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CourseTimeQA: A Lecture-Video Benchmark and a
Latency-Constrained Cross-Modal Fusion Method for
Timestamped QA

Vsevolod Kovalev and Parteek Kumar

Abstract—This paper addresses timestamped question an-
swering over educational lecture videos under a strict single-
GPU latency/memory budget. Given a query, the system must
retrieve relevant timestamped segments and synthesize a grounded
answer. We define COURSETIMEQA (52.3h, 902 queries across
six courses) and study a lightweight, latency-constrained cross-
modal retriever (CROSSFUSION-RAG) that combines frozen
encoders, a learned 512 — 768 vision projection, shallow query-
agnostic cross-attention fusion of ASR and frames with a temporal
consistency regularizer, and a small cross-attentive reranker. On
COURSETIMEQA, CROSSFUSION-RAG improves nDCG@10 by
0.10 and MRR by 0.08 over a strong BLIP-2 retriever while
achieving a ~1.55s median end-to-end latency on a single A100.
Closest comparators (zero-shot CLIP multi-frame pooling, its
rerank+MMR variant, learned late-fusion gating, text-only hybrid
with cross-encoder reranking and its MMR variant, caption-
augmented text retrieval, and non-learned temporal smoothing)
are included under matched hardware and indexing. We report
robustness across ASR noise (WER quartiles), diagnostics for
temporal localization, and full training/tuning details to support
reproducibility and fair comparison.

Index Terms—Educational video retrieval, learning technologies,
multimodal retrieval, temporal localization, timestamped question
answering

I. INTRODUCTION

ECTURE videos are central in higher education, yet

their linear, unindexed nature hinders targeted review.
Institutions publish full recordings, but navigation often relies
on noisy ASR search or coarse chapters. We study timestamped
QA over lecture videos under a single-GPU budget: given a
query, retrieve relevant temporal segments and synthesize a
grounded answer.

A. Contributions (systems-focused)

o Define timestamped QA for lecture videos and evaluate
on CourseTimeQA (52.3h, 902 queries) with gold
timestamp spans and a leave-one-course cross-validation
protocol oriented to learning workflows.

o Present CrossFusion-RAG, a lightweight cross-modal
retriever (frozen encoders, shallow query-agnostic cross-
attention fusion over ASR+frames, learned 512 — 768
vision projection) with a temporal consistency regularizer
and a small cross-attentive reranker tuned for ;2.5 s end-
to-end latency on one A100.
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o Add closest comparators expected for video-centric
retrieval: zero-shot CLIP multi-frame pooling, CLIP +
cross-encoder reranker + MMR, learned late-fusion gating,
text-hybrid with cross-encoder reranking and its MMR
variant, caption-augmented text retrieval, and non-learned
temporal smoothing.

o Provide a robustness analysis (ASR WER quartiles), tem-
poral localization diagnostics, and full training/tuning
details to enable independent replication and to mitigate
common comparison pitfalls.

B. Scope of claims

Claims are limited to COURSETIMEQA, evaluated baselines,
and the fixed latency/memory budget; no broader SOTA claim
is made.

II. USE IN LEARNING CONTEXTS

We connect system metrics to learning workflows:

« Re-finding worked examples: higher nDCG/MRR and
Recall@k reduce time-to-evidence for exam review.

o Just-in-time concept review: low median latency
(=1.55s) enables interactive querying during study.

o Instructor clip curation: diversified top-m segments
(MMR) surface non-redundant explanations for quizzes
and feedback.

These workflows inform metric choice and the single-GPU
constraint.

III. PROBLEM FORMULATION (COURSETIMEQA)

Input. A lecture video segmented into overlapping windows
with ASR and sampled frames; a natural-language query.

Output. Top-£ timestamped segments and a grounded
answer citing evidence.

Objectives. Retrieval: MRR, nDCG@F, Recall@{1,5,10};
Answering: EM, token F1, faithfulness, hallucination rate
(defined in App. A).

