. We conducted an ablation study by selectively
disabling key features of SignBind-LLM and comparing the
results. Table 4 presents the results. We identify that the fu-
sion network and LLM are key for improving performance,
while lipreading is the most important modality.

Model Variant L-Acc. (%) B-4
W/o Lipreading 543 13.6
W/o Fingerspelling 33.7 18.9
W/o Fusion 49.8 8.6
W/o Sequencer 51.2 14.3
W/o LLM 58.8 7.8
Full Model 73.2 22.1

Table 4. Comparison of Letter Accuracy and BLEU-4 score when
different components are removed from the model. This shows
that the components that have the largest effect on model perfor-
mance are the Fusion Transformer and the LLM, this is because
the Fusion transformer has the largest effect on the pseudo-gloss
outputs and the LLM is needed to fill in the blanks and reorder
these outputs into spoken English, which is important for the B-4
metric.

Stand-alone Effectiveness: This ablation focuses on the
effectiveness of the two primary experts, the continuous
sign predictor and the Lipreading predictor. Table 5 shows
the phoneme prediction performance and continuous sign
prediction performance of the model on the How2Sign
dataset from the sign CTC branch directly. We observe that
lipreading is a critical component of the network delivering
most of the performance improvement during fusion. The
low continuous sign score can also be attributed to the mis-



GT Split the energy. One up, One down.

You should always, already be down there

My name's Ryan Parker

Sign Spirit :| Bent I| Up |

I| Down I| Car |

| House : | Red

! | Name I | R ! | A

Mouth spltdhahehnerwahnahpwahndaw |yuwshuhdaoleyaorehiybiydawdheh,

mneyzraynpaarkih

Fused SPLIT ENERGY ONE UP ONE DOWN

SHOULD ALWAYS READY DOWN

MY NAME RYAN PARKER

LLM Split the energy one is up one is down

You should always be ready down

My name is Ryan Parker

Figure 3. An example of the translation process from How2Sign. In the output we can see how the sign model makes a number of errors
in its predictions and how these are resolved into accurate pseudo-glosses by the fusion process using the phonemes from the lipreading.
Then how they are used by the LLM to generate a coherent spoken English sentence.

alignment between this branch and the English translation
before the LLM reordering.

Model Pho.-Acc. (%) B-4
Continuous Sign - 6.3
Lipreading 65.6 -

Table 5. Ablation results showing Phoneme accuracy (Pho)
and BLEU-4 performance of individual input modalities on the
How2Sign dataset.

Varying LLMs: The next ablation was to compare the ef-
fectiveness of different LLMs, fully fine-tuned with differ-
ent parameter sizes. Table 6 shows the results of this study.

Model Params L-Acc. B-4
(B) (%)

Llama 3.2-1B 1.0 60.9 12.1

Llama 3.2-3B 3.0 64.8 16.4

Llama 2-7B 7.0 73.2 22.1

Table 6. Comparison of Letter Accuracy and BLEU-4 scores for
different LLMs (Parameters in billions) tested with our model.
The model with the worst performance is the 1 Billion parame-
ter model with a drop in Letter Accuracy of 12.3 and BLEU of 10.

Asynchronous Fusion: The penultimate ablation focuses
on the effectiveness of the fusion model. The aim is to quan-
tify how sensitive our fusion mechanism is to the tempo-
ral misalignment that naturally occurs between hand move-
ments (manual signals) and mouth movements (non-manual
cues) in real sign language. To quantify this we test with
four different temporal shifts:

1. No shift: Directly fuse frame ¢ of lips with frame ¢ of

hands, no temporal shift at all
2. A+ 5 frames: fuse frame t of hands with lip ¢ £ 3 frames

3. A+ 10 frames: fuse frame t of hands with lip t+5 frames
4. Learned Alignment: The model learn an optimal per-
time fusion gating

Variant L-Acc. (%) B-4
No shift 68.3 17.2
A+5 62.8 12.4
A-5 70.6 18.1
A+10 55.7 7.8
A—-10 64.9 15.6

Learned alignment 73.2 22.1

Table 7. Effect of temporal alignment between manual and non-
manual streams. The learned alignment yields the highest Letter
Accuracy and BLEU-4, while large positive shifts (e.g., +10) de-
grade performance the most.

6. Conclusion

We introduced SignBind-LLM, a modular framework that
redefines gloss-free Sign Language Translation through
explicit multi-stage fusion of continuous signing, finger-
spelling, and lipreading. By decomposing SLT into ded-
icated expert streams and resolving their temporal asyn-
chrony via a lightweight transformer, our model achieves
state-of-the-art results on How2Sign (BLEU-4 of 22.1),
BOBSL (BLEU-4 of 6.8) and ChicagoFSWildPlus (73.2%
letter accuracy). Our findings validate that isolating and rec-
onciling heterogeneous visual-linguistic cues before fusion
leads to SOTA performance on sign language translation.
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A. Introduction

This supplementary material provides comprehensive tech-
nical details and additional ablation experiments for our
proposed method.

The document is organized as follows:

* Section B — Extended Ablation Studies: Detailed com-
parisons of fusion architectures and zero-shot generaliza-
tion experiments, quantifying the benefits of large-scale
pre-training.

