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Figure 1: Comparison of existing evaluation frameworks and the deep-structured evaluation
framework. Both (A) Holistic Evaluation and (B) Probe-Based Evaluation derive scores from
predicted unstructured, free-form text captions, but introduce distinct limitations. The former uses a
global LLM-judge approach that treats the caption as a whole, resulting in an opaque score that masks
local errors and lacks granularity, whereas the latter adopts a QA-probe approach to detect local errors
but sacrifices global coverage and introduces instability across different LLMs. (C) OmniCapBench
(Ours) proposes a deep-structured evaluation framework. The caption is first natively represented
as atomic, verifiable audio-visual units. Deterministic rules then verify structural and temporal
relationships and dispatch these aligned units to localized, reliable LLMs to perform fine-grained
semantic checks. This design preserves comprehensive coverage and achieves fine-grained error
localization while eliminating the uncertainty associated with global LLM-based judges.

Abstract

Multimodal large language models (MLLMs) are rapidly evolving toward contin-
uous audio—visual reasoning, creating an urgent need for evaluations that expose
their capability limits. Audio—visual captioning is an ideal diagnostic task, yet
current benchmarks face a coupled trade-off: whole-caption scores provide cover-
age without localization, local probes provide localization without coverage, and
unconstrained LLM judges introduce instability. We introduce OmniCapBench
(Omni-Video Caption Benchmark), a benchmark that reframes audio—visual cap-
tion evaluation as a deep-structured diagnostic framework. OmniCapBench shifts
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the prediction target from free-form text to sets of atomic, verifiable evaluation
units across three tracks: entity references, visual shots, and audio events, enabling
reliable scoring with deterministic constraint checks and localized LLM-based
semantic comparisons. With 786 densely annotated videos, OmniCapBench ef-
fectively distinguishes MLLM perception errors, including temporal grounding
failures, identity drift, cross-modal misalignment, and hallucinated descriptions.
Evaluating frontier MLLMs reveals strong local perception but weak long-horizon
audio—visual reasoning, particularly in identity drift and cross-modal misalignment,
providing a fine-grained roadmap for omnimodal development.

1 Introduction

Multimodal large language models (MLLMs) are rapidly evolving to reason over continuous audio—
visual streams [60, 51, 49, 11, 35]. This shift demands a corresponding evolution in evaluation. For
representative tasks like audio—visual captioning [5, 62, 16], assessment must transcend coarse text-
quality rankings. In particular, explicitly diagnosing specific capabilities, such as identity tracking,
temporal grounding, and audio-visual association, is essential to expose fine-grained weaknesses and
provide actionable insights for model improvement.

Existing caption benchmarks rarely co-design two tightly coupled components that enable fine-
grained and reliable evaluation: the evaluation unit and the scoring operator. The unit determines
the granularity of evaluation, whereas the scoring operator governs reliability over units.

For the evaluation unit, existing protocols are largely built around the predicted free-form caption,
but differ in granularity. Whole-caption protocols treat the predicted—reference caption pair as a
single unit (Figure 1 (A)) [62, 5], providing broad coverage but compressing fine-grained information
into a global scalar that often fails to reveal local errors. Probe-based protocols instead define
units as response—ground-truth pairs for question-answering (QA) probes or fact-related cloze tasks
(Figure 1 (B)) [44, 50, 29, 16], thereby accessing localized information within the predicted caption.
This enables more localized and specific scoring, but the sparse units lack coverage. For the scoring
operator, most existing evaluation approaches employ large language models (LLMs) to assess
unstructured text captions, yet systematic efforts to obtain stable and reliable scores remain limited.
Specifically, LLMs are required to reason over LLM-generated dense, monolithic text under different
evaluation protocols to compute global or local scores, introducing an inverse-engineering process
that poses a substantial challenge for reliable judging. In detail, global scoring struggles to align
fine-grained details within dense text, whereas local scoring is constrained by the need for accurate
information extraction and matching. For instance, QA probes implicitly perform extraction and
matching and are thus prone to distraction, which can lead to incorrect conclusions even when
the caption is correct (Table 5), while event-list scoring explicitly requires post hoc extraction and
matching, which can also introduce reliability issues [16].

Consequently, the free-form, monolithic representation of model-generated captions fundamentally
obstructs the joint design of the evaluation unit and the scoring operator. First, evaluation units
that simultaneously provide global coverage and fine-grained local detail are not explicitly encoded.
Second, the scoring operator must perform post hoc extraction prior to scoring, which introduces
instability. Together, these limitations lead to additional errors and unreliable evaluation.

To close this gap, we propose OmniCapBench (Omni-Video Caption Benchmark), a benchmark that
redesigns fine-grained audio—visual captioning around deep-structured evaluation units (Figure 1 (C)).
More specifically, rather than imposing a superficial format on global text, we decompose the
evaluated object into native atomic units. This deep structure breaks the task into discrete, localizable
targets, preserving comprehensive video coverage while eliminating the ambiguity of monolithic
outputs. Crucially, it enables a reliable scoring operator: deterministic rules rigorously verify
structural relationships, while LLMs are restricted to bounded semantic comparisons, avoiding the
compounding uncertainty of unconstrained text-level judgments.

In practice, OmniCapBench operationalizes this structure via three native evaluation tracks. The
Reference track catalogs persistent scenes and subjects, while the Event track captures timestamped
audio occurrences. Crucially, the Shot track segments visual content, using explicit cross-links to
temporally ground both references and events. This track design drives a two-stage scoring pipeline.
First, deterministic rules and a bounded LLM matcher verify structural integrity, including valid



Table 1: Evaluation paradigm comparison. We compare whether existing protocols natively
support the structural dimensions of omnimodal diagnosis. Identity Tracking explicitly evaluates
entity permanence across discontinuous shots (Visual). Temporal Grounding enforces precise con-
tinuous time boundaries for actions and sounds (Audio/Visual). Audio-Visual Association evaluates
whether audio events are correctly attached to concurrent visual shots (Audio-Visual). Diagnostic
Traceability indicates whether the evaluation isolates explicit structural breakdowns from descriptive

hallucinations. +': natively supported as a verifiable unit; /\: implicitly judged; X: not supported.
Benchmark Evaluated Unit  Scoring Operator Identity Tracking (Visual) Temporal Grounding (Audio/Visual) ~Audio-Visual A iation (Audio-Visual)  Di ic Tr
Whole-Caption Paradigm
AuroraCap [5] Caption Global LLM X X X
VCapsBench [62] Caption Global LLM X X X X
UGC-VideoCap [43] Caption Global LLM X X X X
video-SALMONN 2 [34] Caption Global LLM X X X X
Probe-Based Paradigm
Omni-Cloze [29] Cloze QA LLM Scorer
Parse-then-Score Paradigm
LongVALE [16] Event text Parser + LLM X X X
TimeChat [59] Timed script Parser + LLM X X
OmniScript [31] Script text Parser + LLM
Native Atomic Paradigm
‘OmniCapBench (Ours) Atomic units Rule + Local LLM

IDs, temporal bounds, and cross-links. Second, localized LLMs exclusively assess the semantic
equivalence of these isolated fields. By enforcing this strict scoring contract, OmniCapBench
elevates coarse text evaluation into a fine-grained diagnostic tool. Table 1 examines whether existing
benchmarks natively support such verifiable atomic units.

To validate OmniCapBench, our experiments proceed in three parts. First, we establish a capability
benchmark for state-of-the-art omnimodal models, decoupling evaluation into deterministic rules
(Table 3) and bounded semantic checks (Table 4) to pinpoint localized bottlenecks. Second, we
audit the holistic evaluation paradigm across models, metrics, and generation formats (Table B.7),
demonstrating that global text-level scores mask local errors and reward structurally flawed outputs.
Finally, by contrasting weak and strong LLM judges (Table 5), we show that global, unlocalized
LLM scoring induces unstable conclusions, confirming the necessity of our decoupled framework.

Our contributions are three-fold: (i) We propose a Deep-Structured Evaluation Paradigm that
decomposes audio—visual captioning into atomic, verifiable units, explicitly isolating semantic content,
temporal grounding, identity tracking, and cross-modal association. (ii) We instantiate this paradigm
into the OmniCapBench Benchmark, a rigorous testbed comprising 786 densely annotated videos.
Its native Reference, Shot, and Event tracks yield 5,818 entities, 6,537 audio events, and 11,419 visual
shots to evaluate fine-grained omnimodal comprehension. (iii) We conduct an Empirical Audit of
Holistic Scoring, exposing its vulnerability to judge instability and tendency to mask localized errors,
thereby demonstrating the necessity of deep-structured metrics.

2 Related Work

Omnimodal large language models. Omnimodal large language models are rapidly advancing
toward reasoning over continuous audio—visual streams [51, 1, 48, 49, 32, 24, 28, 64, 52, 33, 13, 34,
6, 10, 15, 30, 53]. Accelerated by reinforcement learning and multi-agent systems [65, 63, 46, 9, 55,
57,42, 61, 56, 58], audio—visual captioning has become a foundational task requiring the synthesis of
visual, motion, and acoustic signals. While broad video benchmarks [12, 21, 40, 39, 66, 20, 17, 54,
47, 41, 19] track general progress, they often reduce complex behaviors to coarse text-level scores,
lacking the diagnostic resolution needed to pinpoint localized audio—visual failures.

Audio-visual Captioning Evaluation. Moving beyond legacy metrics [37, 2, 26, 18], recent
protocols explore different evaluation units. Holistic evaluation scores full captions across dimen-
sions [62, 5, 27, 7, 43, 23], yet treating text as a monolithic unit masks specific temporal or relational
errors. QA and temporal probes [44, 50, 29, 4, 25, 38] localize errors via explicit questions but
suffer from sparse coverage. Other methods parse free-form text into script items [16, 59, 31, 8, 14],
treating structure as a fragile post-hoc extraction layer. Crucially, when an LLM acts as a global
judge—simultaneously parsing unstructured text, resolving references, and tracking time—these
entangled tasks conflate factual hallucinations with stylistic variations, leading to unreliable scoring.