Constraint. Median end-to-end latency < 2.5s per query
on a single data-center GPU.

A. Dataset Statement

Materials use publicly available, openly licensed lecture
videos; raw video is not redistributed. Annotations include
gold timestamp spans and short reference answers. Six courses
are used with leave-one-course cross-validation; per-fold test-
query counts are {150, 152, 135, 160, 150, 155}, summing to
902.
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IV. METHOD: CROSSFUSION-RAG

We combine frozen text (mpnet, 768-d) and vision (Open-
CLIP ViT-B/16, 512-d) encoders, a learned linear projection
from 512—768 for the visual pathway, shallow query-agnostic
cross-attention over ASR tokens and N=4 frame embeddings
to construct a single 768-d segment vector, a temporal con-
sistency regularizer over overlapping windows, FAISS first-
stage retrieval [1], a two-layer cross-attentive reranker, MMR
diversification, and grounded generation (Figure 1). Encoders
are frozen; the projection, fusion, and reranker are trained.
Query-agnostic means fusion is computed offline using ASR
tokens as the query side of cross-attention, not the user’s
question.

Offline fusion and indexing: For each segment, we encode
ASR tokens with mpnet and frames with OpenCLIP. Two
Transformer layers perform cross-attention where ASR tokens
query frame features; outputs are pooled with attention to
a 768-d segment embedding. These fused, query-agnostic
segment vectors are L2-normalized and indexed with FAISS
IndexFlatIP. At query time, the user query is encoded
with mpnet and compared to precomputed segment vectors (bi-
encoder retrieval), followed by a small cross-attentive reranker
over the top-M.

A. Design Motivations

Window/stride (20s/10s) balances timestamp IoU against
index size. Frames per segment (N=4) improves diagram
coverage with small reranker cost. MMR a = 0.6 increases
nDCG@10 with negligible change in MRR. Reranker depth
(2 layers) recovers much of cross-encoder benefits at ~0.14s
overhead. Temporal-loss A = 0.1 reduces over-segmentation
drift without oversmoothing.

V. CLOSEST COMPARATORS AND TEMPORAL CONTROLS

We add the following closest baselines. Zero-shot compara-
tors (no gradient updates) are explicitly marked; all other
learned models are trained for <3 epochs on the same split
with matched optimizers and batch sizes (details in §VI).
CLIP multi-frame pooling (zero-shot retriever). Encode
N = 4 frames with OpenCLIP; mean-pool to a segment
vector; compute cosine similarity to the OpenCLIP text encoder
embedding for the query, following CLIP [2]. No temperature
scaling or additional calibration is applied for ranking.'
CLIP pooling + cross-encoder reranker + MMR (learned
reranker). Use the same zero-shot CLIP first-stage, then rerank
top-50 with MiniLM-L6 [3] over ASR-only text and apply
MMR diversification (a=0.6).

Late-fusion gating (learned). Learned gate over text/vision
embeddings:

z = U(MLP([ZD(I;; Zimg])) © Zimg + (1 - 0'()) © Zixt,

trained with InfoNCE [4].

Text-only hybrid + cross-encoder reranker (learned).
BM25 [5]+mpnet dense hybrid; rerank top-50 with MiniLM-
L6 [3] over ASR only.

'We also report a single-frame variant (N = 1, center-frame) in Table I to
anchor image-only performance without temporal pooling.
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Fig. 1. End-to-end CROSSFUSION-RAG pipeline. Fusion is query-agnostic
and computed offline to produce 768-d segment vectors; online we do bi-
encoder retrieval, light reranking, diversification, and grounded generation.



Text-only hybrid + MMR (learned; no reranker). Same
hybrid first-stage; apply MMR (a = 0.6) without a reranker [6].
Caption-augmented text retrieval (learned). Append up to
two BLIP captions to ASR; run the hybrid text retriever +
reranker.