* Section C — Part-of-Speech Analysis: Fine-grained lin-
guistic analysis across 16 POS categories, revealing our
model’s strengths in content word prediction and the
trade-off between visual fidelity and grammatical fluency.

e Section D — Implementation Details: Complete ex-
perimental setup including pseudo-glossing pipeline,
phoneme extraction, model architecture specifications,
training hyperparameters, and computational require-
ments.

 Section E — Qualitative Translation Analysis: Exten-
sive translation examples from How2Sign and BOBSL,
showing outputs from each expert stream and demonstrat-
ing how the Fusion Encoder resolves ambiguities.

B. Extended Ablation Studies

In the main paper, we demonstrated that our Gated Fusion
mechanism achieves state-of-the-art performance. Here, we
analyze alternative fusion strategies and the model’s zero-
shot generalization capabilities.

B.1. Analysis of Fusion Strategies

As dicussed in the main paper, Sign Language transla-
tion faces a unique challenge: temporal asynchrony. The
manual sign for a concept often occurs slightly before or
after the corresponding mouthing. A phenomenon well-
documented in sign language linguistics but rarely ad-
dressed in computational models. We hypothesized that a
simple concatenation of features would fail to capture this
dynamic relationship, and that explicit gating mechanisms
would be necessary to learn when to rely on each modality.

To validate this hypothesis, we compared three distinct
fusion strategies:

1. Concatenation + MLP: A naive baseline where visual
features from all streams (manual + lip) are concatenated
at each timestep and projected back to a common di-
mension via a two-layer MLP with GELU activation and
dropout (p = 0.1). This MLP serves as a learned mix-
ing function without any explicit attention or content-
adaptive weighting. The resulting fused features are then
fed directly into the Fusion Encoder.

2. Cross-Attention Fusion: A standard Transformer-
based approach where the manual stream features act as
queries and attend over the lipreading features as keys
and values. The output of the cross-attention block is
added to the manual representation via a residual con-
nection and layer normalization. This allows full bidi-
rectional interaction between modalities but comes at
significant computational cost.

3. Gated Fusion (Ours): Our proposed mechanism that
dynamically weighs the importance of the lipreading
stream based on a learned gating function applied to the
manual stream features. This lightweight approach (sin-
gle linear layer + sigmoid) explicitly models the confi-
dence of the manual predictor and adaptively suppresses
or emphasizes lip information accordingly.

As shown in Table 8, the Concatenation baseline per-
forms poorly (12.4 BLEU-4), representing a 9.7 point drop
from our full model. We attribute this to “noise injection”
where without a gating mechanism, the model cannot sup-
press the lipreading stream during periods of silence or ir-
relevant mouth movements (such as natural facial expres-
sions unrelated to linguistic content), leading to hallucina-



tions and semantic drift.

Cross-Attention improves substantially over concatena-
tion and provides a negligible improvement over the gated
fusion method, demonstrating that bidirectional interaction
between modalities is beneficial. However, this approach
introduces significant computational overhead.  Cross-
attention requires O(T'?) operations per layer, whereas our
gating mechanism requires only O(7T') operations.

Our Gated Fusion achieves comparative performance
(22.1 BLEU-4) by explicitly learning when to rely on
lip patterns (e.g., during fingerspelling sequences or when
manual signs are ambiguous) and when to ignore them (e.g.,
during non-linguistic facial expressions or signer speech).

B.2. Zero-Shot Generalization and Pre-training Ef-
fects

We further investigated the transferability of our learned
representations by evaluating zero-shot generalization from
the large-scale Youtube-ASL dataset to the smaller, con-
trolled How2Sign dataset. As shown in Table 9, when
trained solely on Youtube-ASL (1,000 hours, diverse sign-
ers and conditions) and evaluated on How2Sign without any
fine-tuning, the model achieves a BLEU-4 of 8.3. While
substantially lower than the supervised baseline, this is a
non-trivial result for a zero-shot gloss-free system. For
comparison, in the original YT-ASL paper [01] the authors
report a B4 score of just 3.95.

Notably, training only on How2Sign (without Youtube-
ASL pre-training) yields 13.7 BLEU-4 which is signifi-
cantly worse than our two-stage approach (22.1). This
demonstrates that the “in-the-wild” diversity of Youtube-
ASL teaches the model robust, signer-independent features
for phonemes, handshapes, and their temporal relationships.
The controlled How2Sign environment, while higher qual-
ity, lacks the variability necessary for the model to learn
truly generalizable representations. This is still significantly
better than the other approaches shown in Table 9.

C. Part-of-Speech (POS) Analysis

A common issue with Sign Language Translation methods
is when the model predicts correct content words (nouns,
verbs) but fails to construct a grammatically valid sentence
with appropriate function words (prepositions, determiners,
auxiliary verbs). This failure is particularly prevalent in
gloss-based approaches, since intermediate gloss represen-
tations typically omit function words entirely. To evaluate
whether our model exhibits this same behaviour we con-
ducted a comprehensive Part-of-Speech analysis.