In short, existing methods face a strict tradeoff: they either sacrifice coverage for localization, or rely
on opaque LLM judgments that obscure fine-grained errors. OmniCapBench resolves this tension



Data Construction Pipeline

Stage Il Native Track Construction Stage Il
. . (1) References =» (2) Events = (3)Shots Quality Audits
Stage | Candidate Curation
° Re-generate Re-evaluate
o A~ oY ¥ - W
) Retained =
Metadata Videos (&} 0
Traceable

Video Sources Data Filtering Generate Evaluate & Validate Local Refine Select G Final Data
v Open-Source Datasets v Audio Presence R S* (V)= (R, E, H, C)

¥ Public Media Platforms ¥ Duration/Quality Control e

v Density Filtering Discard

Figure 2: OmniCapBench data construction pipeline. The construction proceeds in three stages.
Stage I filters raw videos to isolate inputs with rich audio—visual complexity. Stage II generates
atomic units (References — Events — Shots) through an iterative multi-model loop, enforcing
structural integrity before semantic refinement. Stage III applies traceable human audits to finalize
the rigorously verified audio—visual reference system.

through deep-structured evaluation. By mandating models to output native, atomic audio—visual
units, our framework achieves both comprehensive coverage and exact localizability. Furthermore,
we decouple the scoring process: deterministic probes verify structural relationships, while reliable
localized LLMs are strictly bounded to local semantic checks. This eliminates the compounding
uncertainty of global LLM judges, yielding a highly reliable diagnostic signal.

3 OmniCapBench Benchmark

To establish a fine-grained, reliable evaluation standard for omnimodal foundation models, we
introduce the OmniCapBench benchmark. We first present the data construction pipeline (Section 3.1),
which converts raw videos into well-defined, verifiable atomic units. We then outline the evaluation
goals and diagnostic task suite built on this structured representation (Section 3.2).

3.1 Data Construction and Native Track Generation

From an evaluation standpoint, rigorously verifying an AI’s audio—visual understanding requires
isolating what happened from when and where it occurred. To achieve this fine-grained diagnostic
evaluation, we inherently require a structured representation that systematically decouples distinct
video elements, such as entities, auditory events, and visual states. The Multi-Stream Scene Script
(MTSS) [36] naturally provides this factorized foundation, making it an ideal fit for our evaluation
objectives. Therefore, we build OmniCapBench upon MTSS, adopting its core decoupled design to
independently track these information streams. To fully support precise benchmarking, we further
optimize its coarse-grained limitations: specifically, we decompose visual shots into finer subshots
and replace discrete point timestamps with continuous time ranges.

For a given video V, we formalize its content into a structured representation S*(V) = (R, &, H).
To guarantee structural integrity, this representation is built across three interdependent tracks:

» References (R): This track establishes persistent identities for key entities, including people,
objects, and scenes, by assigning unique identifiers that enable consistent tracking of each entity
throughout the video.

» Events (£): This track isolates auditory events and spoken dialogue together with their precise
temporal boundaries, for example, extracting a continuous dog bark from 10.5s to 12.0s.

* Shots (#): This track segments the visual timeline into discrete camera shots and serves as the
unifying structure by anchoring previously defined entities and audio events to specific frames,
for example, linking the barking sound to the shot that shows the dog.

This atomic schema separates semantic content from the complex structure of audio—visual streams
through explicit localization. In this way, the evaluation can precisely verify whether a predicted
event occurs at the correct time and is linked to the appropriate visual entities, while enabling a
localized LLM scorer to focus only on structurally aligned content for semantic verification.

The construction of this reference system proceeds in three stages (Figure 2).



Statistic Avg./Pet. Total Top 10 Categories
Entertainment (253)

Videos (< 1 min) 61.32% 482
Videos (1-3 min) 29.01% 228 News & Politics (113)
Videos (3—-5 min) 9.67% 76 Sports (113)
Duration (hours) - 12.8
Categories (Level-1) - 20 Howto & Style (60)
Categories (Level-2) - 125 Comedy (40)
References 7.40 5,818 People & Blogs (39)
Shots 14.53 11,419 Science & Technology (24)
Subshots 49.82 39,160 Travel & Events (23)
Events 8.32 6,537 .

— Dialogue 6.83 5,370 Education (21)

Gaming (20)

Table 2: Key statistics of Omni- Figure 3: OmniCapBench category distribution. Inner
CapBench, comprising 786 videos. and outer rings represent level-1 categories and level-2
“Avg./Pct.” denotes either the average  subcategories, respectively. Segment area is proportional
or the percentage of total videos. to video count, illustrating the benchmark coverage.

Stage I: Candidate Curation. We source candidate videos from diverse open datasets and public
platforms. Following initial preprocessing (e.g., metadata extraction, shot detection, and categoriza-
tion), we apply rigorous filtering based on audio presence, duration, quality, and bucket-specific
density (Appendix A.1.1). This curation ensures all retained videos exhibit sufficient audio—visual
complexity to warrant our multi-unit structural evaluation, directly supporting our goal of probing
deep omnimodal reasoning rather than isolated single-event recognition.

Stage II: Native Track Construction. As defined previously, this stage iteratively builds the atomic
units in the required dependency order (R — £ — H).

To autonomously guarantee structural integrity during data generation, we execute an iterative Local
Refinement loop: Generate — Evaluate & Validate — Local Refine — Select. First, a generator
proposes initial candidate tracks for the video. Next, an evaluator ensemble checks the factual
accuracy of these candidates, while a programmatic validator rigorously enforces schema constraints,
triggering automatic regeneration or discarding of invalid outputs. Crucially, once the foundational
topology is validated, a local refinement step enriches the textual descriptions. During this process,
the underlying structure, such as entity identifiers, temporal boundaries, and cross-links, remains
strictly invariant. This constrained refinement explicitly prevents linguistic enhancements from
introducing new hallucinations or corrupting the already verified topology. Finally, a selector model
chooses the highest-quality refined version to form the final canonical tracks. Note that the frames
used in this stage carry a red timestamp overlay purely as an annotation aid; evaluated models always
receive the original frames without it (Appendix A.1.1).

Stage III: Quality Audits. Because the native reference system S* (V') directly dictates the evaluation
scoring contract, its data integrity must be audited before scoring claims are reported. In this final
stage, programmatic validators inspect schema validity, timestamp ranges, and cross-links, while
targeted human audits inspect boundary and semantic disagreements. The finalized units provide
each video with a reliable reference system S* (V') = (R, £, H) for model evaluation.

Dataset Statistics. Table 2 reports the verified dataset size and per-video averages, while Figure 3
summarizes the category coverage.

3.2 Evaluation Goals and Task Suite

The overarching goal of the OmniCapBench benchmark is to evaluate omnimodal foundation models
with high granularity and reliability. Instead of using an unconstrained text-centric generation
process that inherently conflates a model’s true audio—visual comprehension with its language style,
OmniCapBench derives its diagnostic tasks directly from the rigorous native reference system S* (V).
Appendix A.1.1 details the exact input—output formats.

Task 1: Native Unit Generation. In this primary task, a model takes a video V' and directly outputs
the three prediction tracks (References, Shots, and Events) as a structured JSON object. Instead of
writing a free-form paragraph, the model must explicitly construct the set of atomic units S (V). This
forces the model to expose its internal reasoning in a highly structured format, directly aligning with



Table 3: Rule-based structural evaluation. Metrics quantify structural compliance across Visual,
Audio, and Audio-Visual dimensions. SGC is an independent schema prerequisite. Scores are
macro-averaged across videos. Best and second-best results are highlighted.

Model SGC Visual Audio Audio-Visual
RefUse CCC Ref Subject F1 Ref Scene F1 Shot F1 Shot tloU Subshot F1 Subshot tloU Event F1 Event tloU Speaker F1 EVSA F1
Proprietary Models

Gemini 3.1-Pro [15] 97.36 7039 3443 78.60 82.68 76.24 70.74 65.27 48.76 63.32 71.92 91.18 51.46
Gemini 2.5-Pro [10] 96.73 70.75 37.81 80.70 83.65 70.93 72.58 66.69 49.18 58.52 69.35 89.72 43.74
Qwen3.5-Omni-Plus [32] 96.09 66.92 29.55 73.57 79.97 71.25 72.35 65.69 48.29 53.92 67.77 91.20 40.20
Qwen3.5-Omni-Flash [32]  95.58 63.10 24.31 72.27 66.07 65.65 68.99 58.94 46.52 50.68 69.34 89.91 35.58
Seed2.0 3] 87.68 64.69 31.88 65.29 75.13 72.62 72.56 68.82 47.94 4.54 62.78 91.80 3.52
MiMo-2.5 [45] 96.58 61.99 2391 61.19 69.27 66.58 65.53 60.37 46.51 43.82 61.82 86.62 31.69

Open-source Omnimodal Models

Qwen3-Omni-Instruct [49] ~ 89.02 40.96 9.85 54.84 64.55 49.98 67.92 29.51 47.95 41.70 40.99 88.35 13.33
Qwen3-Omni-Captioner [49] 90.77 44.96 11.51 54.36 57.08 52.29 70.80 39.51 49.69 41.31 52.60 88.68 17.42
MiniCPM-o0-2.6 [60] 7213 2199 429 24.36 3.38 17.28 58.45 9.90 42.99 6.41 27.44 80.07 2.46

our goal of fine-grained evaluation and removing the ambiguity of free-form text. We use this task to
assess state-of-the-art models and quantify their structural and semantic accuracy.

Task 2: Structural Verification and Matching. Before semantic scoring, we first check whether
each predicted unit is structurally valid. A valid unit must use defined identifiers, have a well-formed
time span, and link only to existing and temporally compatible references, shots, or events. Predictions
that violate these rules, such as undefined IDs, reversed start—end times, or impossible event—shot
links, are removed by deterministic checks. We then match the remaining units to the ground truth.
Shots and events are matched by temporal intersection-over-union (tloU), while identity references
and visual subshots are matched with a bounded LL.M-assisted matcher that only compares local
candidate pairs. This design separates structure from semantics: invalid or unmatched units are
counted as structural errors, and the LLM scorer is used only on aligned unit pairs. Thus, errors such
as invalid IDs, weak temporal overlap, or wrong event—shot links become traceable structural deficits
rather than hidden components of a single caption-level score.

