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Figure 1. Given a source video and an edited first frame, our method propagates the visual edit. The resulting video precisely retains the
subject’s identity and frame-accurate source motion, while faithfully adopting the new appearance from the edited frame.

Abstract

Editing portrait videos is a challenging task that requires
flexible yet precise control over a wide range of modi-
fications, such as appearance changes, expression edits,
or the addition of objects. The key difficulty lies in pre-
serving the subject’s original temporal behavior, demand-
ing that every edited frame remains precisely synchronized
with the corresponding source frame. We present Sync-
LoRA, a method for editing portrait videos that achieves
high-quality visual modifications while maintaining frame-
accurate synchronization and identity consistency. Our ap-
proach uses an image-to-video diffusion model, where the
edit is defined by modifying the first frame and then propa-
gated to the entire sequence. To enable accurate synchro-
nization, we train an in-context LoRA using paired videos
that depict identical motion trajectories but differ in ap-
pearance. These pairs are automatically generated and
curated through a synchronization-based filtering process
that selects only the most temporally aligned examples for
training. This training setup teaches the model to combine
motion cues from the source video with the visual changes
introduced in the edited first frame. Trained on a com-

pact, highly curated set of synchronized human portraits,
Sync-LoRA generalizes to unseen identities and diverse ed-
its (e.g., modifying appearance, adding objects, or chang-
ing backgrounds), robustly handling variations in pose and
expression. Our results demonstrate high visual fidelity and
strong temporal coherence, achieving a robust balance be-
tween edit fidelity and precise motion preservation. Project
page: https://sagipolaczek.github.io/Sync-LoRA/ .

1. Introduction
With the rapid advancement of diffusion-based video edit-
ing techniques, text- and image-driven methods have gained
prominence for achieving high-quality, temporally consis-
tent edits [19, 27, 57]. These techniques hold strong
promise for applications in advertising, film production,
game development, and interactive media, where fine-
grained control over visual content is essential.

A particular interest in video editing lies in the editing
of portrait videos, as a large portion of visual media fea-
tures humans [17, 20, 35]. Editing portrait videos presents
a uniquely demanding challenge. On the one hand, the vi-
sual appearance of the subject must be modified according
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to a user-defined instruction. On the other hand, the result-
ing video is expected to preserve the exact motion patterns
of the source video. This requirement goes beyond visual
consistency across frames. The edited video should follow
the source on a frame-by-frame basis so that every blink,
gaze shift, or articulation occurs at the same moment as in
the source. This level of temporal synchronization is critical
in talking-head scenarios, where even small misalignment
may render the output unfaithful to the source performance.
At the same time, the desired edit is often localized and spe-
cific, such as adding a mustache, changing an expression, or
inserting a visual accessory. The goal is to alter only what is
strictly required by the instruction, leaving all other visual
content and motion untouched. Achieving this combination
of precise synchronization, a minimal editing footprint, and
temporal identity preservation remains an open challenge
for most existing video editing techniques [17, 27, 29, 37].

Inspired by the In-Context LoRA (IC-LoRA) paradigm
[1, 9, 11, 26, 46, 65], we introduce Sync-LoRA, a method
designed to generate precisely synchronized edited portrait
videos. The edit is guided by modifying only the first frame
of the source video, which, together with a text prompt, de-
fines the visual transformation to be applied. Our key idea
is to fine-tune an image-to-video diffusion model using cu-
rated pairs of videos, one showing the original sequence and
the other its edited counterpart. These paired videos are
constructed to be frame-accurately synchronized, meaning
that corresponding frames exhibit identical motion trajecto-
ries while differing only in the aspects altered by the edit.

To obtain such pairs, we develop a two-stage pipeline:
generation followed by synchronization-based filtering. In
the generation stage, a vision-language model produces
diverse subject prompts and edit instructions, which are
used to synthesize matching portrait-image pairs via text-
to-image generation and image editing. These are then con-
verted into side-by-side talking-head videos by leveraging
the in-context generation capabilities of a diffusion image-
to-video model, a concept explored in [14]. However, these
naively generated pairs often suffer from temporal misalign-
ments or motion drift. To address this critical data qual-
ity issue, our filtering stage evaluates each pair’s temporal
alignment using human motion metrics derived from facial
and pose landmarks. We compute synchronization scores
across four complementary channels (speech, gaze, blink,
and pose) and retain only the most aligned pairs for training
(see Figure 3). By training on our curated set of synchro-
nized examples, the model learns to propagate motion cues
from the source to the edited view, applying only localized
changes defined by the first frame while maintaining frame-
level alignment with the source video (see Figure 1).

At inference time, the user simply edits the first frame
using any image editing tool. Sync-LoRA then takes the
original video, the edited frame, and an edit prompt as input,

synthesizing an output video that adopts the new appearance
while remaining perfectly synchronized with the source.

In contrast to image-based IC-LoRA approaches that
require separate training for each editing task, our single
Sync-LoRA module generalizes across diverse edits and
achieves a robust balance between high visual fidelity and
precise motion preservation, as demonstrated in our experi-
ments (see section 4).

2. Related Work
In-Context Learning in Diffusion Models In-context
learning (ICL) enables models to generalize to new tasks
by conditioning on structured input examples without ex-
plicit supervision. While extensively studied in language
models [5], recent research has explored ICL in diffusion-
based image generation [9, 26, 46, 65]. In these works, the
model generates a panel of images, where the images within
the panel provide context to each other. This enables appli-
cations that require consistency across different generated
images (e.g., storyboard generation) [3, 24, 52]. When con-
ditioning such panels on a given real image, ICL-based ap-
proaches can be used for a wide range of image-to-image
tasks, such as image personalization [6, 15, 16, 31, 44, 49]
and image editing [18, 23, 38, 41, 42].