C.1. Methodology

We ran Part-of-Speech tagging using the spaCy English lan-
guage model (en_core_web_sm) on both the ground truth

How?2Sign references and our model’s generated transla-
tions. For each sentence, we extracted the distribution of
POS tags and computed the accuracy for each tag com-
pared with two SOTA approaches for SLT, Geo-Sign [14]
and C2RL [9].

Table 8. Fusion Architecture Ablation. Comparison of different
fusion mechanisms for combining manual and non-manual sig-
nals. Cross-Attention improves upon naive concatenation and is
equivalent to gated fusion but introduces substantial computational
overhead (O(T?) vs. O(T)) without matching our lightweight
gated approach.

Fusion Method BLEU-4
Concatenation + MLP 12.4
Cross-Attention Fusion 22.3
Gated Fusion 22.1

Table 9. Data Generalization and Pre-training Analysis. Train-
ing strategy comparison on How2Sign. YT-ASL [61] uses pre-
trained TS (pt) or trains from scratch (np). Our staged pre-training
approach performs better in both the zero-shot and H2S only train-
ing setups.

Method YT-ASL H2S B4

Zero-Shot Transfer

YT-ASL (np) [61] v X 1.41
YT-ASL (pt) [61] v X 3.95
SignBind-LLM v X 8.3
H2S Only

Alvarez etal. [11] X v o221
GIoFE-VN [37] X v 2.24
YT-ASL (np) [61] X v 0.86
YT-ASL (pt) [61] X v 1.22
Tarrés et al. [58] X v 8.03
SignBind-LLM X v 13.7
Joint Training

YT-ASL (np) [61] v v 5.60
YT-ASL (pt) [61] v v 11.89
Staged Pre-train — Fine-tune

YT-ASL (np) [61] v v 6.26
YT-ASL (pt) [61] v v 12.39
SignBind-LLM v v 221

C.2. Part-of-Speech Accuracy Analysis

Figure 4 presents a fine-grained Part-of-Speech (POS) accu-
racy comparison between SignBind-LLM and two state-of-
the-art methods: C?RL [9] and Geo-Sign [14]. This analy-
sis reveals not only where our method excels, but also pro-
vides insights into the linguistic strengths delivered by our
multi-stream architecture.
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Figure 4. Part-of-Speech Accuracy on How2Sign. Here we compare the individual Parts-of-Speech accuracy between our approach and
two SOTA methods, C?RL [9] and Geo-Sign [14]. We can observe that our method performs especially well in the prediction of Nouns
due to improved fingerspelling recognition. The high performance on interjections is likely an artifact of the LLM learning that most

instructional videos begin with “So!” and “OK!”.

C.2.1. Content Words vs. Function Words

An interesting pattern emerges when we partition the
POS tags into content words (NOUN, VERB, ADJ, ADV,
PROPN, NUM) and function words (DET, ADP, CCONIJ,
SCONJ, PART). SignBind-LLM demonstrates substantially
higher accuracy on content words than the other ap-
proaches. Specifically:

* Nouns (NOUN): Our method achieves 0.47 accuracy
compared to C2RL’s 0.19 and Geo-Sign’s 0.28. This large
improvement validates our hypothesis that dedicated fin-
gerspelling detection is critical for proper noun recogni-
tion.

* Verbs (VERB): We achieve 0.46 accuracy versus C?RL’s
0.28 and Geo-Sign’s 0.33. The improvement here is less
dramatic than for nouns, but still substantial. We attribute
this to our lipreading module’s ability to disambiguate vi-
sually similar verb signs through mouthing patterns.

* Proper Nouns (PROPN): At 0.56 accuracy, our model
outperforms both baselines by wide margins (C?RL: 0.40,
Geo-Sign: 0.28). This is the clearest evidence of our fin-
gerspelling and lipreading contribution. In How2Sign,
proper nouns include instructor names, geographic lo-
cations, and technical terms which, as discussed in the
main paper, are all typically fingerspelled. The 40% rel-
ative improvement over C2RL demonstrates that treating
fingerspelling as a first-class modality yields measurable
gains.

* Adjectives (ADJ) and Adverbs (ADV): Our model
achieves 0.44 and 0.51 respectively, substantially outper-
forming C?RL (0.31, 0.24) and Geo-Sign (0.39, 0.28).
Adverbs in ASL are often expressed through non-manual
markers (facial expressions, head movements), which
may explain why methods lacking explicit facial feature
processing struggle on this category.

C.2.2. Function Word Performance

In contrast to content words, our model’s performance on
function words is more mixed:

* Coordinating Conjunctions (CCONJ): We achieve
only 0.24 accuracy compare to C>RL (0.42) and Geo-
Sign (0.41). Our hypothesis is that in ASL, coordinat-
ing conjunctions like “and”, “but”, “or” are frequently
dropped or expressed through spatial arrangement and
eye gaze rather than discrete lexical signs. Our model
appears to over-rely on the visual streams, which often
contain no clear signal for these words. C2RL and Geo-
Sign, lacking dedicated visual experts, may compensate
by learning stronger LM priors that insert conjunctions
based on English syntax alone.