Task 3: Localized Semantic Scoring. In the final stage, we dispatch the matched unit pairs to an
LLM judge. With structural complexities (e.g., timing and identity tracking) already resolved in
Task 2, the LLM is strictly bounded to perform local semantic equivalence comparisons on isolated
content fields. This “structure-first, semantics-second” approach isolates genuine descriptive fidelity
from structural noise. Crucially, by decomposing the evaluation into deep-structured atomic units, the
assessment becomes significantly simpler. This substantially reduces the dependency on advanced
LLM reasoning capabilities, ensuring highly objective and reliable results.

Bidirectional Evaluation: Precision vs. Recall. Because open-ended video generation lacks a
perfect one-to-one mapping between predictions and human annotations (for instance, a model might
decompose a visual action into three dense subshots while the ground truth summarizes it in one),
evaluating from a single direction is inherently biased. For open-vocabulary and continuous fields like
References (Subject and Scene) and Subshots, OmniCapBench enforces a bidirectional matching
and scoring paradigm. Specifically, we execute the matching and scoring processes from two distinct
perspectives with different focuses: (1) The Recall Perspective (Ground Truth — Prediction) uses
the ground truth as the subject to check if the prediction covers it, strictly penalizing omissions. (2)
The Precision Perspective (Prediction — Ground Truth) uses the prediction as the subject to check if
the ground truth supports it, strictly penalizing hallucinations. The final F1 scores for categories like
Subshot F1 are directly derived by computing the harmonic mean of these two distinct directional
metrics. In our reporting, Ref Subject encompasses both persons and objects, while Ref Scene
corresponds to scene references. This prevents models from gaming the evaluation through overly
terse responses (which would fail recall) or excessively verbose, speculative dumps (which would fail
precision). Appendix A.2.2 provides extensive details on this mechanism.

Structured Diagnostic Metrics. OmniCapBench provides a suite of deterministic metrics designed
to expose specific structural vulnerabilities, moving beyond holistic text similarity. Exact formulations
are detailed in Appendix A.2.2. In the Visual domain, Reference Subject/Scene FI evaluate basic
entity detection, while Reference Use (RefUse) and Cross-Shot Coreference Consistency (CCC)
check identity permanence across video cuts. For temporal grounding, Shot/Subshot F1 and tloU
measure the recovery and boundary alignment of visual states. In the Audio domain, Event F1
and tloU verify the recovery and precise temporal alignment of sound events. In the Audio-Visual
domain, Event-Shot Association F1 (EVSA) measures whether audio events are correctly attached
to concurrent visual shots, while Speaker F1 verifies that dialogue is assigned to the correct visual



Table 4: Localized semantic evaluation. Semantic fidelity is assessed exclusively on structurally
aligned units. Bidirectional scoring isolates distinct failure modes: Recall penalizes factual omissions,
while Precision penalizes hallucinations. Best and second-best results are highlighted.

Visual Audio
Model Subject S Subshot
Shot ubjec cene ubsho Dialogue Non-dialogue
Recall Precision Recall Precision Recall Precision
Proprietary Models
Gemini 3.1-Pro [15] 59.05 43.78 67.07 51.78 75.62 53.29 70.92 91.18 41.49
Gemini 2.5-Pro [10] 55.58 51.53 57.08 56.80 65.12 53.05 71.21 89.72 37.38
Qwen3.5-Omni-Plus [32] 54.17 4541 62.84 50.75 69.80 50.22 70.66 91.20 36.82
Qwen3.5-Omni-Flash [32] 47.66 43.87 65.59 44.41 71.26 44.08 67.27 89.91 28.12
Seed2.0 [3] 5477 42.05 63.65 50.59 71.42 51.15 72.88 91.80 30.20
MiMo-2.5 [45] 48.32  46.70 58.63 46.72 65.47 44.93 67.27 86.62 30.85
Open-source Omnimodal Models

Qwen3-Omni-Instruct [49] 34.63 40.31 62.02 36.07 70.73 29.42 57.84 88.35 20.51
Qwen3-Omni-Captioner [49] 36.08 42.00 50.96 38.07 54.53 34.01 46.05 88.68 19.65
MiniCPM-0-2.6 [60] 28.53 2592 63.87 20.39 76.32 27.62 55.88 80.07 4.84

speaker. Finally, Localized Semantic metrics (bounded Precision and Recall) quantify descriptive
fidelity strictly on structurally valid units. This isolates factual comprehension from structural noise,
preventing models from masking hallucinations or omissions behind fluent prose.

4 Experiments

4.1 Experimental Setup and Metrics
Model. We evaluate representative Omni MLLMs for OmniCapBench across three categories:

* Proprietary models: Gemini 3.1/2.5-Pro [15, 10], Qwen3.5-Omni-Plus/Flash [32],
Seed2.0 [3], MiMo-2.5 [45]

* Open-source models: Qwen3-Omni-Instruct/Captioner [49], and MiniCPM-0-2.6 [60]).
* Specialized video-captioning models: ASID-Caption [25] and AVoCaDO [6].

However, we exclude specialized video-captioning models from the main evaluation, as their super-
vised fine-tuning toward free-form text leads to poor instruction following on structured generation
tasks; see Appendix B.5.

Metrics and Results Format. Following Section 3.2, our deep-structured evaluation reports fine-
grained metrics across Visual (RefUse, CCC, Ref Subject/Scene F1, Shot/Subshot F1 and tloU),
Audio (Event F1 and tloU), and Audio-Visual domains (Speaker F1 and EVSA F1). Table 3 presents
the rule-based match scores, while Table 4 separately reports semantic equivalence scores computed
only on structurally valid and aligned units.

4.2 Benchmarking Omnimodal Model Capabilities

Table 3 reports the performance of evaluated models across the rule-based metric families. By
shifting from global scalar text scores to deep-deep-structured evaluation units, we can pinpoint
where models fail in fine-grained audio—visual comprehension. Table 4 reports the corresponding
bounded LLM-as-judge semantic scores on aligned units.

Diagnosing capabilities through deep structure. Our deep-structured evaluation exposes critical
capability deficits that holistic text scores typically obscure. By decoupling evaluation into determin-
istic structural rules (Table 3) and bounded semantic checks (Table 4), we pinpoint three fundamental
bottlenecks in current omnimodal models.

First, in the visual domain, OmniCapBench shifts the focus from isolated entity recognition to con-
tinuous identity tracking. While frontier models like Gemini 2.5-Pro exhibit strong basic perception
(84.80% Ref Subject F1 on < 1 min videos, Appendix Table B.5), their ability to track these identities
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Figure 4: Evaluation paradigms and structural failures. (a) Global text metrics make distinct
models appear similar, whereas structured constraints better match human audit. (b) Error composi-
tion shows different bottlenecks: frontier models concentrate failures in fine-grained hallucination
and audio-visual alignment, while open-source models exhibit broader degradation.

across cuts degrades sharply. This is captured by the Cross-Shot Coreference Consistency (CCC)
score, which drops to 37.81% for Gemini 2.5-Pro and collapses below 12% for open-source models.
The insight is clear: current architectures struggle with long-term visual object permanence, a deficit
hidden by traditional metrics that only check if an object was mentioned once.

Second, in the audio and cross-modal domains, our structural metrics reveal a persistent modality
disconnect. While models excel at speech transcription (Dialogue semantics > 80%), their auditory
reasoning for environmental sounds remains weak. More critically, genuine omnimodal compre-
hension requires structurally binding these sounds to concurrent visual sources. However, Gemini
3.1-Pro’s performance drops from 63.32% (Event F1) to 51.46% on Event-Shot Association (EVSA
F1), with open-source models failing to surpass 20%. Seed2.0 fails outright here, emitting almost no
audio-event units (4.54% Event F1, 3.52% EVSA F1) despite top-ranked speaker attribution (91.80%).
This suggests that models still largely process audio and visual streams as unaligned pathways rather
than a unified structural graph.

Finally, by restricting semantic evaluation exclusively to structurally valid units, we isolate true
descriptive fidelity from structural noise. This localized audit uncovers a stark precision-recall
trade-off that holistic scoring masks behind fluent prose. For instance, Gemini 3.1-Pro adopts a
conservative strategy (67.07% precision, 43.78% recall on subjects), omitting details to avoid errors,
whereas other models inflate recall by hallucinating unverified attributes. MiniCPM-0-2.6 is the
extreme case: it tops Scene precision (76.32%) while recalling only 20.39% of scene content. By
enforcing strict structural prerequisites, OmniCapBench prevents models from gaming the evaluation,
providing a clear roadmap for grounded omnimodal generation.

Error analysis. Figure 4b decomposes model failures into strict structural violations. We derive this
composition by converting the performance on each rule-based structural metric into an absolute
capability deficit (1 — score) and normalizing these deficits to represent 100% of each model’s
failure distribution. This detailed breakdown reveals insights invisible to holistic text metrics. First,
format errors are negligible (1.3% for Gemini 3.1-Pro), indicating that schema adherence is a
solved prerequisite. Second, we observe distinct failure signatures across model capabilities. For
frontier models like Gemini 3.1-Pro, errors are highly concentrated in deep cross-modal links and fine-
grained action details: action hallucination accounts for a massive 28.5% of its failures, followed
by A-V misalignment (23.7%) and audio hallucination (17.9%). In contrast, open-source models
suffer a systemic degradation, with errors distributed uniformly across both basic perception and
complex audio-visual binding. This validates our core motivation: the true bottleneck in omnimodal
video understanding lies not merely in describing isolated entities, but in avoiding deep-structured
hallucinations like fabricating action details or assigning sounds to the wrong visual shot.

4.3 Auditing the Legacy Evaluation Paradigm

A fundamental motivation of OmniCapBench is that existing holistic evaluations conflate linguistic
fluency with genuine multimodal comprehension. This section tests whether global text-centric
evaluations provide a reliable diagnostic signal by auditing two core vulnerabilities: the tendency



Reference Track

Ground Truth: A person operating a leaf blower in the yard. A person operating a leaf blower is visible from the waist down and in subsequent shots. They
are wearing a blue and white plaid shirt, blue jeans, and brown work boots with black toes.