The most closely related work to ours is IC-LoRA [26].
This work observes that transformer-based diffusion models
possess an inherent capability to generate panels in which
certain attributes remain consistent across the different im-
ages in the panel. They show that this capability can be
enhanced by fine-tuning the model with a low-rank adapter
(LoRA) on structured, consistent panels, and using an ap-
propriate template prompt. Their approach has been applied
to diverse tasks such as film storyboard generation, font de-
sign, and home decoration. Our work extends the paradigm
to video, and presents an IC-LoRA for video editing which
focuses on frame-accurate portrait synchronization.

Additionally, recent progress has shown that large video
diffusion transformers naturally exhibit in-context learning
behavior, enabling them to generate multiple temporally or
spatially related clips within a single diffusion process [14].
That work focuses on analyzing this emergent ability for
in-context generation, using inpainting-based conditioning
to achieve controlled scene composition, but without any
mechanism to ensure temporal correspondence across clips.
Building on this insight, PoseGen [22] introduces in-context
LoRA finetuning for pose-controllable human video gener-
ation, achieving long and coherent motion from a reference
image. In contrast, our approach explicitly trains this in-
context behavior toward synchronized editing.

LoRA for Video Diffusion Models Recent works have
extended LoRA-based fine-tuning to video diffusion mod-
els, primarily focusing on subject or motion personaliza-
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Figure 2. Overview of Sync-LoRA. Given a source video S, an edited first frame I , and an edit prompt P , Sync-LoRA denoises the target
video T conditioned on these inputs. During training, only the edited branch is noised, while the source branch stays clean and provides
motion and identity cues through shared attention, so the model copies motion from S and propagates the local edit across all frames.

tion. Customize-A-Video [43] applies LoRA to the tempo-
ral attention layers of a text-to-video diffusion model, en-
abling motion customization. CustomTTT [4] introduces a
method for generating customized videos in which the sub-
ject is taken from a reference image and the motion from a
source video. This work identifies motion- and appearance-
specific layers and applies LoRA modules for per-layer
adaptation. Abdal et al. [1] introduce the notion of personal-
izing dynamic concepts. In this task, the model learns both
the appearance and motion of a concept from a reference
video. They achieve this by training a LoRA on the ref-
erence video, which then enables generation of the learned
dynamic concept in novel scenes. While these works focus
on personalizing appearance or motion, our method is de-
signed for frame-accurate synchronized editing, which de-
mands far stricter preservation of the source video’s motion.

Video Editing Recent research on diffusion-based video
editing has introduced methods that use text or image
prompts to enable user-guided modifications. Some meth-
ods [8, 33, 37, 50, 57] focus on text-based editing, typically
excelling at appearance modifications that preserve motion.
Others [27, 29, 39, 40] apply edits to the first frame using
existing image editing techniques, and then propagate the
changes across the video. Additional methods have been
developed for specific tasks such as object insertion [60] or
overlaying hand-drawn doodles onto videos [62].

In portrait video editing, earlier approaches rely on key-
points [2, 20, 36, 47, 54] or 3DMM template meshes [28,
51] to transfer expressions from a driving video to a source
image. More recently, diffusion models have enabled new
methods that generate videos from a single image guided by
a driving video. These methods typically establish corre-
spondence either through keypoints [35] or 3DMM [64] as
an intermediate representation or by leveraging the attention
mechanisms within diffusion models [55, 58, 59]. In con-
trast, our approach uses in-context learning: the edited first
frame sets the appearance context, while the source video
provides the motion context, eliminating the need for ex-
plicit correspondence modeling.

3. Method
3.1. In-Context LoRA
Inspired by the IC-LoRA paradigm, we develop a frame-
work for portrait video editing. Our model learns to gen-
erate an edited video conditioned on a clean source video
and its edited first frame, which together serve as contextual
input. This setup enables synchronized, context-aware edit-
ing during inference, where conditioning on the input video
naturally steers the generation of its edited counterpart.

While IC-LoRA was originally designed for static image
panels, extending it to video requires the model to reason
not only about appearance correspondence but also about
temporal alignment across frames. To handle this additional
temporal dimension, we build on a transformer-based diffu-
sion model (DiT) designed for image-to-video generation
(see Figure 2). In this architecture, the input image (first
frame), source video, and text prompt are represented as to-
ken sequences, and joint-attention layers operate over them
to iteratively denoise the edited video representation.

During training, only the edited view is denoised, while
the source view remains noise-free and provides motion
guidance through shared attention. This design directs the
model to learn temporal synchronization between the two
views rather than re-solving the edit, as the appearance
change is already defined by the conditioning panel. At in-
ference, the user edits the first frame, and the model gener-
ates a coherent video that preserves the original motion.

Alongside the visual conditioning, the model is also
guided by a text prompt that describes the intended relation
between the two views (green tokens in Figure 2). Condi-
tioned on the first frame and text prompt, the model learns
to propagate the edit consistently across the entire sequence
while maintaining precise motion correspondence.