* Determiners (DET): At 0.38, our method is significantly
worse than C2RL (0.43) and Geo-Sign (0.45). Determin-
ers are similarly under-marked in ASL, and our model’s
relatively poor performance here mirrors the CCONIJ pat-
tern. The baselines may benefit from stronger English
language priors that unconditionally generate “the”, “a”,
etc. regardless of visual evidence.

* Particles (PART): We achieve 0.43 versus C2RL’s 0.56
and Geo-Sign’s 0.61. Particles in English (e.g., “to” in in-
finitives, possessive “s”’) often have no direct ASL equiv-
alent and must be inferred from context. Again, models
with stronger unconditioned LM priors may have an ad-
vantage.

These results suggest an interesting trade-off: our multi-
stream architecture excels when the visual signal is rich and
informative (content words), but underperforms when En-
glish grammar requires words that are visually unmarked
(function words).

C.2.3. Outliers and Special Cases

There are two categories that are especially interesting and
provide some insight into the bias of our approach:



¢ Interjections (INTJ): Our model achieves a remarkably
high 0.73 accuracy, far exceeding C?RL (0.21) and Geo-
Sign (0.25). This is the single strongest performance
across all methods and categories. The explanation lies
in the genre of our training data. How2Sign is derived
from instructional “How-to” videos, which convention-
ally begin with discourse markers like “Alright”, “Okay”,
“So”, and “Now”. Our LLaMA-2 backbone, pre-trained
on vast amounts of web text including instructional con-
tent, has learned these discourse patterns. When the vi-
sual signal is ambiguous at the start of a video, the LLM
confidently predicts an interjection based on genre con-
ventions. While this inflates our INTJ score, it also repre-
sents a form of overfitting to the How2Sign domain.

e Other (X): All three methods struggle with this catch-
all category (Ours: 0.24, C?RL: 0.00, Geo-Sign: 0.04).
The X tag is assigned to foreign words, typos, and sym-
bols that don’t fit standard English POS categories. The
near-zero performance across methods suggests these are
genuinely difficult cases, often requiring world knowl-
edge or cultural context beyond what can be inferred from
the sign video alone. Our non-zero score likely reflects
rare cases where our fingerspelling expert correctly tran-
scribes a foreign word.

C.2.4. Implications for Model Design

This POS-level analysis reveals that SignBind-LLM’s ar-
chitectural strengths (multi-stream fusion, dedicated finger-
spelling, lipreading integration) confer the most benefit for
lexical translation. For example, converting signed content
words into their English equivalents. However, the model
relies on relatively weak LM priors for syntactic structure
when inserting function words that are under-specified in
the visual signal.

D. Implementation Details

D.1. Pseudo-Glossing Pipeline

To bridge the gap between visual features and spoken
English, we employed GPT-40 to generate intermediate
pseudo-gloss targets. Unlike prior rule-based filtering ap-
proaches (e.g., removing stop words via heuristic lists), we
used a carefully designed prompt that instructs the model to
capture the Topic-Comment structure of ASL while main-
taining semantic completeness.

D.1.1. Prompt Design

ASL Prompt: “You are an ASL interpreter. How would
you convert each spoken English sentence into ASL pseudo-
glosses? Convert the following sentences by: (1) remov-
ing articles and copulas, (2) reordering to Subject-Object-
Verb where appropriate, and (3) preserving all semantically
meaningful content words. Provide only the gloss sequence
in uppercase with spaces between tokens.”

BSL Prompt: The same prompt with “ASL” replaced
by “BSL,” accounting for BSL’s distinct grammatical struc-
ture (though ASL and BSL share many similarities in their
treatment of articles and word order).

This prompt engineering step was critical. Early exper-
iments with simpler prompts (e.g., “Convert to sign lan-
guage glosses”) produced inconsistent results, sometimes
dropping semantically important words or failing to reorder
appropriately. Our final prompt explicitly specifies the three
key transformations, resulting in consistent, CTC-friendly
gloss sequences.

D.1.2. Pseudo-Gloss Examples

Table 10 shows representative examples of GPT-40’s
pseudo-gloss generation on How2Sign sentences. Several
patterns emerge:

Table 10. Pseudo-Gloss Generation Examples. GPT-4o effec-
tively compresses English sentences into ASL-ordered pseudo-
glosses, removing function words and reordering to SOV structure
where appropriate. This compression reduces average sentence
length by 30-40%, making CTC alignment more tractable.

Original English Sentence Generated Pseudo-Gloss

So here we’ve got the startings of HERE WE START OUR FIRE
our bon fire.

We’re going to measure it and GO MEASURE IT YOU SEE
there you can see we have it WEHAVEIT MEASURED WE
measured.

In my case I work more from
home, and I work more from the
college here that I cover, than I
do actually at the office.

CASE I WORK MORE HOME
I WORK MORE COLLEGE
HERE I COVER I ACTUALLY
OFFICE

I have a few different ones here. ~ HAVE DIFFERENT HERE
I have here four different travel HAVE HERE FOUR TRAVEL
cases for your rat. CASE YOUR RAT I

9% 6 9

* Article Removal: All instances of “the,” “a,” and “an”
are consistently removed, as these are not typically signed
in ASL except for emphasis.