Gemini 3.1 Pro Pred: A man operating the leaf blower. A male wearing a blue plaid long-sleeve shirt, dark blue jeans, brown hiking boots, and grey work
gloves with orange accents. Recall Score: 3 Precision Score: 3
Gemini 2.5 Pro Pred: The person operating the leaf blower. A person whose face is not shown. They are wearing blue denim jeans, rugged brown and blue
hiking-style boots, and black work gloves with orange accents on the fingers. Recall Score: 2 Precision Score: 3
Qwen3.5-Omni-Plus Pred: A man demonstrating the leaf blower. An adult male wearing a blue and white plaid shirt over a dark t-shirt, light-colored pants,
and brown work boots. He is also wearing protective eyewear. Recall Score: 3 Precision Score: 2

Event Track
Ground Truth: The continuous mechanical buzzing and rapid clipping noise of an electric hedge trimmer cutting through bushes, accompanied by faint
ambient outdoor sounds.

Gemini 3.1 Pro Pred: The mechanical buzzing and cutting sound of an electric hedge trimmer in use. Recall Score: 3 Precision Score: 5
Gemini 2.5 Pro Pred: The mechanical, cutting sound of an electric hedge trimmer in operation. Recall Score: 3 Precision Score: 5
Qwen3.5-Omni-Plus Pred: The buzzing and cutting sound of the hedge trimmer as it trims the bushes. Recall Score: 4 Precision Score: 5
Ground Truth: [PERSON_1], wearing blue jeans, stands on the right side of the terrace. Recall Score: 2 Precision Score: 4
Gemini 3.1 Pro Pred: [PERSON_1]'s legs and feet, wearing boots, are visible standing still on the brick floor.

Gemini 2.5 Pro Pred: The legs of [PERSON_1] are visible behind the blower. Recall Score: 1 Precision Score: 3

Qwen3.5-Omni-Plus Pred: [PERSON_1] holds [OBJECT_1], pointing its nozzle towards the ground, causing dry leaves to blow away.
Recall Score: 1 Precision Score: 1

Figure 5: Qualitative case study of deep-structured diagnostics. Traditional holistic evaluations
often over-reward fluent prose, missing critical errors like hallucinated “protective eyewear” or
temporally unsupported actions. By performing bounded semantic checks on structurally valid units
and assigning localized Recall and Precision, OmniCapBench decouples genuine descriptive fidelity
from structural noise, providing a high-resolution diagnostic trace.

of monolithic scores to obscure localized structural errors, and the severe instability introduced by
unconstrained LLM judges.

Do global LLM judges introduce unstable Table 5: Judge sensitivity. Stability across judges.
conclusions? Beyond masking errors, holis-
tic evaluations introduce severe unreliability

Judge Holistic QA  OmniCapBench

by forcing LLM judges to perform uncon-  Weak 71.24 61.17 56.82
strained global reasoning. To demonstrate Mid 83.08 53.49 58.24
this, we score identical model predictions using Strong 93.92 56.57 57.60

weak (Qwen3.6-27B), mid (GPT-40), and strong
(Gemini-2.5-Pro) judges across two baseline protocols: Holistic-style judging (UGC-VideoCap) and
QA-style judging (Omni-Cloze). As Table 5 reports, both baselines exhibit extreme judge sensitiv-
ity—scores for the exact same outputs artificially inflate from 71.24 (weak judge) to 93.92 (strong
judge). In contrast, OmniCapBench isolates the LLM’s role, restricting it exclusively to bounded
semantic checks on structurally aligned units while leaving complex verification to deterministic rules.
By eliminating implicit fact extraction and unconstrained reasoning, OmniCapBench establishes a
stable, objective scoring framework resilient to judge idiosyncrasies.

Does global text-level scoring hide localized errors? To empirically investigate whether compress-
ing omnimodal events into a global scalar masks capability deficits, we construct hard-to-distinguish
subsets of 200 videos from the UGC-VideoCap and video-SALMONN 2 benchmarks. Specifically,
we define two evaluation pairs representing model upgrades: Qwen3.5-Omni-Flash vs. Qwen3-Omni,
and Qwen3.5-Omni-Plus vs. Qwen3.5-Omni-Flash (details in Appendix B.2). For each pair, we
strictly sample videos where the weaker and stronger models exhibit near-identical performance
(~50% vs. ~50%) under traditional text-centric metrics, creating a false illusion of parity. How-
ever, as Table B.7 and Figure 4a demonstrate, shifting the evaluation to native structural constraints
completely breaks this illusion. The average score of the stronger models climbs to perfectly align
with human audit (74.2%), whereas the weaker models collapse (25.8%) when their structural flaws
are exposed. This confirms our core hypothesis: global metrics are easily manipulated by linguistic
fluency, inadvertently rewarding structurally flawed outputs as long as the generated prose is coherent.
Relying on a monolithic text presentation layer severely degrades diagnostic resolution, necessitating
a shift towards deep-structured evaluation.

Qualitative validation of deep-structured diagnostics. We qualitatively validate this decoupled
scoring approach in Figure 5. Traditional paradigms are easily confounded by fluent hallucinations; for



instance, unconstrained metrics frequently reward Qwen3.5-Omni-Plus for hallucinating detailed but
unsupported attributes (e.g., “protective eyewear”) because the overall prose reads well. Furthermore,
models often generate plausible action descriptions that completely violate the continuous temporal
boundaries of the visual shot. By strictly decomposing the evaluation into atomic units and enforcing
structural alignment before any semantic checking, OmniCapBench explicitly penalizes these specific
omissions and temporal violations through localized Recall and Precision scores. This traceable
diagnostic process guarantees that the final score reflects precise spatial-temporal grounding rather
than mere text-generation capability.

5 Conclusion

The reliable evaluation of audio—visual captioning must provide fine-grained, localizable diagnostic
signals. To address this need, we propose OmniCapBench, which reframes the evaluation process
through deep-structured evaluation units. The resulting atomic units across Reference, Shot, and
Event tracks ensure that the evaluation achieves comprehensive video coverage while preserving
fine-grained detail. Moreover, this atomic formulation enables a decoupled scoring process, in which
deterministic rules rigorously verify structural relationships and LLMs are strictly restricted to local
semantic checks. Beyond establishing a rigorous benchmark for current multimodal models, our
empirical analysis reveals critical flaws in holistic paradigms. Global text scores often mask localized
errors and reward structurally inconsistent outputs, while unconstrained LLM judges introduce severe
ranking instability. Ultimately, OmniCapBench demonstrates that reliable evaluation requires moving
from monolithic text generation to verifiable atomic units, transforming performance measurement
into an actionable diagnostic tool for multimodal systems.
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Overview of Appendix

This appendix provides comprehensive supplementary materials to ensure the reproducibility and
transparency of the OmniCapBench benchmark. The appendix is structured as follows:

» Implementation Details (Appendix A): Details the benchmark construction process, data statistics,
and the full experimental setup used for evaluation.

* More Experimental Results (Appendix B): Provides additional quantitative results, detailed
failure analyses, and qualitative Case Studies.

* Limitations and Broader Impact (Appendix C): Discusses the boundaries of our evaluation
scope and the broader impacts of structured video benchmarking.

* Ethical Considerations (Appendix D): Addresses privacy, consent, and the ethical use of audio-
visual datasets.

* Dataset Licenses and Usage (Appendix E): Documents the licenses and fair-use protocols for all
underlying video sources and utilized models.

¢ Instruction Templates and Prompts (Appendix F): Provides the complete, executable prompts
used for unit generation, local semantic judging, and structural parsing.

A Implementation Details

A.1 Benchmark Construction Details
A.1.1 Benchmark Construction Details

Our construction pipeline combines data curation with a multi-model pipeline. Figure 2 illustrates
this workflow.

1. Candidate Curation Thresholds: Before semantic annotation begins, candidate videos are
filtered by technical quality, audio availability, and predefined duration buckets (< 1 min, 1-3 min,
3-5 min). We additionally enforce minimum structural density thresholds, such as minimum shots,
events, and characters per minute, so that selected videos contain enough audio-visual structure for
deep-structured evaluation. The exact thresholds are detailed in Table A.2.

2. Multi-Model Pipeline: We decompose the annotation into a multi-role pipeline:

* Generator: Initially drafts candidate JSON for the current track, for instance, all Reference
entities.

* Format Verification: A deterministic script verifies required keys, ID uniqueness, temporal
bounds, cross-links, and support fields. Malformed drafts are immediately rejected and
returned with structured error traces for regeneration.

* Evaluators: Independent frontier models review the drafted facts for factual accuracy,
temporal consistency, and structural coherence against the raw video.

* Refiners: Accepted drafts are passed to secondary models to locally refine and enrich
descriptive fields, for instance, expanding the visual details of an appearance_anchor.
Crucially, this refinement occurs under the strict condition that the established structure
remains invariant; a programmatic validator ensures all IDs, timestamps, and cross-links are
unmodified. If a textual refinement breaks a structural link, the pipeline falls back to the
original verified draft.

* Selector: Acts as the final judge, selecting the most accurate verified version without
permission to rewrite any fields.

This separation of roles maintains structural consistency. Candidate states remain mere “drafts” until
they pass all Format Verifications and consensus checks, culminating in human review.

3. Annotation-Only Timestamp Overlays: Throughout reference construction, the frames presented
to the pipeline models and to human reviewers carry a red timestamp burned into the bottom-right
corner. This overlay lets annotators and Evaluators anchor shot and event boundaries to an exact time
index, which is what makes the audited time_range fields frame-accurate. The overlay is strictly an
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annotation aid confined to the construction and review interfaces: all evaluation inputs are re-rendered
from the original videos, so no evaluated model is ever shown a burned-in timestamp, and no ablation
over overlay removal applies to the reported temporal-grounding numbers (Appendix A.1.3).

Table A.1: OmniCapBench Task Suite. All diagnostic tasks derive from the same frozen system of
atomic units S*(V'), but each exposes a distinct model failure mode.

Task Input Output Diagnostic Target
Generation  Raw Video V' Scored structured units ~ Native recovery and precision
Probing Predicted JSON S(V) Probe pass/fail Internal structural validity

Verification V' + Candidate JSON unit  Accept/reject boolean Local contradiction detection

Table A.2: Candidate curation thresholds. Video-level filters applied before reference-unit con-
struction. Per-minute intervals are inclusive and follow [center — std, 3 x center]; absolute thresholds
apply only to the listed duration buckets.