Temporal neighbor smoothing (non-learned control). Post-
hoc boosting of overlapping windows:

si=s;+A\ Z
j:IoU(4,5)>0
BLIP-2 retrieval (learned). Dual-tower BLIP-2 image/text
encoders; per-segment mean-pool over N=4 frames; cosine
similarity in a shared embedding space; trained with In-
foNCE [7] for <3 epochs (see App. E).

All systems use the same segmentization, top-k, and hard-
ware. Indices are per-model (512-d or 768-d as appropriate)
but share FAISS IndexFlatIP with L2-normalized vectors
and cosine similarity.

’wiij, ’LUij X IOU(Z,])

VI. EXPERIMENTAL SETUP

Cross-validation. We perform leave-one-course cross-
validation over six courses. Unless stated, we report micro-
averages over all test queries across the six folds. Means over
three seeds for learned models; zero-shot comparators are
deterministic but are shown in the same tables for consistency
of presentation. = denotes a 95% bootstrap CI half-width
over queries with course-stratified resampling (10,000 repli-
cates) [8].

Training details (learned models). For all learned models
(ours, late-fusion, text-hybrid, caption-aug, CLIP+reranker,
BLIP-2 retrieval), we train 3 epochs with AdamW, initial
LR 2x 1074, cosine decay with 1000-step warmup, batch size
256 segments, in-batch negatives. Hard negatives comprise (i)
temporal neighbors within the same lecture (adjacent windows
not overlapping gold spans) and (ii) retrieved cross-lecture
negatives mined by TF-IDF similarity to the query transcript.
InfoNCE temperature 0.07 [4]. For our reranker: two Trans-
former layers (hidden 256, 4 heads), top-M =50 candidates.
Dropout 0.1. Loss is InfoNCE + temporal consistency loss
(A=0.1) over overlapping windows. Data isolation: for each
fold, the held-out course is excluded from all training and from
hard-negative mining; mining never draws from the held-out
course.

Generator. Mistral-7B-Instruct (frozen), greedy decoding,
max new tokens 64 (mean 38), kv-cache enabled, int8 weight-
only quantization. We pass retrieved transcripts/captions as
evidence with citation tags; no test-time learning.

Hardware. Single NVIDIA A100 80 GB; mixed precision
for retrieval/reranking; PyTorch 2.2; FAISS GPU 1.8.0.

Confidence intervals. We compute 95% bootstrap Cls over
queries with course-stratified resampling [8]. Because per-query
score distributions and sample sizes are similar across systems,
CI half-widths are close in magnitude across rows.

VII. RESULTS
A. Main Retrieval Results (LOOCV micro-average)

Table I summarizes systems. CrossFusion with reranker
attains the best MRR without diversification; adding MMR

TABLE I
RETRIEVAL (LOOCYV MICRO-AVERAGE OVER SIX COURSES; MEANS OVER
3 SEEDS FOR LEARNED MODELS; ZERO-SHOT ROWS ARE DETERMINISTIC).
+ 1S 95% BOOTSTRAP CI HALF-WIDTH WITH COURSE-STRATIFIED

RESAMPLING.

Model R@1 R@5 R@10 MRR nDCG@10

BM25 (ASR) 025 041 0.58 0.35 + 0.024  0.55 £+ 0.012
Text-only (mpnet) 0.35 0.52 0.68 0.46 + 0.022  0.64 £+ 0.013
CLIP zero-shot (1-frame, OpenCLIP text)  0.33 0.50 0.66 0.44 £+ 0.022 0.62 £ 0.012
Naive fusion (avg) 045  0.62 0.77 0.54 £ 0.021  0.72 £+ 0.012
BLIP-2 retrieval 046  0.63 0.78 0.56 £ 0.020  0.74 &+ 0.011
CrossFusion (no reranker) 0.52 0.70 0.86 0.63 £ 0.019 0.81 = 0.011
CrossFusion + reranker 0.54 0.72 0.87 0.65 + 0.019  0.82 & 0.011
CrossFusion + reranker + MMR 0.53 0.74 0.88 0.64 + 0.019  0.84 £ 0.010

TABLE I

CLOSEST COMPARATORS (LOOCYV MICRO-AVERAGE; MEANS OVER 3
SEEDS FOR LEARNED MODELS). CROSSFUSION USES RERANKER+MMR.
ZERO-SHOT COMPARATORS ARE MARKED.