* Copula Deletion: Forms of “be” (is, are, am) used as
copulas are dropped, reflecting ASL’s preference for jux-
taposition over explicit linking.

* SOV Reordering: While English is predominantly SVO,
ASL frequently uses SOV or OSV order, particularly with
verbs of motion or transaction. GPT-4o0 sometimes ap-
plies this reordering.

D.1.3. Fingerspelling Label Generation

For the fingerspelling expert, we use the ChicagoFSWild+
dataset, which provides word-level annotations. We split
each word into its constituent letters, creating a character
sequence for CTC training. Table 11 shows representative
examples.



Table 11. Fingerspelling Label Examples. Words from
ChicagoFSWild+ are split into character sequences for CTC loss
computation. This character-level supervision enables the model
to learn the 26-letter ASL manual alphabet.

Original Label | Character Sequence

Bills | BILLS

political capital | POLITICALCAPITAL
april ‘ APRIL

laurene simms | LAURENESIMMS
modalities | MODALITIES

D.1.4. Phoneme Extraction for Lipreading

To supervise the lipreading module, we convert the gen-
erated pseudo-glosses into phoneme sequences using the
CMU Pronouncing Dictionary (CMUdict). This dictionary
maps English words to their phonemic transcriptions us-
ing the ARPAbet symbol set (39 phonemes). For out-of-
vocabulary words, we use the Phonemizer library with eS-
peak backend as a fallback. Table 12 shows examples.

Table 12. Lipreading Label Examples. Pseudo-glosses are
phonemized using CMUdict to create training targets for the
lipreading expert. Phonemes are represented in ARPAbet nota-
tion (lowercase for consistency with our tokenization).

Pseudo-Gloss |

HAVE MY OVER FLOW hh ae vmay ow ver flow
JUG COOLANT jhahgkuwlahnt

HAVE FEW CLEAN HOW ‘ hhae vfyuwkl1iynhh aw
OUR TOOLS FEW |

Phoneme Sequence

awertuwlzfyuw

HAVE DIFFERENT HERE ‘ hhaevdihferahnthhiyr

GO MEASURE IT gowmehzheriht
YOU SEE WE HAVE yuw siy wiy hhaev
IT MEASURED WE ihtmehzherd wiy

D.1.5. Label Length Reduction Analysis

Figure 5 visualizes the quantitative impact of pseudo-
glossing on label length for both How2Sign and BOBSL
datasets. We measure the number of tokens removed by tak-
ing the difference in whitespace-tokenized lengths between
the original English sentences and the generated pseudo-
glosses.

This reduction is beneficial for CTC training in two
ways: (1) it decreases the number of alignment paths the
CTC algorithm must search, improving training efficiency;
and (2) it creates a more direct correspondence between vi-
sual duration and linguistic content.

D.2. Model Architecture and Parameter Counts

Table 13 provides a comprehensive comparison of

SignBind-LLM against existing state-of-the-art methods,

breaking down parameters by visual encoder (VE) and lan-

guage model (LM).

* Visual Encoder Efficiency: While our total visual en-
coder is larger (197.5M parameters), most of this comes
from the 101.1M DINOv2 backbone and 62.5M ViT for
lipreading. The Fusion Encoder adds only 33.9M param-
eters.

* Parameter Sharing: The fingerspelling and continuous
sign experts share the same DINOv2 backbone, avoiding
parameter duplication. Only the final linear heads (1M
parameters each) are separate.

D.3. Training Methodology and Hyperparameters

We employ a staged training curriculum that ensures sta-
ble convergence and component specialization. All experi-
ments were conducted on a single NVIDIA A100 (80GB)
GPU. Rather than jointly optimizing all components, we
adopt a three-stage approach where each module is trained
to convergence before its outputs are used to supervise sub-
sequent stages. This modular training strategy has two key
advantages: (1) it prevents early-stage gradient conflicts be-
tween competing objectives, and (2) it enables independent
debugging and analysis of each component’s contribution.

D.3.1. Stage 1: Expert Pre-training

The three expert networks (Continuous Sign, Finger-
spelling, and Lipreading) are trained independently on their
respective tasks. Each expert is supervised with Connec-
tionist Temporal Classification (CTC) loss [23], which natu-
rally handles variable-length input-output alignments with-
out requiring frame-level annotations.

For a given expert branch m € {sign, fs, lip}, we obtain
per-frame logits L,, € R7*IVnl where T is the sequence
length and V/,, is the vocabulary (pseudo-glosses, charac-
ters, or phonemes). The CTC loss marginalizes over all
valid alignment paths 7 that collapse to the target sequence
T, under the CTC blank-removal operator J:

T
L., = —log Z Hpm(ﬂ't | ©)
-1

TEA(T)t

a7

where pp,(k | t) = softmax(Ly,): r represents the pos-
terior probability of symbol & at timestep ¢, and A(T,,) =
{m : B(r) = T,,} denotes the set of valid alignments.