Bucket  Metric Required Range
All shots/min [5, 30]
All events/min (2, 15]
< 1min subjects/min [3,12]
< 1min scenes/min (3, 15]
< 1min total shots >4
< 1 min total events > 2
1-3 min  subjects/min [2,9]
1-3min  scenes/min [2,9]
3-5 min main characters >3
3-5min main scenes >3

A.1.2 Output Schema

To evaluate models natively, we instruct them to generate outputs strictly conforming to the Om-
niCapBench JSON schema. This schema explicitly defines the references, events, and shots
domains, alongside their mandatory structural links and support fields. Table A.3 summarizes these
required components. If a model fails to adhere to these structural instructions, such as outputting a
continuous paragraph instead of a parseable JSON graph, it triggers a parse failure at the SGC gate
and receives a score of O for all downstream metrics.

During inference, all generative models operate at a temperature of 0.0 (greedy decoding) to minimize
structural hallucinations, with a maximum output limit of 4096 tokens. The detailed instruction
templates used in our pipeline are provided at the end of this appendix.

Table A.3: Schema Field Definitions. Descriptions and typing rules for every structural component
required from the evaluated model.

Component  Fields Description

references ref_id, type, semantic_description, appearance_anchor Persistent entities or scenes with detailed visual descriptions under id_features
events event_id, type, time_range, content Timed audio-centered units; spoken dialogue requires exact content.line
shots shot_id, time_range, shot_transfer, visual_description, camera Visual timeline segments containing fine-grained sub-shot units

Link fields active_events, references_in_shot, reference IDs in content Checkable structural links governing event-shot membership and reference context
Support fields ~ appearance_anchor, visual_description, time_range Verifiable evidence fields utilized for local semantic diagnostics

A.1.3 Generation and Evaluation Protocols

This section details the implementation mechanics of OmniCapBench, including how models are
invoked for structured generation and how LLM-assisted matching and judging are executed in code.

API Invocation and Fallback Mechanics Because OmniCapBench strictly requires the generation
of complex, interdependent JSON schemas, interacting with diverse model APIs requires robust
programmatic handling. As implemented in our evaluation engine:
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* Modality Inputs: Proprietary models, such as the Gemini family, receive the video via native
API upload endpoints or HTTP URLSs, while open-source checkpoints, including the Qwen-Omni
series, receive interleaved Base64-encoded visual frames and raw audio waveforms alongside the
task instruction.

* Retry and Repair Logic: The pipeline automatically strips hallucinated markdown formatting, for
instance, ‘““‘json ... ‘‘¢ delimiters. If the output remains structurally malformed, the system
triggers up to 5 exponential-backoff retries. If the model consistently fails to produce a valid JSON
schema, the output is permanently logged as a parse failure, and all downstream structural metrics
for that sample evaluate to zero.

Native Track Generation Protocol To generate the required atomic units, models are guided by a
comprehensive schema definition. Depending on the model’s context window and reasoning capacity,
the inference engine employs one of two strategies:

* Single-Pass Generation: The model receives the full video alongside a unified system instruction
and is required to output a single, complete JSON object containing the references, events, and
shots arrays. This approach tests the model’s ability to globally reason over the entire narrative.

* Progressive Pipeline: For extremely long videos or models with limited context windows, genera-
tion is decoupled. First, the model processes the entire video to extract persistent entities. Then,
it processes the video in sliding temporal segments to generate temporally grounded events and
shots, actively referencing the global entities defined in the first step.

The generation instructions serve as the strict standard operating procedure for the models. Rather
than allowing the model to freely interpret the task, we embed explicit annotation guidelines directly
into the system instruction. To ensure models accurately ground their predictions, the protocol
enforces several critical principles:

* Timestamp Convention: Models must report every temporal field as a [start, end] range in
seconds relative to the beginning of the video, and are instructed to keep all boundaries inside the
video duration; out-of-range predictions are clamped before scoring (Appendix A.2.5). Evaluated
models receive the original, unaltered frames: no timestamp is burned into the pixels and no
per-frame time index is injected into the prompt, so every temporal boundary must be inferred
from the video stream itself (Listing B.1). The red timestamp overlays used during reference
construction (Appendix A.1.1) are an annotation aid only and never appear in any model-facing
input.

* Mute Video Handling: If a video contains no audio track, the model is strictly forbidden from
inferring auditory events based on visual cues; for instance, a person moving their mouth must not
trigger a hallucinated dialogue event unless audio is actually present.

* Minimum Granularity Principle (Visual Subshots): Models are instructed to decompose visual
narratives into the smallest indivisible atomic actions. For instance, rather than generating a
compound description like “picked up the cup, drank, and put it down,” the model is forced to split
this into three distinct subshots.

* Temporal Overlap Principle: Crucially, models are explicitly encouraged to generate overlapping
temporal boundaries for subshots. If Person A is walking while Person B is nodding, these are
treated as concurrent independent streams rather than being artificially serialized.

* Strict Objectivity: Models must describe pure visual and auditory facts. We explicitly ban causal
connective inferences, for instance, “The vase broke because the ball hit it.”, in favor of sequential
factual statements.

A.1.4 Dataset and Domain Statistics

OmniCapBench evaluates models across diverse content domains and temporal scales. We report
detailed dataset statistics not to claim unrestricted universal coverage, but to explicitly define the
boundaries of our evaluation scope. As detailed in Table A.4, the benchmark comprises 786 videos
with verified structural averages. We break down this diversity across multiple structural and semantic
dimensions to ensure our testbed evaluates joint audio-visual comprehension robustly.
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Data Source and Category Distributions To ensure domain diversity, the videos in OmniCap-
Bench are curated from multiple public datasets. Figure A.1(a) illustrates the distribution of source
datasets. Beyond the source datasets, we analyze the semantic categories of the videos. Figure A.1(b)
demonstrates the temporal footprint of these categories. Notably, categories such as "Entertainment"”
and "News & Politics" exhibit distinct duration distributions, highlighting the varying temporal
demands placed on models when processing different content types.

Table A.4: Full Dataset Statistics. Comprehensive macro averages and distribution metrics supple-
menting Table 2. These statistics explicitly define the coverage and complexity of the OmniCapBench

evaluation scope.

Metric Value
Global Counts and Averages

Total Videos 786

Mean Duration (seconds) 58.82
Median Duration (seconds) 28.32
Avg. References / Video 7.40
Avg. Events / Video 8.32
Avg. Shots / Video 14.53

Video-Level Distributions
Train / Dev / Test Split
Audio Presence Rate (Videos with active audio)

None (Test-only benchmark)
100.00%

Source Dataset Distribution

Top 10 Categories by Duration Bucket

Duration
<1 mi
1-3 min

LLaVA-Video-178K - 400 4 55

Tarsier2-Recap -
longvideo_eval_videos -
omnivideobench -
omnidcbench -
Video-MME-v2 - 100 -
FunQA -
VisionRewardDB-Video -

0 200 400 600 800 1000

Number of Videos

(b) Categories by Duration Bucket. A stacked bar
chart showing the composition of video durations,
including < 1 min, 1 — 3 min, and 3 — 5 min, across
the top 10 semantic categories.

(a) Source Dataset Distribution. A lollipop chart
detailing the origins of the videos in the OmniCap-
Bench benchmark. The diverse sources ensure models
are tested against varying production styles and visual
characteristics.

Figure A.1: Data Source and Category Distributions. The left panel illustrates the distribution of
source datasets, ensuring domain diversity. The right panel shows the composition of video durations
across the top 10 semantic categories.

Temporal and Density Characteristics A core contribution of OmniCapBench is its fine-grained
structural evaluation, which necessitates characterizing how densely events and shots are annotated
across videos. To contextualize this annotation regime, Figure A.2(a) provides an exhaustive view
of the benchmark’s temporal distribution, spanning short clips to videos extending up to 5 minutes.
Figure A.4 then offers a complementary perspective by separating two related but distinct properties:
the absolute relationship between video duration and event count, and the normalized per-minute
density of shots and events.

Structural Complexity Metrics We measure the complexity of OmniCapBench by examining the
rates of shots and events per minute, as well as the absolute counts of structural units per video. As
shown in Figure A.3, the unit counts form stable distributions, demanding models to manage multiple
entities and events concurrently. Figure A.4 jointly presents the relationship between video duration
and event count and the per-minute density of shots and events. Figure A.2(b) further contextualizes
this complexity by plotting the visual cuts density against action density for different categories.
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Video duration distribution Category Complexity: Shots vs Events density

Categories

250 -
1104 Entertainment (n=465)

News & Politics (n=253)

Sports (n=236)

200 A

s

Howto & Style (n=163)
People & Blogs (n=77)

Comedy (n=75)

150 -

5

science & Technology (n=54)

Education (n=42)

Videos

Travel & Events (n=36)

100 +

Food & Drink (n=35)
Gaming (n=28)

Nonprofits & Activism (n=27)

Average Events / min (Action density)

50 -

0 - T T T T T T
0 50 100 150 200 250 300

Duration (s) “

1
Average Shots / min (Visual cuts density)

(a) Duration Distribution (Seconds). The overall (b) Category Complexity. A bubble chart correlating
temporal footprint of the benchmark videos, bounded  the visual cuts density (shots/min) with action density
strictly within 5 minutes (300 seconds) to enable rig-  (events/min) across categories. Bubble sizes corre-
orous, exact analysis. spond to the number of videos.

Figure A.2: Temporal Footprint and Structural Complexity. The left panel provides an exhaustive
view of the video duration distribution. The right panel contextualizes the structural complexity by
plotting visual cuts density against action density for different categories.

Structured unit counts per video

References / video Events / video Shots / video
200 A 500 -+ 500 -
150 - 400 -+ 400 -
w 1% w
$ § 300+ 8 300 -
S 1007 s s
200 -+ 200 -
50 +
100 100 -
0 - 1 1 T 0 = 1 T 1 0 = 1 T I T
10 20 30 0 20 40 60 0 25 50 75 100
Count Count Count

Figure A.3: Structured Unit Counts per Video. Individual histograms of References, Events, and
Shots per video, illustrating the dense tracking requirements placed on the models.