Model R@1 R@5 Re@I0 MRR nDCG@10

Text-hybrid + MiniLM (learned) 047  0.66 0.80  0.58 £0.021  0.73 £ 0.012
Text-hybrid + MMR (learned; no reranker) 048  0.67 0.81 0.57 £0.021  0.75 £ 0.012
CLIP pooling (N=4, zero-shot) 048  0.67 0.82 059 £0.022 0.76 £ 0.012
CLIP + cross-encoder reranker + MMR (learned) ~ 0.50  0.70 0.85 0.61 £ 0.021  0.80 £ 0.011
Late-fusion gating (learned) 0.51 0.70 0.85 0.62 + 0.020 0.79 £+ 0.011
Caption-aug text retrieval (learned) 049  0.68 0.83  0.60 £ 0.021  0.76 £ 0.012
Naive fusion + smoothing (non-learned) 0.45 0.63 0.79 0.55 + 0.021 0.74 £ 0.012
CrossFusion-RAG (ours, learned) 0.53 0.74 0.88 0.64 + 0.019 0.84 + 0.010

increases nDCG @10 further with a negligible change in MRR.
Figure 2 shows nDCG as a function of k.

B. Latency Trade-off

Median end-to-end latency (A10080GB): Text-hybrid
1.49s; Text-hybrid+MMR 1.50s; CLIP pooling 1.50s;
CLIP+reranker+MMR 1.57 s; Late-fusion-MLP 1.53 s; Caption-
aug 1.51s; CrossFusion 1.55 s—0.02 s faster than the strongest
comparator CLIP+reranker+MMR while 0.02-0.06s slower
than lighter comparators (e.g., Text-hybrid at 1.49 s, Late-fusion
at 1.53s). This corresponds to a +0.04 nDCG@ 10 improvement
over CLIP+reranker+MMR (0.80 — 0.84). LOOCV micro-
averages are reported in Table II; dev-set trade-off curves
are shown in Figure 3.

C. Efficiency and Latency Decomposition

Median latency on the A100 is decomposed by stage as
follows (CrossFusion, reranker+MMR). The end-to-end median
is measured independently.

Fig. 2 — nDCG@k (LOOCV, 95% CI)
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Fig. 2. nDCG@k with 95% confidence intervals (LOOCYV).



Fig. 3 — nDCG@10 vs. median latency (dev split)
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Fig. 3. nDCG@10 vs. median latency for closest comparators (dev split).

Fig. 4 — Median end-to-end latency decomposition (A100 80 GB)
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Sum of stage medians = 1.53s; end-to-end median measured independently.

Fig. 4. Median end-to-end latency decomposition on an A10080 GB GPU. Generation dominates; retrieval, reranking, and diversification are comparatively
small.



TABLE III
MEDIAN LATENCY DECOMPOSITION (LOOCV; A100 80 GB). END-TO-END
MEDIAN IS NOT THE SUM OF STAGE MEDIANS. RETRIEVAL TIME INCLUDES
QUERY ENCODING AND FAISS SEARCH.

Stage Retrieval ~ Reranking  Diversification  Generation

Latency (s) 0.09 0.14 0.03 1.27

Overall end-to-end median: 1.55s (p5=1.20s, p95=2.28 s). Minor mismatch
with the sum of stage medians (=1.53s) is expected because medians are
non-additive across correlated stages.