Table 14 details the complete configuration for ex-
pert pre-training. We employ AdamW optimization with
cosine annealing to prevent overfitting on the relatively
small How2Sign dataset while leveraging the scale of
YouTube-ASL. The fingerspelling expert converges faster
(30 epochs) than the sign and lipreading experts (50 epochs)
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Figure 5. Label Token Length Reduction via Pseudo-Glossing. Histograms illustrating the per-sentence reduction in token count after
converting natural English to pseudo-gloss representations. The dashed red line indicates the average number of words removed. This
compression significantly reduces the CTC alignment search space, enabling more stable training and better generalization.

Table 13. Full Model Architecture Comparison. Parameter counts (Millions) and BLEU-4 scores on How2Sign. VE = Visual Encoder,
LM = Language Model. = indicates estimated values based on reported backbone architectures in the original papers. Methods without
a BLEU-4 score either do not evaluate on How2Sign or report only other metrics. Our approach uses substantially more visual encoder
parameters (197.5M) than prior work due to the three parallel expert streams, but achieves a corresponding 6.6-point improvement over the

next-best method.

Method VE Name VE Params LM Name LM Params Total B-4
(M) (M) (M)
MSLU [71] EffNet 5.3 mT5-Base 582.4 587.7 2.4
SLRT [7] EffNet 5.3 Transformer ~30 ~35.3 -
GASLT [66] 13D 13.0 Transformer ~30 ~43.0 -
GFSLT-VLP [70] ResNet18 11.7 mBart 680 691.7 -
Sign2GPT [63] DinoV2 21.0 XGLM 1732.9 1753.9 -
SignLLM [21] ResNet18 11.7 LLaMA-7B 6738.4 6750.1 -
C?RL [9] ResNet18 11.7 mBart 680 691.7 94
FLa-LLM [10] ResNet18 11.7 mBart 680 691.7 9.7
Uni-Sign [35] EffNet+GCN 9.7 mT5-Base 582.4 592.1 149
Geo-Sign [14] GCN+Geo+Attn 6.7 mT5-Base 582.4 589.1 15.1
Our Component Breakdown:
Continuous Sign Expert DinoV2 101.1 - - 101.1 -
Fingerspelling Expert DinoV2 (shared) O (shared) - - 0 -
Lipreading Expert ViT 62.5 - - 62.5 -
Fusion Transformer Attn 339 - - 339 -
SignBind-LLM (Ours) DinoV2+ViT 197.5 LLaMA-7B 6738.4 69359 22.1
due to its smaller vocabulary (26 letters vs. 2000+ tention heads, 512 hidden dimensions). The Fusion En-

glosses/phonemes).

D.3.2. Stage 2: Fusion Encoder Training

After expert pre-training, we freeze all expert parameters
(DINOvV2 backbone, ViT backbone, and expert projection
heads) and train only the Fusion Encoder components.
This includes the gating network, upsampling projections
@signs Pfs» Plip» and the 6-layer Transformer Encoder (8 at-

coder is trained to predict pseudo-gloss sequences from the
concatenated expert representations.

The fusion loss is again CTC-based, now targeting the
pseudo-gloss vocabulary Viioss:

T
Lfusion = — IOg Z H SOftmax(WoutZ'i'boul)t,m (18)
TEA(G) t=1



Table 14. Expert Pre-training Hyperparameters. All three ex-
pert networks (Continuous Sign, Fingerspelling, Lipreading) share
the same training configuration except for the number of epochs
and vocabulary size.

Hyperparameter Value

Optimizer AdamW [31]

B1, B2 0.9, 0.98

€ 1078

Learning Rate Schedule Cosine Annealing

Initial LR 1074

Minimum LR 10-°

Warmup Steps 1,000

Weight Decay 0.01 (exclude biases, layer norms)

Gradient Clipping Max norm = 1.0

Dropout 0.1 (all projections & attention)
Batch Size 8 clips

Sequence Length Variable (16512 frames)
Epochs (Lipreading) 100

Epochs (Sign, Fingerspelling) 30

Loss Function CTC

where Z € RT*512 ig the fused representation from the
Transformer Encoder, and Wy, € R?12%|Vatoss| projects to
gloss vocabulary logits. We use the same optimizer config-
uration as Stage 1 to maintain consistency.

D.3.3. Stage 3: LLM Fine-tuning

The final stage fine-tunes LLaMA-2-7B [60] to map
pseudo-gloss sequences to fluent English. Since full fine-
tuning of a 7B model is memory-prohibitive on a sin-
gle A100, we employ Low-Rank Adaptation (LoRA) [27],
which introduces trainable low-rank matrices into the atten-
tion and feed-forward projections while keeping the base
model frozen.

Each training example is formatted with special delim-
iter tokens to distinguish the conditioning context (pseudo-
gloss) from the generation target (English sentence):

input = <S2S> <GLOSS> g </GLOSS> <TXT> s
~—

prompt (masked from loss)

(19)

where ¢ is the space-separated pseudo-gloss sequence

and s is the ground truth English sentence. The special

tokens <S2S>, <GLOSS>, </GLOSS>, and <TEXT> are

added to the LLaMA tokenizer vocabulary and trained from

random initialization. Critically, we mask all prompt to-

kens by setting their labels to —100, ensuring the loss is
computed only over the target sentence:

tend

Liim = — Z log pg(s¢ | g,5<¢) (20

t=Tstart

target sentence

Table 15. LLM Fine-tuning Configuration. LoRA enables effi-
cient adaptation of LLaMA-2-7B with minimal memory overhead.
We apply rank-16 adapters to all attention and MLP projections.