Human Annotation and Quality Assurance Protocol To ensure the highest possible data quality
for OmniCapBench, we implement a rigorous, iterative human annotation and refinement protocol.
Rather than simply calculating post-hoc agreement scores, our pipeline is designed around continuous
error discovery and correction. This multi-stage quality assurance process guarantees that the final
benchmark data is structurally flawless, semantically rich, and strictly faithful to the original video
evidence.

Professional Annotator Training. We engaged a team of professional annotators with extensive
experience in dense video captioning and complex multi-modal data processing. Prior to the formal
annotation phase, all annotators underwent comprehensive training on the OmniCapBench JSON
schema and standardized corner cases. This training specifically addressed challenging scenarios
such as heavily occluded characters, ambiguous shot boundaries, overlapping audio events, and
fine-grained visual state transitions.

Iterative Refinement Pipeline. The core of our high-quality data generation is an iterative “review-
and-refine” mechanism. Initial drafts, whether generated by annotators or derived from the multi-
model pipeline, are subjected to meticulous human review using a synchronized video-audio playback
interface. Reviewers scrutinize the drafts for:
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the length of the video and the number of annotated  (b) Per-Minute Density. Violin plots of the shots per
audio-visual events. Darker bins represent higher con-  minute and events per minute, visualizing the rapid
centrations of videos. pace of visual and narrative changes across the dataset.

Figure A.4: Temporal Scale and Per-Minute Structural Density. The left panel relates video dura-
tion to event count; the right panel summarizes shots-per-minute and events-per-minute distributions.
These two views separate absolute temporal scale from normalized structural density.

* Structural Integrity: Ensuring that all ID references (ref_id, event_id) are consistently main-
tained across temporal boundaries without hallucinated links.

» Temporal Precision: Fine-tuning the start and end timestamps for visual shots and audio events
down to the frame level.

» Semantic Granularity: Expanding overly generic descriptions into highly specific factual statements,
for instance, adding exact clothing details, specific character poses, or nuanced environmental
audio cues.

Whenever an error, omission, or ambiguity is identified, the annotation is sent back for immediate
refinement. This targeted correction loop is repeated until the JSON output perfectly reflects the
video’s ground truth.

Multi-Stage Adjudication. To resolve complex edge cases, we employ a multi-stage adjudication
process. If annotators disagree on the interpretation of a scene, for example, determining whether a
background noise constitutes a distinct event or how to segment a continuous camera movement, the
case is escalated to senior reviewers. These domain experts finalize the annotations based strictly on
the raw video and audio evidence. This protocol ensures that our evaluation references are not only
format-compliant but set a gold standard for comprehensive, verifiable audio-visual understanding.

A.2 Full Experimental Details
A.2.1 Experiments Compute Resources

All of our experiments are conducted on compute nodes equipped with 8 x NVIDIA H20 GPUs. For
local model deployment and batched inference, we employ vVLLM [22] to optimize serving efficiency
and memory usage.

Evaluation Matching Principles Before scoring, predicted units must be structurally aligned to
ground-truth units (as formalized in Appendix A.2.5). The programmatic matching principles are
implemented as follows:

* Reference Matching: Performed via an LLM-assisted bipartite matcher. The matcher is restricted
to comparing only the appearance_anchor.id_features.detail_description of the en-
tities. It strictly enforces a one-to-one match based on semantic equivalence, rejecting generic
overlaps, empty descriptions, or contradictory identity/clothing facts.
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* Event Matching: Handled deterministically. Dialogue events are matched using normalized Word
Error Rate (WER) against the transcribed text (threshold > 0.50). Non-dialogue events, including
sound effects and background music, are matched purely based on their temporal Intersection-over-
Union (tloU) (threshold > 0.20).

* Shot and Subshot Matching: Visual shots are matched one-to-one via temporal IoU (threshold
> 0.30). Subshots are then matched locally within their aligned parent shots using an expanded
time window (6 = 1.0s).

LLM-as-Judge Protocol As established in Section 3.2, OmniCapBench uses LLMs exclusively
for bounded local semantic checks, avoiding opaque holistic evaluations. The following examples
summarize the fixed local judging criteria used in our pipeline.

By injecting the exact matching scope into the instruction templates and decoupling the evaluation
of different modalities, OmniCapBench mathematically guarantees that the final diagnostic scores
reflect specific capability deficits rather than arbitrary stylistic penalties.

A.2.2 Metric Definitions

This appendix formally defines the OmniCapBench evaluation suite. Our core evaluation philosophy
shifts video benchmarking from weak, holistic definitions (where an entire paragraph is judged
opaquely) to strong, structural definitions. We define individual information points, including
characters, sound events, and visual actions, as verifiable atomic units, whose interactions are
strictly verified by deterministic rules before localized LLM scoring.

Evaluation Protocol Why bidirectional evaluation is necessary. Unlike multiple-choice or
short-answer tasks, audio-visual captioning is fundamentally open-ended: there is no single “correct”
output string. When humans and models caption the exact same video, their structured representations
rarely form a perfect one-to-one mapping. Three recurring sources of mismatch motivate our design:

* Granularity mismatch: A model might decompose a continuous 5-second visual action into three
dense, fine-grained subshots, whereas the ground truth summarizes the same sequence into a single
cohesive subshot. Both decompositions can be factually correct.

* Attribute selection divergence: A model might describe a character by clothing and posture, while
the human annotator emphasizes hairstyle and facial features; both descriptions are valid, yet they
share few lexical tokens.

* Structural topology variation: Models may group audio events under different shots than humans,
or split a single reference entity into multiple aliases, creating non-trivial alignment challenges
even when the underlying facts are equivalent.

The problem with unidirectional evaluation. Because of these mismatches, evaluating open-ended
captioning from a single direction is intrinsically biased and gameable:

* Recall-only evaluation (checking whether the prediction covers the ground truth) rewards exces-
sively verbose, speculative outputs that guarantee coverage at the cost of significant hallucinations.

* Precision-only evaluation (checking whether the ground truth supports the prediction) rewards
overly terse, generic responses that are trivially correct but miss key video details.

Our solution: bidirectional matching and scoring. To address this, OmniCapBench applies a
bidirectional matching and scoring paradigm specifically for open-vocabulary and continuous
fields where the above mismatches are most pronounced, namely References (Subject and Scene
appearances) and visual Subshots. We evaluate these elements from two complementary perspectives,
both during the structural matching phase (determining which predicted units correspond to which
ground-truth units) and the subsequent local semantic scoring phase (measuring how well a matched
pair agrees on factual content).

Tie-Breaking Rules: For rule-based event and shot matching, candidate pairs are sorted by their
matching score and consumed one-to-one. In instances where multiple predicted units achieve the
exact same score against a ground-truth unit, we prioritize the prediction with the earlier temporal
start time (¢5). If a tie persists, we break it using the lexical order of the predicted ID string. Reference
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matching is parsed from the LLM-produced bipartite map and then defensively checked for valid IDs,
type compatibility, and one-to-one consistency.

Table A.5 details the matching rules for each unit layer.

* Reference Matching: Typed one-to-one LLM-assisted matching over
appearance_anchor.id_features.detail_description. The matcher only
considers person, scene, and object groups and does not use semantic summaries,
attributes, timestamps, event links, shot links, or broader context.

¢ Event Matching: Typed one-to-one matching. Dialogue events are matched using nor-
malized WER over content.line with threshold 0.50; non-dialogue events use temporal
Intersection-over-Union (tloU) with threshold 0.20.

* Shot and Subshot Matching: Shots are matched one-to-one using temporal IoU with
threshold 0.30. Subshots are matched locally inside matched shot pairs: a ground-truth
subshot creates a window expanded by 6 = 1.0s, and overlapping predicted subshots within
the matched shot form its candidate group.

Table A.5: Matching Rules Summary. Parameters defining structural alignment across the reference,
event, and shot layers.

Layer Matching Metric Default threshold Tie-breaking

Reference LLM bipartite matching over detail_description None (LLM output) Defensive ID/type/one-to-one check
Dialogue event 1 — WER over content.line >0.50 Max line score, one-to-one
Non-dialogue event  Temporal IoU >0.20 Max tloU, one-to-one

Shot Temporal IoU >0.30 Max tloU, one-to-one

Table A.6 formally defines how matched, unmatched, invalid, and out-of-scope predictions contribute
to credit, penalties, or diagnostics. This scope-bounded scoring policy is critical: it prevents penalizing
models for discovering true facts that fall outside our annotation budget, while still strictly penalizing
structural hallucinations.

Table A.6: Open-World Scoring Policy. This table outlines exactly how we credit, penalize, or ignore
different types of predictions within our bounded evaluation scope. Crucially, while OmniCapBench
rewards models for recovering annotated truths, it does not unfairly penalize models for correctly
identifying true facts that merely fell outside our annotation budget. Unsupported extras are logged
for diagnostic analysis but do not directly dock the main precision metrics.

Prediction type Matched Valid structure  Supported Credit / penalty Denominator

Matched unit yes yes n/a Full credit; proceeds Matched metric de-
to structural/semantic  nominators
checks.

Unmatched reference no yes/no no No credit; retained in ~ Appendix audit
diagnostic logs.

Unmatched event no yes/no no No credit; retained in ~ Appendix audit
diagnostic logs.

Unmatched sub-shot no yes/no no No credit; retained in ~ Appendix audit
diagnostic logs.

Invalid or dangling link no no no Zero credit; penalized ~ Appendix audit
as a structural error.

Valid but out-of-scope no yes unknown  No manual credit, Reported diagnos-

fact but no strict penalty; tics
logged for auditing.

A.2.3 Full Model and Evaluation Settings

To ensure fair and transparent comparisons, this section explicitly documents the technical parameters
used to evaluate each model. In total, we assessed 12 distinct models. To clarify the division between
the main results and the robustness analysis:

* Main Benchmark Table: Evaluates 7 native-capable omnimodal models (three pro-
prietary models via API and four open-source checkpoints). These models are capable
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Table A.7: Model inference and configuration settings. One row per evaluated model entry. All
models use greedy decoding (temperature =0, top_p = 1) to minimize structural hallucination. Closed-
source models are accessed via API with no frame cap; local Qwen3-Omni models (30B-A3B) are
served via VLLM with TP =4 and max 192 frames at 2 fps; videos exceeding 1 min use a 2-pass
strategy. Qwen2.5-Omni-based models (7B and fine-tuned variants) only evaluate videos < 60s due
to context limits.