TABLE IV
GROUNDED GENERATION QUALITY (FROZEN OPEN GENERATOR).

Retriever — Generator EM Fl Faithfulness ~ Hallucination

Text-only RAG — Mistral-7B-Instruct 041 059 0.88 0.14

Naive fusion RAG — Mistral-7B-Instruct 046  0.63 091 0.10

CrossFusion-RAG — Mistral-7B-Instruct  0.50  0.67 0.93 0.08
TABLE V

NDCG@10 BY ASR WER QUARTILE (GLOBAL QUARTILES; LOOCV
MICRO-AVERAGE). OVERALL MICRO-AVERAGE FOR CROSSFUSION-RAG IS
0.84; THE UNWEIGHTED MEAN OF QUARTILE MEANS IS 0.838.

Model Ql Q2 Q3 Q4

Text-hybrid + MiniLM  0.78 0.75 0.72  0.68

CrossFusion-RAG 088 085 083 0.79
TABLE VI

TEMPORAL LOCALIZATION DIAGNOSTICS (LOOCYV MICRO-AVERAGE).

Variant R@1@0.5 R@5@0.5 R@1@03 R@5@0.3
Naive fusion + smoothing 0.36 0.58 0.52 0.77
CrossFusion (temporal loss) 0.39 0.61 0.55 0.79

D. Answering Quality

Table IV reports grounded generation quality; CrossFusion-
based retrieval yields the highest EM/F1 and lower hallucination
among open models tested here. Hallucination and faithfulness
definitions and sampling are in App. A.

E. Robustness: ASR WER Quartiles

We bin test queries by global ASR WER quartiles (equal-
frequency bins over all test queries; counts differ by at most one:
225/225/226/226). We report quartile means and, separately,
the overall micro-average.

F. Temporal Localization Diagnostics

We compare non-learned smoothing to the temporal regular-
izer using Recall@{1,5} at IoU{0.3,0.5} (diagnostic). MMR
reduces redundancy and exposes distinct relevant segments
within the top-k, which can slightly raise Recall@5 while
leaving MRR almost unchanged.

G. Per-course Modality Contributions

We analyze modality contributions per course by comparing
text-only, CLIP zero-shot (image-only), and fused variants.
Visual features help more for diagram-heavy courses, while
text dominates for discussion-heavy ones; fusion yields gains
across courses.

s Fig. 5 — Per-course modality contributions (relative to text-only)
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Fig. 5. Per-course modality contributions: relative nDCG@10 by course for
text-only, CLIP zero-shot (image-only), and fused (CrossFusion) variants.

VIII. IMPLICATIONS FOR PRACTICE

For students, timestamped answers reduce rewatch time dur-
ing exam prep and support just-in-time review; for instructors,
diversified top-m segments simplify clip curation. A single
A100 meets latency targets; deployment to shared campus
GPUs is feasible.

IX. RELATED WORK

Video QA and temporal grounding. TVQA/TVQA+ [9],
[10], QVHighlights [11], HowTolOOM [12], and Ego4D
NLQ [13] differ from our lecture-centric setting with dense
math/diagram content.

Cross-modal retrieval and fusion. Contrastive objec-
tives [4], BLIP/BLIP-2 [7], [14], and LLaVA [15] are rel-
evant. Our fusion adds an explicit temporal-consistency term
across overlapping windows, uses a learned 512—768 visual
projection to align modalities, and employs a small cross-
attentive reranker, with query-agnostic fusion enabling bi-
encoder indexing.

Indexing and reranking. BM25 [5]; Sentence-
BERT/MPNet [16], [17]; FAISS [1]; MMR [6]; cross-attentive
passage reranking [18].