3.2. Data Generation and Curation
Training Sync-LoRA requires high-quality talking-head
video pairs that differ in appearance but exhibit tight tem-
poral synchronization. These video pairs serve as the
foundational supervision signal, and, as shown in our ab-
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Figure 3. Data generation and curation pipeline.
Our process constructs synchronized video pairs for Sync-LoRA
training. (Top) Portrait images are generated, edited, and con-
verted into side-by-side talking-head videos. (Middle) Facial and
pose landmarks yield motion signals for speech, gaze, blink, and
pose. (Bottom) Pairs are scored and filtered by synchronization
quality, keeping only the most aligned examples for training.

lations, their precision is critical for faithfully transfer-
ring motion dynamics while applying the necessary ed-
its (see subsection 4.3). To create such data, we devise
a two-stage pipeline: large-scale generation followed by
synchronization-based filtering. The full process is illus-
trated in Figure 3.

Generation. We generate a diverse, large-scale synthetic
talking-head pairs. A vision-language model (VLM) pro-
duces subject prompts and edit instructions (e.g., “change
hair color,” “add a hat”), to create aligned portrait-image
pairs via image generation and editing. Each pair is com-
posed into a dual-panel image and converted into a side-
by-side talking-head video using an image-to-video model.
The process leverages the in-context generation ability of
our base data-generation model (Wan2.1 [53]), which we
further refine by LoRA fine-tuning on a small, curated set
of synchronized examples to improve motion consistency.

Filtering. Despite being designed for synchronization,
generated pairs often contain misalignments. To ensure data
quality, we introduce a filtering stage that quantifies tem-
poral correspondence using motion-based metrics derived
from facial and pose landmarks. Human facial and pose

Figure 4. Synchronization signal visualization. Two synchro-
nization cues used in our filtering process. Top: Eye landmarks
are used to compute the Eye Aspect Ratio (EAR). Note how the
plotted peaks (reference in green, edited in orange) correspond
directly to the blink event shown in the frames above. Bottom:
Upper-body pose landmarks are used to track the right elbow an-
gle. The plots again show tightly correlated motion, confirming
the arm movement is synchronized across both videos.

landmarks are extracted using MediaPipe [34], producing
per-frame scalar signals for analysis. For each pair, trajecto-
ries of key landmarks are analyzed across four motion chan-
nels ,speech, gaze, blink, and pose, capturing complemen-
tary aspects of talking-head dynamics. Signals are interpo-
lated to fill missing detections, smoothed with a Savitzky-
Golay filter [45], z-normalized, and correlated between the
left and right views at zero temporal lag. Visualization is
shown in Figure 4 and full implementation details are pro-
vided in the supplementary material. Pairs with insufficient
detection coverage are discarded, and top-ranked examples
are retained, yielding high-quality synchronized videos.

Synchronization Scoring Metrics. We measure speech
using the mouth aspect ratio over time. Blink uses the
Eye Aspect Ratio (EAR) [7], with peaks indicating clo-
sure events. Gaze tracks normalized 2D iris motion, while
pose uses six upper-body angles or relative heights (shoul-
der, torso, elbows, wrists). Each signal is independently
correlated between the original and edited videos and then
combined into a weighted synchronization score (weights:
40% speech, 30% gaze, 15% blink, 15% pose). This cu-
rated dataset forms the foundation of Sync-LoRA, enabling
precise motion preservation while applying localized visual
edits. Full definitions and implementation details are pro-
vided in the supplementary material.
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Figure 5. Comparison of portrait video editing methods. The rows show the source video and results from LucyEdit, VACE, AnyV2V,
FlowEdit, and Sync-LoRA (Ours). The columns depict different temporal positions. Our method, VACE, AnyV2V, and FlowEdit utilize
the same edited first frame as visual input, whereas the text-based LucyEdit operates from text guidance alone.

Implementation Details. We use QwenImage and
QwenImageEdit-2509 [56] for portrait generation and
editing the first frame, respectively. For video synthesis,
we employ Wan2.1 [53] as the base image-to-video model,
generating each paired video with 30 denoising steps.

We generate over 20,000 paired examples and apply a
synchronization-based filtering to retain the most tempo-
rally aligned samples. The final training set consists of only
512 video pairs, with a 3:1 ratio of edited to identical (un-
modified) samples to stabilize training.

3.3. Training

Base Model. We build our method upon LTX-Video [21],
a transformer-based latent diffusion model that integrates
the video-VAE and the denoising transformer in a unified
framework. LTX-Video operates in a highly compressed
spatio-temporal latent space and employs full 3D attention,
enabling efficient generation of high-resolution, temporally
coherent videos.

To adapt this model for synchronized portrait editing, we
fine-tune it using low-rank adaptation (LoRA) [25] with a
rank of 128. This lightweight adaptation preserves the rich
prior of LTX-Video while encouraging the model to rely
on the provided first frame for appearance and motion cues.
This setup ensures consistent temporal alignment and visual
coherence, without altering the base architecture. Training
is facilitated by the LTX-Video-Trainer code [61].

Positional Encoding. Following LTX-Video [21], each
latent token is represented by a continuous 3D coordinate
(t, h, w) within the spatio-temporal volume, scaled by VAE
compression factors and normalized by frame rate. We em-
bed these coordinates using 3D Rotary Positional Embed-
dings (RoPE) [48]. While both source and target streams
share identical positional coordinates for spatial alignment,
they are differentiated by per-token timesteps. This mecha-
nism, inherited from the LTX-Video base model [21], uses
each token’s timestep to generate unique scale and shift pa-
rameters for its Adaptive Layer Normalization (AdaLN).
The model thus learns to treat source stream tokens (as-
signed t = 0) as clean conditioning, and target stream to-
kens (assigned t > 0) as the noisy sequence to be denoised.