Model Checkpoint / Endpoint Params Backend Audio Frames/FPS Max Tokens Duration Long-Video Strategy
Proprietary Models

Gemini 3.1-Pro gemini-3.1-pro-preview - API v no cap / 2 fps 65536 All Single-pass

Gemini 2.5-Pro gemini-2.5-pro - API v no cap / 2 fps 65536 All Single-pass

Qwen3.5-Omni-Plus qwen3.5-omni-plus - API v no cap / 2 fps 32768 All Single-pass

Qwen3.5-Omni-Flash qwen3.5-omni-flash - API v no cap / 2 fps 32768 All Single-pass

Open-source Omnimodal Models

Qwen3-Omni-Instruct Qwen3-Omni-30B-A3B- 30B-A3B VLLM (TP=4) v 192/21fps 32768 All 2-pass (>60s)
Instruct
Qwen3-Omni-Captioner Qwen3-Omni-30B-A3B- 30B-A3B VvLLM (TP=4) v/ 192/ 2 fps 32768 All 2-pass (>60s)
Captioner
Specialized Video-Captioning Models (Appendix B.5)
ASID-Caption-3B ASID-Captioner-3B 3B Transformers v 192 /2 fps 32768 <60s -
ASID-Caption-7B ASID-Captioner-7B 7B Transformers v 192/2fps 32768 <60s -
AVoCaDO AVoCaDO 7B Transformers v 192/ 21fps 32768 <60s -
TimeChat-Captioner TimeChat-Captioner- 7B Transformers v 192/21fps 32768 <60s -
GRPO-7B
UGC-VideoCaptioner UGC-VideoCaptioner 7B Transformers v 192 /2 fps 32768 <60s -

of processing unstructured audio-visual streams and following instructions to generate
structured outputs.

* Appendix Robustness Table (Appendix B.5): Evaluates 5 specialized video-captioning
baselines. These models do not enter the main ranking because their SFT heavily degrades
structured schema-following. We explicitly report these failures and their performance via
the caption-posthoc route to demonstrate why free-form prose cannot substitute for native
atomic unit prediction.

Because these models vary significantly in architecture, they operate under different hardware and
context limitations. Table A.7 meticulously units the full configuration settings required to reproduce
our runs, including parameter counts, exact checkpoint hashes, frame sampling policies, max token
limits, and decoding temperatures. We also explicitly log our evaluation pipeline policies, including
retry limits and parse repair strategies. For open-source reproducibility, our released code artifacts
replace internal endpoints and filesystem paths with sanitized placeholders.

Error Analysis Details While our rule-based metrics quantify overall model performance, diag-
nosing specific failure modes requires a deeper analysis of the error distribution. Table A.8 outlines
the precise audit contract behind the error-composition chart (Figure 4b) in the main text. It defines
exactly what constitutes a failure under each metric family, ensuring every error is interpretable as a
concrete, broken structural link rather than a subjective LLM penalty.

How to read the diagnostic categories.

* Schema or canonicalization failure (Gate): The model completely failed instruction
following. The output cannot be converted into the scored unit system, rendering downstream
semantic checks mathematically impossible.

* Visual reasoning failures (Visual): The model misses persistent entities, hallucinates
non-existent objects, uses the wrong mapped ID when referring to an object in a scene, fails
to maintain the same identity for a character across disconnected scenes, or misaligns visual
boundaries.

* Audio reasoning failures (Audio): Essential audio events are entirely missing, hallucinated,
or aligned to the wrong time segment in the audio track.

* Cross-modal and dialogue failures (Audio-Visual): An event may be plausible in isolation
but is attached to the wrong visual region (demonstrating a failure in cross-modal structural
reasoning), or spoken dialogue is mis-transcribed or assigned to the wrong speaker.
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Table A.8: Error analysis summary. This table defines exactly how we classify failures in struc-
turally valid outputs. It explicitly links each failure mode to the corresponding rule-based metric.
Counts and rates are derived from our evaluation logs over applicable samples for the Gemini 3.1-Pro
model. This detailed breakdown ensures that every capability deficit is independently traceable rather
than being obscured by a single aggregate score.

Error Family (Category) Primary Metric What triggers this error? Count Rate

Schema Failure (Gate) SGC Output cannot be parsed into ref- 31 3.8%
erences, events, and shots, or is
missing required JSON fields

Reference Recovery (Visual) Ref F1 Required ground-truth reference 3778 31.7%
is missed, or a hallucinated
predicted reference cannot be

matched

Reference-Use (Visual) RefUse A matched shot or subshot cites 8649 34.1%
the wrong persistent reference ID

Identity Drift (Visual) CCC A single persistent reference is 2656 65.2%

split, merged, or inconsistently
tracked across multiple shots

Shot Recovery/Alignment (Visual)  Shot F1/tloU A visual micro-action or bound- 5156 26.2%
ary is missed, hallucinated, or
severely misaligned in time

Event Recovery/Alignment (Audio) Event F1/tloU A required audio event is missed, 4218 36.2%
hallucinated, or aligned to a com-
pletely wrong time segment

Event-Shot Link (Audio-Visual) EVSA A predicted audio event is at- 1654 44.5%
tached to the completely wrong
visual shot in the timeline

Dialogue Error (Audio-Visual) Speaker F1 A matched dialogue event failsto 260  7.0%
accurately transcribe the spoken
text or assign it to the correct vi-
sual speaker

These structured categories explain precisely why a fluent, holistic caption can appear superficially
correct globally while failing rigorously on localized evaluations.

Analysis of the Caption-State Gap. As revealed in Table A.9, evaluating models purely via
dense text generation obscures severe structural failures. The highest failure rates occur in Identity
Persistence (65.2%) and Temporal Alignment (42.0%). These numbers prove that while models can
fluently generate nouns and verbs (yielding high text-level scores), they fundamentally struggle to
maintain object permanence across shots or anchor events to precise timeline segments. Relying
solely on holistic LLM judging masks these precise failure modes, confirming our motivation that
reliable evaluation inherently requires structured, atomic verification.

A.2.4 Consistency Checks

As introduced in Task 2 (Section 3.2), Structural Consistency Probes are the deterministic rules for
auditing the structural relationships of a model’s prediction before invoking any LLM-as-judge. To
transition these from abstract evaluation concepts into an executable test suite, we formalize them
as logical predicates. These probes automatically verify whether the predicted units utilize valid
reference IDs, possess logically compatible time ranges, and maintain consistent cross-modal links.

Failure Conditions We define the following formal predicates, each tied to an exact, programmatic
failure trigger:

* ValidRefUse(z, r): For any event or shot , if « claims to feature reference r, then 7 must
exist in the top-level references list. Failure trigger: A dangling ID is utilized.
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Table A.9: Failure taxonomy for outputs exhibiting high text-level scores but low structural
scores. This table dissects exactly why a seemingly fluent holistic prose caption can fail rigorous
deep-structured evaluation. We map specific failure modes to the exact metric designed to penalize
them. All rates are derived from our validation logs for the Gemini 3.1-Pro model.

Failure type Category  Metric What it looks like in practice Rate

Broken identity persistence  Visual CCC The model correctly describes a ~ 65.2%
character but assigns them a new
ID, such as PERSON_2, when
they reappear in a later shot, los-
ing track of their persistent iden-
tity.
Wrong event reference Visual RefUse An off-screen voice or a back- 34.1%
ground action is attributed to the
wrong character ID in the struc-
tured output.
Event alignment error Audio Event tloU The model correctly identifies  42.0%
an event, like a dog barking, but
aligns it to a completely wrong
time segment where the dog is
silent.
Missing structural field Gate SGC The JSON output is missing re-  3.8%
quired fields like time_range
or detail_description, ren-
dering the unit untestable.
Unsupported extra event Audio Event (Precision) The model hallucinates an ac- 36.2%
tion or event that never actually
occurred in the source video.

* ValidEventShotAssociation(e, h): If event e is linked to shot h, they must exhibit a strictly
positive temporal overlap (IoU(time(e), time(h)) > 0). Failure trigger: An event is linked
to a completely disjoint visual shot.

» TemporalCompatible(e, h): The duration of sub-elements, including subshots or active
events, must be bounded by, or reasonably overlap with, their parent shot’s duration. Failure
trigger: A subshot’s timestamp significantly exceeds the boundaries of its parent shot.

* ConsistentCoreference(r across H): An ID mapped to a persistent entity must map consis-
tently across the video’s timeline without splitting into hallucinated variants. Failure trigger:
A tracked character abruptly changes ID assignment across sequential cuts.

* SupportFieldPresent(r): Every reference r must possess its required evidence fields,
most notably, the appearance_anchor. Failure trigger: The prediction omits the
appearance_anchor dictionary entirely.

* NoDanglingID(S): No unreferenced or circular links exist in the final prediction graph.
Failure trigger: A shot claims it contains an event ID that was never defined.

Table B.1 summarizes these probe families and their targeted failure conditions.

Isolating Structural Reasoning from Raw Detection. Table B.1 audits predictions strictly on
their structural consistency. The high failure rates in Cross-reference integrity (65.2%) and Temporal
compatibility (42.0%) highlight that the true bottleneck for current omnimodal architectures is not iso-
lated frame perception, but rather building a coherent spatiotemporal graph. Models often hallucinate
entity IDs or assign disjoint time boundaries even when the basic visual components are correctly
detected. This validates our design of deterministic consistency probes: structural compliance must
be verified programmatically before invoking LLMs for semantic validation, otherwise LLMs may
be inadvertently prompted to score physically impossible or internally contradictory scenes.

A.2.5 Alignment Protocol

Before calculating any structural metrics, we canonicalize raw model outputs into a standardized
evaluation graph and then align prediction units to the ground-truth units. This pipeline explicitly
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Table B.1: Structural Consistency Probe Types. Each row defines a deterministic probe family,
its formal predicate, and the exact condition counted as a failure. Proportions are computed over
the subset of structurally applicable predictions for the Gemini 3.1-Pro model to isolate structural
reasoning from raw detection capability.