Hyperparameter Value

Base Model LLaMA-2-7B-hf

Adaptation Method LoRA [27]

LoRA Rank r 16

LoRA Scaling « 32 (a/r = 2.0)

LoRA Dropout 0.05

Target Modules Wy, Wi, Wy, W, (attn)
Wgatm Wup, Wdown (MLP)

Optimizer AdamW

B, Bz 0.9, 0.999

Learning Rate 2x 1074

Warmup Ratio 0.03

Gradient Clipping Max norm = 1.0

Batch Size 1

Gradient Accumulation 4 steps (effective batch = 4)

Sequence Length 512 tokens

Epochs 10

where ., is the first token after <TEXT>, tepq iS the
end-of-sequence token, and py denotes the LLaMA proba-
bility distribution. This standard causal language modeling
objective encourages the model to generate fluent continua-
tions conditioned on the gloss sequence.

D.3.4. Inference Configuration

At test time, we decode using beam search with beam width
4, which provides a favorable trade-off between translation
quality and latency. We apply a repetition penalty of 1.2 to
discourage repetitive n-grams which can be a common fail-
ure mode in autoregressive Sign Language generation. No
length penalty is applied (o« = 1.0) since How2Sign sen-
tences exhibit natural length variation. Generation is trun-
cated at 128 tokens, which safely covers the longest sen-
tences in our test sets. Early stopping is enabled, terminat-
ing generation when all beams produce an end-of-sequence
token.

D.3.5. Computational Requirements

Table 16 summarizes the computational cost of our ap-
proach. The total training time is approximately 108 GPU-
hours (10 days) on a single A100, with LLM fine-tuning
consuming the majority of memory (78GB peak). No-
tably, it takes approximately 30 minutes to an hour to do
a full inference on the How2Sign test set using a single
RTX 4090. This could be mitigated in production systems
through model quantization or distillation, though this is be-
yond the scope of the current work.

This staged training curriculum ensures that each compo-
nent reaches a high-quality local optimum before being



Table 16. Computational Requirements. Training time and
memory usage for each stage on a single NVIDIA A100 (80GB).
The visual encoder operates at real-time speeds, while LLM de-
coding remains the primary inference bottleneck.

Stage Time Peak Memory
Expert Pre-training 72 hours 68 GB
Fusion Training 72 hours 43 GB
LLM Fine-tuning 24 hours 78 GB
Total Training 240 hours 78 GB

composed into the full pipeline. The modular design also
facilitates training on smaller GPU’s and in parallel.

E. Qualitative Translation Analysis

In this section, we provide extensive qualitative examples
to demonstrate the contribution of each expert stream and
the fusion mechanism. Table 17 and Table 18 display the
raw outputs of the individual expert branches alongside the
fused prediction and the final LLM output. We highlight
correct words in green and incorrect words in red to facili-
tate error analysis. As demonstrated in the ablation experi-
ments, the continuous sign model performs poorly, however
provides some context for the fusion model. The lipreading
model appears to deliver the most performance gain as also
shown in the experiments in the main paper.

E.1. Error Analysis and Limitations

Across both datasets, we observe two primary failure
modes:

1. Proper Noun Hallucination: When names or technical
terms are fingerspelled rapidly or occluded, the model
sometimes substitutes plausible-sounding but incorrect
alternatives. For example the LLM may overfit to com-
mon names in its pre-training corpus.

2. Semantic Drift: When both manual and non-manual
signals are weak or ambiguous, the model occasion-
ally generates fluent but semantically incorrect sentences
(e.g., Example 4 above). This is a known limitation of
large language models: given weak conditioning sig-
nals, they fall back to high-probability sequences from
the pre-training distribution.

Future work should address these limitations through (1)

dedicated proper noun detection and verification modules,

(2) confidence estimation to reject low-quality predictions.

F. Conclusion

This supplementary material has provided comprehensive
technical details on SignBind-LLM’s architecture, training
procedures, and qualitative performance. The ablation stud-
ies confirm that our multi-stream, gated fusion approach

significantly outperforms naive concatenation and is com-
parable with expensive cross-attention mechanisms. The
POS analysis validates that our LLM refinement stage suc-
cessfully recovers grammatical structure lost in the gloss
representation. The extensive qualitative examples demon-
strate that each expert stream contributes complementary
information, and that the Fusion Encoder effectively re-
solves temporal asynchrony. Together with the main paper,
these results establish a new paradigm for gloss-free sign
language translation.



Modality / Component

Output / Transcription

Continuous Sign
Fingerspelling
Lip Reading (Phonemes)

Fused

Our Method (Combined)

Reference

HAND WALL TREE FEEL WALL LOW YOU WHAT ALL LOOK
tuweynmaolnsaanyaortowsaydaolyaevtuwduwihzsehnteryrshowerzbayluhk
ihngahpdhahmntahmbaekwehryuwkeymfrah

GAIN BALANCE ON TOE YOU HAVE CENTER YOU SHOULDERS LOOK UP MOUNTAIN YOU
CAME FROM WHERE

So to gain that balance on your toe, all you have to do is center your shoulders by looking to the mountain.
This is where you came from.