Loss Function. We adopt the rectified flow objective [13,
32], also used in LTX-Video, to train our model to predict
the velocity field that transforms noise into the clean latent
of the edited video. Unlike conventional diffusion setups
generating a single video from text or an image prompt, our
formulation introduces an additional conditioning stream,
the source video, which remains noise-free throughout de-
noising and provides motion and appearance cues.

Given a noisy latent sample of the edited branch xt =
(1− t)x1 + t x0 with timestep t ∈ [0, 1], the model is opti-
mized to match the ground-truth velocity vt = xt − x0:

LRF = E
[
∥u(xt, ctext, cimg, cvid, t; θLoRA)− vt∥22

]
,



where x0 ∼ N (0, I) is Gaussian noise, x1 is the target
latent of the edited video, ctext is the editing prompt, cimg is
the edited first frame, and cvid represents the latent features
of the source video.

4. Experiments

Evaluation Setup. We evaluate Sync-LoRA on a curated
benchmark of 166 portrait videos assessing spatial fidelity,
and temporal alignment. The benchmark spans diverse edit
types, including object insertion, background replacement,
colorization, and appearance modification, with source
clips from CelebV [63], CelebV-HQ [66], TalkVid [10], and
high-quality YouTube content.

To ensure consistency, we apply strict curation, retaining
only sharp, well-lit clips of at least five seconds. Clips with
subtitles, letterboxing, cropping, or jump cuts are excluded.
Representative accepted and rejected samples are shown in
the supplementary.

For each sequence, the first frame is edited using
QwenImageEdit-2509 [56], guided by VLM-generated
instructions to cover a wide range of transformations.
We compare our method against four strong base-
lines, VACE [27], LucyEdit [50], FlowEdit [30], and
AnyV2V [29], covering both qualitative and quantitative
evaluations across state-of-the-art video editing paradigms.
The VACE, LucyEdit, and AnyV2V results are based on
their official implementations, and for FlowEdit, we used
the public LTX-Video implementation. All clips contain 81
frames at 20 FPS.

4.1. Qualitative Evaluation
Qualitative Comparison. As shown in Figure 5, Sync-
LoRA produces temporally coherent and visually faithful
results across the diverse editing tasks illustrated in the fig-
ure. While all baselines attempt the edit, they exhibit no-
table failures. Using the third column as a representative
example, LucyEdit fails to apply the edit faithfully, while
VACE, AnyV2V, and FlowEdit all introduce temporal ar-
tifacts, inconsistent textures, or motion drift. In contrast,
Sync-LoRA faithfully preserves the source video’s motion
while consistently applying the edits across all frames. Our
method achieves superior synchronization and visual fi-
delity in all examples, demonstrating frame-accurate align-
ment and consistent visual appearance throughout the se-
quence. The full temporal performance of our method and
all baselines is best assessed in the supplementary video,
which highlights Sync-LoRA’s ability to maintain precise
synchronization while achieving high edit fidelity.

4.2. Quantitative Comparisons
We evaluate the generated outputs across three key aspects:
Synchronization, Edit Fidelity, and Identity Preservation.

Metric VACE LucyEdit FlowEdit AnyV2V Ours

Pose Canny Depth

Synchronization
Speech Corr. ↑ 0.37 0.11 0.39 0.80 0.50 0.70 0.72
Gaze Corr. ↑ 0.63 0.63 0.69 0.82 0.56 0.71 0.75
Blink Corr. ↑ 0.34 0.24 0.36 0.70 0.33 0.48 0.55
Pose Corr. ↑ 0.45 0.39 0.51 0.64 0.38 0.51 0.55

Edit Fidelity
Directional CLIP (image) ↑ 0.57 0.55 0.45 N/A 0.53 0.39 0.57
Directional CLIP (text-dual) ↑ 0.20 0.20 0.16 0.11 0.18 0.17 0.21
CLIP-Text Align. ↑ 0.33 0.33 0.32 0.32 0.32 0.32 0.33

Identity Preservation
ArcFace Sim. ↑ 0.73 0.71 0.72 0.69 0.68 0.63 0.75

Table 1. Quantitative Video Comparisons. We evaluate across
three axes: Synchronization, Edit Fidelity, and Identity Preser-
vation. The Directional CLIP (image) score is omitted for
LucyEdit, as it operates solely from text prompts, making this met-
ric not directly applicable.

(1) Synchronization. We measure frame-level temporal
correspondence between the source and edited videos us-
ing four correlation-based metrics: speech, gaze, blink, and
pose. Each captures a distinct aspect of motion dynamics:
mouth aspect ratio for speech, iris trajectory for gaze, eye
aspect ratio for blinking, and upper-body joint angles for
pose. While these metrics are identical to those used for
our training data filtering (subsection 3.2), they serve only
to curate the dataset and perform this final evaluation. They
are never used as a loss function or otherwise included in
the model’s training objective.
(2) Edit Fidelity. We evaluate whether the intended edit
is accurately applied and remains consistent throughout the
video using two complementary CLIP-based metrics.
Directional CLIP Score. Originally proposed for image
editing, we adapt the Directional CLIP metric to the video
domain to measure how consistently the per-frame visual
transformation aligns with the overall edit direction in
CLIP’s embedding space. We report two complementary
variants: an image-based version that quantifies alignment
with the visual edit implied by the edited first frame, and
a text-dual version that measures alignment with the se-
mantic edit described by the text prompt. The text-dual
variant is included for fairness, since some baselines such
as LucyEdit operate purely from textual guidance and do
not have access to the edited first frame. Intuitively, the
image-based variant asks whether the change from source
frames to edited frames looks like the change between the
unedited and edited first frames, while the text-dual variant
asks whether that same visual change looks like the change
suggested by the edit text.
CLIP-Text Alignment Score. To further assess semantic ac-
curacy, we measure how well each generated frame matches
the textual description in CLIP space. This score captures
whether the video remains faithful to the prompt semantics
across time, complementing the directional measure above.
In contrast to the directional score, CLIP-Text Alignment