X. ETHICS, PRIVACY, AND HUMAN SUBJECTS

This study analyzed publicly available, openly licensed
lecture videos and author-generated annotations. No interaction
or intervention with human participants occurred, and no private
identifiable information was collected. Faces and names are
redacted or blurred; access to any demo is authenticated and
logged. Measurement note: end-to-end latency is measured
from user query receipt to answer emission via wall-clock
timing; stage timings are instrumented separately and reported
as their own medians to avoid implying additivity.

XI. THREATS TO VALIDITY

External validity is limited by six courses from a small
set of providers; results may differ across disciplines and
production styles. Leave-one-course cross-validation addresses
cross-course generalization. Internal, construct, and conclusion
validity considerations include course-stratified bootstrap ClIs,



dev-only hyperparameter tuning for learned components (e.g.,
MMR «), and paired tests [19].

XII. REPRODUCIBILITY

We fix random seeds and use frozen models for all pri-
mary claims. Evaluation procedures are described in App. B.
Given the information in this paper, results are independently
reproducible with equivalent resources.

XIII. CONCLUSION

CROSSFUSION-RAG examines timestamped question an-
swering for lecture videos under explicit latency and hardware
constraints. The COURSETIMEQA benchmark provides a
controlled setting with gold temporal spans, standardized
segmentation, and leave-one-course evaluation. Within this
setting, CROSSFUSION-RAG achieves higher retrieval accuracy
than the closest matched baselines while meeting a single-
GPU end-to-end latency target. The benchmark, system design,
and reporting practices are intended to offer a clear basis for
comparison and to support reproducible studies in technology-
enhanced learning.

APPENDIX A
ADDITIONAL EVALUATION DETAILS

Faithfulness (deterministic score). We split answers into
atomic propositions via a deterministic template; for each
proposition we align an evidence span using character-overlap
matching and compute precision as the faithfulness score.

Faithfulness calibration (probabilistic). To enable calibra-
tion analysis, we compute per-proposition confidence as the
maximum normalized alignment score across evidence spans.
We fit a held-out dev-set Platt-scaling logistic calibrator [20] to
map confidence to p(supported), using human labels described
below. Calibration is reported on test with Brier score [21]
0.12, reliability slope 0.93 and intercept 0.03 (binning: 10
equal-width bins).

Hallucination. For each answer, hallucination rate is the
fraction of propositions labeled unsupported or contradicted by
human raters given the retrieved evidence. We sample n=200
QA items for human verification (two raters, adjudicated).
Cohen’s k [22] before adjudication is 0.78; disagreements
affected 8% of propositions.

Temporal IoU. For multiple gold spans, we take the best
IoU match when computing Recall@{1,5} at IoU thresholds
{0.3,0.5}.

Confidence intervals. For retrieval and answering metrics,
we compute 95% bootstrap Cls over queries with course-
stratified resampling (10,000 resamples) [8]. For multi-seed
experiments, we first average per-query scores across seeds
(for learned models), then bootstrap queries.

WER quartiles. Quartiles are computed globally on the
pooled test queries across the six folds (225/225/226/226). We
report both the quartile means and the overall micro-average.

TABLE VII
CLIP POOLING TEXT-TOWER ABLATION (LOOCYV; DEFAULT USES
OPENCLIP TEXT). THE mpnet ROW USES A LEARNED 768—512
PROJECTION TRAINED CONTRASTIVELY ON THE TRAINING FOLDS; IT IS
THEREFORE NOT ZERO-SHOT.

Text tower MRR nDCG@10
CLIP (OpenCLIP, default) 0.59 + 0.022  0.76 + 0.012
mpnet + learned 768—512 projection ~ 0.55 £ 0.022  0.72 £ 0.012

APPENDIX B
SENSITIVITIES AND DESIGN CHOICES

Window/stride. We compare 20s/10s (default) to longer
strides that lower index size/latency but reduce IoU@0.5.
Frames per segment (V). Increasing N from 2 to 4 improves
robustness on diagram-heavy lectures; /N=8 saturates gains
and increases reranker latency. Temporal-loss weight A. A=0.1
balances smoothing with segment distinctiveness; A=0 reintro-
duces over-segmentation. Reranker depth. A 1-layer variant
recovers most gains; 2 layers add small improvements. MMR
diversity. Moderate diversity (a«=0.6) reduces redundancy; it
slightly decreases MRR while improving nDCG@10.