To gain balance on your toe side, all you have to do is center your shoulders by looking up the mountain,
back where you came from.

Continuous Sign
Fingerspelling

Lip Reading (Phonemes)
Fused

Our Method (Combined)
Reference

POOR FLY HOUSE YOU ME DOOR

raytdhmdaoztndhehmgowtdhahstrbaymaazstaeao
RIGHT DOWN GO STORE BUY ME

So write them down and then go to the store and buy them for me.
Write them down, then go to the store.

Continuous Sign
Fingerspelling
Lip Reading (Phonemes)

Fused

Our Method (Combined)
Reference

WATCH MAKE

XP
smnzwaavcrtuw dh t ay t s ah m jh iy n s aa r n aa t t ay t ih
n ah £

SOME TIGHT SOME NOT TIGHT

Some of them are too tight, some are not tight enough.
Some jeans are too tight, some jeans are not tight enough.

Continuous Sign
Fingerspelling

Lip Reading (Phonemes
Fused

Our Method (Combined)
Reference

I WORK EYE BLUE

tdeymiyrgooihgtehwerkaanztrehihngndsrehthpihngmahlowrbaadiy
TODAY WE WORK LOWER HOUSE

Today we’re working on the lower part of the house, the basement.
Today we’re going to work on stretching and strengthening the lower body.

Continuous Sign
Fingerspelling
Lip Reading (Phonemes

Fused

Our Method (Combined)
Reference

FRIEND BAG HAT YELLOW ONE WHERE
kdhihsaabvslkacaolowbiyyuwshdaezihwaormahptuwlwehnyehrferstihnihkah
liyyahzngahbg

CAN USED AS WARM UP TOOL WHEN YOU FIRST INITIALLY USING BAG

This can be used as a warm up tool when you first are using the bag.
This obviously can also be used as a warm up tool when you’re first initially using a bag.

Continuous Sign
Fingerspelling

Lip Reading (Phonemes
Fused

Our Method (Combined)
Reference

WHAT SHOUT

JIMDWD
ziyahehmjhkmdawdwihdhroarawdr
I1JIM DOWN WITH ROAR

So this is Jim Down with Roar zoo.
I’m Jim Dowd with Zoar Outdoor.

Table 17. Qualitative examples of our multi-modal translation method on the How2Sign dataset. For each example, we show the outputs of
the three expert predictors (Continuous Sign, Fingerspelling, Lip Reading), the fused pseudo-gloss sequence, and the final LLM-generated
sentence.



Modality / Component Output / Transcription
Continuous Sign OAR
Fingerspelling REITSL

Lip Reading (Phonemes)
Fused

Our Method (Combined)
Reference

ah dh r ahmtay l z way 1
OTHER REPTILES

Other reptiles include...
Other reptiles as well.

Continuous Sign
Fingerspelling

Lip Reading (Phonemes)
Fused

Our Method (Combined)
Reference

GOOD BIKE BEACH

brahrbah l hhyuwmnahnzduw 1 £ ah n s £ eh
TROUBLE HUMANS DOLPHINS

Humans often cause trouble for dolphins when out at sea
The trouble is, humans are not built like dolphins.

Continuous Sign
Fingerspelling

Lip Reading (Phonemes)
Fused

Our Method (Combined)
Reference

MADE HELLO APPLE RED

iht snuhtlowkmwdiy k z eh r ah b £ aw t ih t
NOT LIKE CARE IT

It’s not like we care about it.
It’s not a crazy theory.

Continuous Sign
Fingerspelling

Lip Reading (Phonemes)
Fused

Our Method (Combined)
Reference

WE FAR TREE

nao t ber st ih gr iy d iy ah nt s z er v ih b ah 1
NOT SURVIVE

We’re not likely to survive this.
Not the best ingredients for survival.

Continuous Sign
Fingerspelling
Lip Reading (Phonemes)

Fused

Our Method (Combined)
Reference

CATS BIG HOUSE OUT ME 5 GOOD

mah n £f rchntlfaet sbstwzeydiy p ah b iy t ah peh r t
ah 1 v aot ey k ih t aw t ih m k w ey zh ah n

AN FORTUNATELY CATS BEST KEEP LITTLE PARROT ALIVE TAKE OUT

Unfortunately the cats are best kept outside to keep the little parrot alive.
Unfortunately for the cats, the best way to keep this chubby little parrot alive is to take kitty out of the
equation.

Continuous Sign
Fingerspelling

Lip Reading (Phonemes)
Fused

Our Method (Combined)
Reference

I ROOM TEST CAMERA

may s ey aw v er r p ah ah z s mer n t
ME SAY RAPID ASSESSMENT

I was saying this is our rapid assessment area.
As I was saying, this is our rapid assessment bay.

Table 18. Qualitative translation examples of our multi-modal translation method on BOBSL. Representative examples demonstrating
the model’s performance on British Sign Language. The multi-stream architecture generalizes effectively from ASL to BSL despite
grammatical and lexical differences.
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