w/o speechw/o gazew/o poseSource w/o blink Ours

Figure 6. Necessity of all synchronization cues. Each col-
umn shows results when training without the specified motion cue
(pose, gaze, speech, or blink) from the filtering stage, compared to
our full setup. The source video is shown on the left. Omitting any
cue causes motion drift or misalignment across frames.

ignores the source frames and judges only how well each
edited frame by itself matches the target description.

Together, these metrics jointly evaluate both the direc-
tional consistency of the applied edit and its semantic align-
ment throughout the sequence.
(3) Identity Preservation. To evaluate how well subject
identity is maintained throughout the edited video, we com-
pute the mean cosine similarity between face embeddings
extracted by a pre-trained ArcFace [12] model for each
frame and the edited first frame. This measure reflects how
faithfully the appearance and facial structure of the person
are preserved during temporal propagation, where higher
values correspond to stronger identity consistency.

Furthermore, a user study confirmed our method is per-
ceptually preferred for visual quality and temporal align-
ment. Full details for this study and all quantitative metric
formulations are provided in the supplementary material.
Results Discussion. As shown in Table 1, while text-based
methods like LucyEdit achieve high scores on some sync
metrics (e.g., Speech Corr. 0.80 vs. our 0.72), this comes
at the cost of failing the edit itself, as shown by its low
0.11 Directional CLIP (text-dual) score (vs. our 0.21). Our
method achieves the best overall balance, strongly per-
forming on synchronization while also faithfully applying
the visual edit. VACE, conversely, benefits from strong ex-
ternal conditioning (pose/canny/depth), yields higher CLIP-
based alignment, yet it exhibits weaker temporal correspon-
dence and identity consistency. By explicitly training for
synchronized editing, Sync-LoRA maintains strong tempo-
ral alignment while producing precise edits that preserve
subject identity. This trade-off highlights the strength of
our in-context formulation, which balances motion coher-
ence and edit fidelity rather than excelling in a single axis.

Source ID-Only Edit-Only Random Ours

Figure 7. Effect of dataset composition strategy. Qualitative
comparison of different dataset composition strategies. Each col-
umn shows a distinct training setup: ID-Only (identical pairs),
Edit-Only (edited pairs), Random (unfiltered pairs). Our full
method is on rightmost column and the source video is on the left.

4.3. Ablation Studies

In Figure 6, we present a leave-one-out experiment where
we test the contribution of each synchronization channel.
This is done by training models on datasets curated with-
out one component (speech, gaze, blink, or pose), which
we achieve by setting its respective weight to zero in our
filtering score (subsection 3.2). Concretely, in the first ex-
ample (top two rows), excluding pose leads to visible errors
in head orientation, while in the second (bottom two rows),
removing any channel introduces spatial drift and temporal
misalignment in gaze or blinking. Omitting any channel de-
grades synchronization, notably in the man’s mouth and the
woman’s eye motion, confirming that all four cues provide
complementary motion information.

In Figure 7 we ablate different dataset compositions and
filtering on model performance. We evaluate three base-
lines: ID-Only, containing identical (unmodified) pairs;
Edit-Only, containing only edited pairs; and Random, us-
ing unfiltered, randomly generated pairs. As illustrated in
the top two rows, ID-Only maintains alignment but fails
to preserve the edit, while Edit-Only and Random intro-
duce drift in facial regions such as the eyes, mouth, and
gaze. Our full model achieves both precise synchroniza-
tion and faithful edit preservation, for example keeping the
woman’s eye motion aligned and the painted edit on Bat-
man’s mouth stable, confirming the importance of balanced
data and synchronization-based filtering.

A formal quantitative analysis in Table 2 confirms these
qualitative observations. The leave-one-out study shows re-
moving any single motion cue degrades performance. No-



Metric Ablations (w/o component) Baselines Ours

Speech Gaze Blink Pose Only Edit Only ID Random

Synchronization
Speech Corr. ↑ 0.53 0.56 0.55 0.55 0.58 0.80 0.56 0.72
Gaze Corr. ↑ 0.68 0.67 0.70 0.67 0.68 0.83 0.68 0.75
Blink Corr. ↑ 0.46 0.45 0.49 0.45 0.48 0.70 0.47 0.55
Pose Corr. ↑ 0.47 0.46 0.46 0.46 0.47 0.66 0.46 0.55

Edit Fidelity
Directional CLIP ↑ 0.55 0.57 0.56 0.56 0.57 0.05 0.55 0.57
Directional CLIP (text-dual) ↑ 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.21 0.01 0.20 0.21
CLIP-Text Align. ↑ 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.31 0.33 0.33

Identity Preservation
ArcFace Sim. ↑ 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.73 0.70 0.72 0.75

Table 2. Impact of Data Curation Strategy. We compare our full
method (’Ours’) against two ablation categories: models trained
without specific motion cues (w/o component) and models trained
on alternative dataset compositions (Baselines) .

tably, removing the ‘speech‘ cue causes the largest drop in
Speech Corr. (0.72 to 0.53), confirming its necessity for lip-
sync. Removing the ‘pose‘ cue degrades Gaze Corr. (0.75
to 0.67), revealing a learned correlation between head pose
and eye movement.