APPENDIX C
MMR AND IoU COMPUTATION

MMR. Given candidate set C and selected set S, we
iteratively add

"= (e, q) — (1— i
" = arg Crélca\)%{a rel(c,q) — (1 — @) max sim(c, s) },

with a € [0,1] [6]. We use o = 0.6 tuned on dev.
Temporal IoU. For a retrieved segment [t,,t,] and a gold
span [ga; 9.

maX(O, min(tba gb) - max(taa ga))
max(tlh gb) - min(taa ga)

IoU = ey

APPENDIX D
LATENCY METHODOLOGY DETAILS

End-to-end latency is measured via wall-clock timing per
query, including retrieval, reranking, diversification, and genera-
tion. Stage timings are collected with fine-grained timers around
each stage. We report the median across queries for each stage
and, separately, the median of the end-to-end measurements.
Because stages are correlated across queries, the sum of stage
medians need not equal the end-to-end median.

Index sizes. With 20s windows and 10s stride over 52.3 h,
the full corpus yields 18,828 segments. Evaluation-time FAISS
indices contain the entire searchable corpus for every fold and
are therefore constant at 18,828 entries. For learned models,
training+dev indices—built only on the non-held-out courses—
vary with the held-out course and range from ~ 15,100 to
~ 16,700 segments across folds. Retrieval timing in Table III
includes mpnet query encoding and FAISS top-k search.



TABLE VIII
REFERENCE PROPRIETARY MODEL SNAPSHOT; PRIMARY CLAIMS ARE
BASED ON THE FROZEN OPEN STACK. BEST IN BOLD.

Generator EM F1 Faithfulness  Hallucination

OpenAl GPT-4.1 053 0.71 0.95 0.06

Google Gemini 1.5 Pro 0.51  0.70 0.94 0.07

Anthropic Claude 3.5 Sonnet 0.50  0.69 0.94 0.07

Mistral-7B-Instruct (open, frozen) 0.50  0.67 0.93 0.08
APPENDIX E

CLIP/BLIP-2 BASELINE CLARIFICATION

Zero-shot CLIP baselines. For zero-shot CLIP baselines,
we use OpenCLIP image and OpenCLIP text towers. Scores
for ranking are raw cosine similarities of L2-normalized
embeddings; no temperature scaling is applied pre-ranking.
Any temperature-normalized probabilities used in auxiliary
diagnostics are computed affer ranking and have no effect on
Recall@k, MRR, or nDCG. CLIP is introduced in [2].

Text-tower ablation. The “mpnet” ablation in Table VII
introduces a learned linear projection from 768—512 to map
mpnet text embeddings into the OpenCLIP image space. The
projection is trained with an InfoNCE objective on the training
folds only. This ablation is therefore learned, not zero-shot,
and predictably degrades performance relative to OpenCLIP
text.

BLIP-2 retrieval setup. For the BLIP-2 retrieval comparator
in Tables I and II, we construct dual encoders from BLIP-
2’s vision and text towers, train with InfoNCE for up to 3
epochs on the same splits as other learned models, mean-pool
N=4 frames per segment on the vision side, L2-normalize
embeddings, and use FAISS IndexFlatIP for first-stage
retrieval. No captions or external supervision are added beyond
the training described in §VI. This aligns BLIP-2 training and
indexing with other learned comparators for fair comparison.

APPENDIX F
REFERENCE PROPRIETARY MODEL SNAPSHOT
(NON-CLAIM)

For completeness, we report proprietary LLMs using the
same retrieved evidence and fixed prompts. These numbers are
reference-only and do not support primary claims.
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