The baseline results in Table 2 further prove our data
strategy is essential. The ‘ID-Only‘ baseline achieves the
highest synchronization (e.g., 0.80 Speech Corr.) but com-
pletely fails the edit, scoring only 0.05 in Directional CLIP.
Conversely, the ‘Edit-Only‘ and ‘Random‘ baselines, which
lack our filtering and data balance, suffer from poor syn-
chronization and identity drift. Our full method is the only
one to achieve a strong balance across all three core metrics,
confirming our design choices.

4.4. Application - Expression Modification

Demonstrating its capability beyond spatial and appearance
modifications, Sync-LoRA also performs expression edit-
ing by propagating facial emotion changes while maintain-
ing the underlying articulation. As illustrated in Figure 8,
our method accurately transfers expressions such as happi-
ness, anger, or sadness to the same source motion, even in
the presence of partial occlusions. To train an expression-
specific Sync-LoRA, we employ LivePortrait [20] to syn-
thesize multiple expressive videos (e.g., happy, angry)
from a single neutral reference frame. While LivePortrait
achieves impressive real-time reenactment, its warping-
based synthesis often struggles under extreme head rota-
tions or when occlusions, such as microphones, masks, or
hands, partially obscure the face. In these challenging cases,
Sync-LoRA produces more stable and photorealistic re-
sults, maintaining structural consistency and accurate syn-
chronization throughout the sequence. This demonstrates
the robustness of our diffusion-based in-context formula-
tion, which models temporal coherence directly in the la-
tent space rather than relying on geometric warping. Com-
prehensive comparisons highlighting these robustness gains
are presented in the supplementary materials.
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Figure 8. Expression editing. Sync-LoRA performs expression
editing (Happy, Angry, Sad) while keeping motion synchronized
and geometry consistent, even under occlusions.

5. Conclusions, Limitations and Future work

Sync-LoRA introduces an in-context LoRA framework for
synchronized portrait video editing. By conditioning gen-
eration on the original video and its edited first frame,
the model learns to propagate local appearance modifi-
cations while preserving precise temporal alignment and
subject identity. Trained on automatically generated and
synchronization-filtered video pairs, Sync-LoRA balances
edit fidelity, motion correspondence, and visual realism
across diverse subjects and edit types including background
manipulation, object insertion, expression modification.

While our method performs robustly across a wide range
of scenarios, some limitations remain. The quality of the ap-
plied edits may degrade in sequences with fast or large-scale
motion, where maintaining fine spatial coherence becomes
challenging. Our approach also assumes that the edited first
frame is geometrically aligned with the source; significant
misalignments can lead to temporal drift or local artifacts
during propagation. We provide visual examples of these
failure cases in the supplementary material. Resolving these
issues remains future work. In addition, since Sync-LoRA
builds upon a specific base video diffusion model, future
versions could benefit from stronger architectures with en-
hanced temporal reasoning and multi-view consistency.

Overall, Sync-LoRA establishes a new paradigm for
controllable and temporally faithful video editing. This
level of frame-accurate synchronization is especially cru-
cial for personalized talking-head applications, where faith-
fulness to the original action, speech, and performance is
essential. Looking ahead, extending this in-context formu-
lation to emerging multi-modal video models that jointly
reason over video and audio signals presents an exciting and
challenging direction for future research.
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Hyperparameter Value

Base Model LTX-Video [21]
LoRA Rank 128
Optimizer AdamW
Learning Rate 2× 10−4

Batch Size 1
Total Training Steps 5,000
Resolution 512× 512
Frames per Clip 81
Training Hardware 1 × NVIDIA A6000 (48GB)

Table 3. Training Hyperparameters. Summary of the configura-
tion used for fine-tuning Sync-LoRA.

6. Additional Implementation Details
6.1. Reference and Target Stream Differentiation
We implement in-context conditioning by spatially concate-
nating the source and target streams along the sequence di-
mension, and differentiating them via per-token timestep
conditioning while preserving spatial correspondence. Al-
gorithm 1 details the masking strategy that blocks gradients
through the reference stream so it acts as a frozen context
while gradients flow only through the target stream.

6.2. Hyperparameters
We provide a detailed summary of the hyperparameters
used for training Sync-LoRA in Table 3.
7. Data Curation Pipeline
This section details the synchronization-based filtering pro-
cess used to curate our training dataset. Figure 13 illustrates
this curation process, showing representative examples of
generated pairs that were accepted or rejected based on their
synchronization scores.

7.1. Synchronization Scoring Metrics
Our filtering pipeline relies on four motion channels derived
from MediaPipe [34] landmarks. Let pi ∈ R2 denote the
2D coordinates of landmark index i. For each paired video
(source and edited), we extract per-frame scalar signals for
each channel as follows:
• Speech (40% weight). We compute the Mouth Aspect

Ratio (MAR) as the ratio of the average vertical lip sepa-
ration to the mouth width. Using the standard MediaPipe
mesh indices, we obtain:

MAR =
1
4

∑4
j=1 ∥puj − pdj∥2
∥p61 − p291∥2

(1)

where the vertical pairs (uj , dj) are
{(13, 14), (82, 87), (312, 317), (0, 17)}, and indices
61, 291 represent the mouth corners.

• Gaze (30% weight). We calculate the normalized gaze
vector g = [gx, gy] representing the iris center relative
to the eye bounding box. For the iris center piris and
eye boundary landmarks (inner xin, outer xout, upper yup,
lower ydn), the normalized coordinates are:

gx = 2 · piris,x − xin

xout − xin
−1, gy = 2 ·

piris,y − yup

ydn − yup
−1 (2)

We compute this for both eyes and average the motion
vectors.

• Blink (15% weight). We utilize a simplified Eye Aspect
Ratio (EAR) based on the ratio of vertical to horizontal
eye landmarks. The signal is averaged across both eyes
and negated so that blink events appear as positive peaks:

Signalblink = −1

2

(
∥p159 − p145∥
∥p33 − p133∥

+
∥p386 − p374∥
∥p263 − p362∥

)
(3)

• Pose (15% weight). We track six upper-body geometric
features to capture torso dynamics:
1. Shoulder Orientation: Angle of the vector p12−p11.
2. Torso Inclination: Angle of the vector connecting the

shoulder midpoint to the hip midpoint (p23,p24).
3. Elbow Angles (Left/Right): Angles formed by the

Shoulder-Elbow-Wrist triplets (11-13-15 and 12-14-
16).

4. Relative Wrist Heights (Left/Right): The vertical
displacement between shoulder and wrist, defined as
h = yshoulder − ywrist.

Signal Processing: To ensure robustness against detec-
tion noise, all raw signals undergo the following processing
steps:

1. Interpolation: Missing detections (NaNs) are filled via
linear interpolation.

2. Smoothing: We apply a Savitzky-Golay [45] filter with
a window length of W = 9 and polynomial order K =
2.

3. Normalization: Signals are z-score normalized, z =
x−µ
σ+ϵ , with ϵ = 10−6.

Final Score: The final synchronization score is computed
as the weighted sum of the Pearson correlation coefficients
(at zero temporal lag) between the processed signals of the
source and edited videos.



Algorithm 1 Pseudocode for Reference and Target Stream Differentiation

1 def training_step(source_video, edited_video, diffusion_t):
2 """
3 source_video: Clean latent frames from the reference video
4 edited_video: Noisy latent frames (at time t) from the target video
5 diffusion_t: The noise level (timestep) for the target video
6 """
7

8 # 1. Sequence Concatenation
9 # We concatenate along the sequence dimension (frames).

10 # This allows joint attention between source and target.
11 model_input = torch.cat([source_video, edited_video], dim=2)
12

13 # 2. Per-Token Timestep Conditioning
14 # Source tokens get t=0 (signaling "clean context").
15 # Target tokens get t=diffusion_t (signaling "denoise me").
16 # These timesteps generate distinct AdaLayerNorm parameters.
17 t_source = torch.zeros(source_video.shape[0])
18 t_target = diffusion_t
19 model_timesteps = torch.cat([t_source, t_target], dim=0)
20

21 # 3. Shared Positional Embeddings (RoPE)
22 # Both streams use identical grid coordinates (t, h, w).
23 # A token at (Frame 1, x, y) in Source has the exact same
24 # positional embedding as (Frame 1, x, y) in Target.
25 rope_source = get_3d_rope(source_video.shape)
26 rope_target = get_3d_rope(edited_video.shape) # Identical to source
27 model_rope = torch.cat([rope_source, rope_target], dim=1)
28

29 # 4. Forward Pass
30 # The model uses the shared RoPE to find spatial correspondences
31 # and the split timesteps to apply different normalization.
32 velocity_pred = model(
33 x=model_input,
34 timesteps=model_timesteps,
35 pos_embed=model_rope
36 )
37

38 # 5. Loss Masking
39 # We only compute loss on the target (edited) half of the sequence.
40 pred_source, pred_target = torch.chunk(velocity_pred, 2, dim=2)
41 loss = F.mse_loss(pred_target, target_velocity_ground_truth)
42

43 return loss

8. Evaluation Benchmark and Metrics
8.1. Benchmark Curation
As mentioned in Section 4 of the main paper, our evaluation
benchmark was strictly curated to ensure high-quality as-
sessment. We applied rigorous criteria, retaining only clips
with consistent lighting and high sharpness, while exclud-
ing those with jump cuts, subtitles, or significant motion
blur. Figure 9 illustrates a typical rejection case, such as a
clip with noticeable letterboxing.

8.2. Quantitative Evaluation Metric Definitions
This subsection provides the full mathematical definitions
of the metrics reported in Subsection 4.2 of the main pa-
per. All notations follow those used in the main paper.

Given source frames Isrct , edited frames Ieditt , and an edited
keyframe Ikey, the following metrics are used for quantita-
tive evaluation.

Directional CLIP Score. This metric measures how con-
sistently the per-frame visual transformation aligns with the
intended edit direction in CLIP’s embedding space. We re-
port two variants: an image-based version and a text-dual
version. The CLIP model used is ‘ViT-B-32’.

Image-based Direction. The global edit direction in
CLIP image space is defined as:

dimg =
Eimg(I

key)− Eimg(I
src
0 )

∥Eimg(Ikey)− Eimg(Isrc0 )∥
.

For each frame t, we compute its local transformation di-
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Figure 9. Benchmark Examples. examples

rection:

Vt =
Eimg(I

edit
t )− Eimg(I

src
t )

∥Eimg(Ieditt )− Eimg(Isrct )∥
.

The Directional CLIP score is their mean cosine similarity:

DirectionalCLIPimg =
1

T

T∑
t=1

Vt · dimg.

Text-dual Direction. For methods guided by text rather
than edited keyframes, the semantic direction is obtained
from CLIP’s text encoder:

dtext =
Etext(ttarget)− Etext(tsource)

∥Etext(ttarget)− Etext(tsource)∥
.

The local per-frame directions Vt are identical to the
image-based case, yielding:

DirectionalCLIPtext-dual =
1

T

T∑
t=1

Vt · dtext.

Higher values indicate stronger alignment between frame-
wise visual changes and the intended edit.

CLIP-Text Alignment Score. This metric evaluates the
semantic consistency of the edited video with the target de-
scription. Given normalized text embedding t = Etext(·)
and per-frame image embeddings Eimg(I

edit
t ):

CLIPTextAlign =
1

T

T∑
t=1

Eimg(I
edit
t ) · t

ArcFace Similarity. To quantify identity preservation,
we compute the mean cosine similarity between Arc-
Face [12] embeddings of each frame and the edited
keyframe:

ArcFaceSim =
1

T

T∑
t=1

Eface(I
edit
t ) · Eface(I

key)

Higher values correspond to stronger identity consistency
across frames.

9. User Study
We conducted a user study to evaluate Sync-LoRA based
on four distinct criteria: (1) Edit Fidelity (adherence to
the visual instruction), (2) Synchronization (preservation
of timing and movement), (3) Identity Preservation (con-
sistency with the subject’s original identity), and (4) Over-
all Preference. To this end, we performed a blinded, ran-
domized Two-Alternative Forced Choice (2AFC) compari-
son between our method and four state-of-the-art baselines:
VACE, LucyEdit, AnyV2V, and FlowEdit. We curated a ro-
bust pool of 36 distinct video comparison pairs distributed
across three unique evaluation forms. The study involved 23
independent participants, where each completed 12 compar-
isons (3 per baseline), yielding a total of 69 pairwise judg-
ments for each competitor method.

The complete results are presented in Figure 10, where
we report the preference rates for Sync-LoRA against each
baseline. As shown, users strongly favored our approach by
a significant margin across all metrics. Notably, our method
achieved the highest gains in Identity Preservation and Syn-
chronization, confirming our core contribution of maintain-
ing temporal coherence and subject identity while faithfully
applying the intended edits.

10. Supplementary Videos
Qualitative evaluation of video editing requires assess-
ing motion stability and temporal coherence, which static
frames cannot fully convey. Therefore, we strongly en-
courage readers to view the results in the attached sup-
plementary webpage. This interactive file features com-
prehensive side-by-side comparisons against all baselines
(VACE, LucyEdit, FlowEdit, AnyV2V), detailed ablation
studies verifying our synchronization cues, and extensive
examples of expression editing and failure cases.

11. Expression Modification
This section provides comparisons for the expression edit-
ing application mentioned in Subsection 4.4 of the main pa-
per. Specifically, we compare our results against LivePor-
trait [20] to demonstrate how our diffusion-based approach
resolves emergent issues typical of warping-based modules.
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Figure 10. User Study Results. Pairwise preference rates for
Sync-LoRA (Ours) against four baselines. Our method is strongly
preferred across all four criteria: Edit Fidelity, Synchronization,
Identity Preservation, and Overall Preference.

Robustness to Occlusion and Rotation. LivePortrait
employs warping fields to transfer expressions from a driv-
ing video. As shown in Figure 11, this approach often pro-
duces artifacts when the face is partially occluded by objects
or when background elements are in close proximity. For
instance, in the left example, the warping field erroneously
deforms the background person’s face and blurs the hand
holding the pistol. Similarly, in the right example, the rigid
structure of the microphone is unnaturally bent near the sub-
ject’s jawline. In contrast, Sync-LoRA treats expression
editing as an in-context generation task. By leveraging the
strong generative prior of the diffusion model, our method
synthesizes geometrically plausible pixels even in occluded
regions, maintaining structural integrity and photorealism
while accurately transferring the target expression.

12. Limitations and Failure Cases

As discussed in Section 5 of the main paper, our method
exhibits specific failure modes. We categorize these into
two primary types, illustrated in Figure 12.

Geometric Misalignment. Our method conditions the
generation on both the edited first frame and the source
video context. If the edited frame structurally contradicts
the spatial information inherent in the source video (e.g., a
zoom-out as shown in Figure 12), the model attempts to rec-
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Figure 11. Expression editing robustness. Comparison between
LivePortrait [20] and Sync-LoRA (Ours).
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Figure 12. Limitations of Sync-LoRA. The figure illustrates two
primary failure modes. (Left) Spatial and synchronization degra-
dation during non-aligned geometric edits (zoom-out), resulting
in blurred facial features and temporal drift. (Right) Loss of de-
tail and warping artifacts on fast-moving, complex regions (hands)
during complex appearance modifications.

oncile two conflicting spatial signals. This often compro-
mises temporal alignment, leading to noticeable synchro-
nization issues that propagate through the sequence.

Rapid Motion Degradation. In sequences involving
very fast or large-scale motion (such as rapid hand move-
ments, dancing, or camera pans), the optical flow guidance
from the source video can become ambiguous, resulting in
blurred textures or a loss of temporal coherence. We antic-
ipate that this limitation could be mitigated by future base
models with enhanced temporal reasoning capabilities.
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Figure 13. Data Curation Filtering. Examples from our automatic filtering pipeline. (Top) Accepted clips exhibit high synchronization
scores, indicating precise temporal alignment and stable motion. (Bottom) Rejected clips receive low synchronization scores due to
temporal or spatial misalignments and motion drift.
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