Probe type Formal Predicate Failure condition Count / Prop.
Reference-use validity ValidRefUse(z, 1) Missing aligned region, dangling 8649 /34.1%
ID, or reference mismatch after
alignment

Temporal compatibility TemporalCompatible(e, h) Predicted interval is disjoint from 12240/ 42.0%
the required shot/event support or
violates ordering tolerance

Reference-support validity ~ SupportFieldPresent(r) Missing support field, mal- 3778/31.7%
formed support field, or sup-
port field incompatible with the
matched reference

Cross-reference integrity ConsistentCoreference(r) Referenced ID is undefined, in- 2656/ 65.2%
consistent across shots, or incom-
patible with the matched persis-
tent reference

tracks and preserves the structural intent behind raw JSON outputs. Canonicalization, temporal
matching, and rule checks are rule-based; reference alignment is a bounded LL.M-assisted one-to-one
matching step over reference detail descriptions. All thresholds and tie-breaking rules for rule-based
matching are fixed prior to computing model scores.

Algorithm 1: Output Canonicalization and Structural Alignment

Input: Predicted JSON V, Ground Truth V*
Qutput: Matched units Mr, Mg, Mu, Mg

1.V« FiXMalformedIDs(V) // Resolve formatting errors
2.V« ClipTimeRanges(V7 Vinaw_time) // Clamp out-of-bounds timestamps
3. R,EH ParseAndFilterDanglingLinks(V)

4. Mg + AlignReferences; ; ,,(R, R*) // Bounded one-to-one over detail descriptions
5. Mg + AlignEvents(&, £*) // WER for dialog, tloU otherwise
6. My « AlignSho‘cs(?’:[7 H*) // Temporal IoU
7. Mg < LocalAlignSubshots(Mg,d = 1s)

8. return ComputeMetricFamilies(Mg, Mg, Mg, Ms)

Cross-Track Linking Instruction (Excerpt)

The most important step: Use the ‘active_events‘ array to accurately link the current visual shot
with the audio events happening simultaneously.

- Every ‘event_id‘ listed in a shot’s ‘active_events‘ array MUST come from the previously defined
‘events‘ list.

- Fill this accurately based on temporal overlap: if any part of an event’s ‘time_range‘ overlaps
with the current shot’s ‘time_range‘, that ‘event_id‘ MUST be included in ‘active_events‘.

- CROSS-VALIDATION: Check that the union of ‘active_events‘ across all shots covers every single
‘event_id¢ defined in the video. Do not leave any event dangling.

B More Experimental Results

B.1 Intra-Family Metric Correlation

A critical design goal of OmniCapBench is to provide fine-grained, decoupled diagnostic signals.
To validate that our deep-structured atomic units measure distinct capabilities rather than redundant
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phenomena, we computed the instance-level (per-video) Pearson correlation among the metrics across
all 786 test videos, using the predictions of Gemini 3.1-Pro. As illustrated in Figure B.1, we separate
these into two distinct domains: Structural Metrics and Semantic Metrics.

The Structural Metrics Correlation heatmap reveals that fundamental spatial, temporal, and cross-
modal capabilities are highly decoupled. For instance, the correlation between Event FI (audio
perception) and Shot FI (visual temporal grounding) is remarkably low (r = 0.25), indicating
that models often succeed in one modality while failing in the other. While EVSA (audio-visual
association) naturally correlates with both its audio (r = 0.67) and visual (r = 0.62) prerequisites,
complex tracking metrics remain isolated. CCC (cross-shot tracking) shows almost no correlation
with basic temporal grounding (Shot F1, r = 0.17), proving that locating an action in time is
fundamentally separate from persistently tracking the actor’s identity across discontinuous cuts.

The Semantic Metrics Correlation heatmap yields an equally crucial insight: descriptive fidelity is
heavily fragmented. Strikingly, Subject Precision and Subject Recall exhibit zero correlation (r =
—0.03). This proves that a model’s tendency to hallucinate vivid details (low precision) is completely
decoupled from its ability to comprehensively cover all ground-truth facts (recall). Furthermore, cross-
domain semantic scores, such as Audio descriptions versus Scene Recall (r = —0.02), are entirely
uncorrelated. This quantitative analysis confirms that OmniCapBench’s suite of metrics effectively
isolates distinct multimodal capabilities, exposing localized failures (e.g., severe hallucination despite
high recall) that holistic scalars seamlessly average away.

Structural Metrics Correlation Semantic Metrics Correlation

RefUse - Audio -

Scene Precision - -0.01
0.8

ShotF1- 0.16 0.17 Scene Recall - -0.02 0.31
0.6

Subshot F1-  0.20 0.18 0.84 Subj. Precision - -0.06 0.12 -0.03
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Figure B.1: Instance-level correlation among diagnostic metrics. Pearson correlation coefficients
computed across 786 videos (Gemini 3.1-Pro). Left: Structural correlations confirm that complex
capabilities like identity tracking (CCC) are decoupled from basic temporal grounding (Shot F1,
r = 0.17). Right: Semantic LLM-as-judge scores exhibit near-zero correlation between Precision
and Recall for Subject descriptions (r = —0.03), proving that hallucination tendency and factual
coverage are independent failure modes.

B.2 Detailed Setup

In Section 4, we argue that traditional dense caption evaluation using text-centric metrics can falsely
equate distinct models. To empirically validate this claim, we conducted an experiment using cases
from the UGC-VideoCap [43] and video-SALMONN 2 [34] benchmarks, both of which rely on
whole-caption evaluation paradigms.

Specifically, we constructed a diagnostic subset of 200 videos to serve as a “blind spot” dataset for
traditional metrics. The construction followed these steps:

1. Source Log Analysis: We collected the dense caption outputs and corresponding global text-level
scores for distinct frontier and open-source models evaluated on UGC-VideoCap and video-
SALMONN 2.
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2. Filtering for Pseudo-Equivalence: We computed the variance in the text-level scores among
the models for each individual video. We then specifically filtered for cases where the maximum
score difference between models was strictly less than 10%.

3. Subset Construction: We sampled 200 such cases to form our final test set. By definition,
traditional global text scoring evaluates these models as exhibiting nearly identical performance
on this subset.

4. Structured Re-Evaluation: Finally, we evaluated the models’ structural comprehension on these
exact 200 videos using OmniCapBench’s deep-structured atomic unit metrics.

As discussed in the main text and shown in Table B.7, while the models appeared identical under
global text scoring, OmniCapBench’s localized metrics revealed significant underlying quality gaps.
This confirms that global text metrics frequently reward linguistically fluent but structurally flawed
outputs, degrading diagnostic resolution.

B.3 Full Main Results

While the main text presents compact metric families to highlight macro-level capability gaps,
rigorous diagnostic evaluation requires exposing the underlying structural submetrics. This section
provides the fully expanded results for all evaluated models. Tables B.2 and B.3 separate the
rule-based compact columns into their constituent Precision, Recall, F1, and tloU components.
For instance, expanding the Audio dimension reveals whether a low Event F1 score is driven by
hallucination (low precision) or omission (low recall). Table B.4 reports the localized LLM-as-judge
scores across specific descriptive fields. Finally, Tables B.5 and B.6 stratify performance by video
duration (< 1 min, 1-3 min, and 3-5 min), testing whether models maintain identity persistence and
temporal grounding over extended contexts. Numeric tables use the same column-wise bold/underline
convention as the main paper (best and second-best, ties allowed).

Deep Analysis of Full Submetrics. By unpacking the compact F1 scores into their base Recall and
Precision constituents, we uncover distinct behavioral paradigms across the models. In the Visual
domain (Table B.2), Gemini 3.1-Pro and Gemini 2.5-Pro exhibit diverging strategies: Gemini 3.1-Pro
dominates Reference Recall (77.02%) but lags slightly behind in Reference Precision (70.56%),
suggesting an aggressive entity detection strategy. Conversely, Gemini 2.5-Pro achieves higher
Precision (71.39%) but lower Recall. Furthermore, the structural parsing of shots reveals that while
models can generally pinpoint when actions occur (Shot tloU > 70%), their Subshot Precision
plummets (e.g., Gemini 3.1-Pro drops from 88.77% for Shots to 60.29% for Subshots), proving that
models hallucinate fine-grained temporal boundaries when forced to decompose continuous actions
into structured sub-events.

In the Audio-Visual domain (Table B.3), the expanded EVSA (Event-Shot Association) metric
isolates the cross-modal bottleneck. Gemini 3.1-Pro’s EVSA Precision is high (78.35%): when
the model does link an audio event to a visual shot, the topological link is usually correct. Its
EVSA Recall, however, is severely low (42.14%), confirming that the primary failure mode is
omission—models perceive the audio and visual streams in isolation, miss their causal relationships,
and drop the required cross-modal links entirely. This reinforces our core motivation: purely text-
based evaluations cover up such missing links with generic paragraphs, whereas OmniCapBench
structurally mandates them.

B.4 Case Studies

Our core motivation is to evaluate video captions through explicit, verifiable units rather than through
a single holistic text score. This section presents two qualitative case studies that illustrate what this
structured representation makes observable. The first case focuses on identity persistence: whether a
model uses the same entity identifier for the same visual subject across temporally separated shots.
The second case focuses on event-shot association: whether a recognized audio event is linked to the
visual shot that supports its source. Together, these examples show how OmniCapBench turns broad
caption quality into localized diagnostic evidence.
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Table B.2: Expanded Visual rule-based submetrics. Ref R/P are reference recall and precision.
RefUse-shot and RefUse-sub report WHO_shot and WHO_sub. CCC is the macro average of cross-shot
reference-trajectory IoU. Shot/Subshot R/P report alignment recall and precision, and tloU reports
temporal overlap (WHEN_H, WHEN_S). Within each column, bold is best and underline is second-best
among models (ties allowed).

Model RefUse-shot RefUse-sub CCC Ref R Ref P Shot R Shot P Shot tloU Subshot R Subshot P Subshot tIoU
Proprietary Models
Gemini 3.1-Pro [15] 68.49 68.77 3443 77.02 70.56 71.73 88.77 70.74 75.40 60.29 48.76
Gemini 2.5-Pro [10] 67.01 71.42 37.81 7696 71.39 66.29 86.27 72.58 70.26 66.89 49.18
Qwen3.5-Omni-Plus [32] 63.99 65.22 29.55 65.02 70.99 6390 89.62 72.35 69.00 66.66 48.29
Qwen3.5-Omni-Flash [32] 59.39 61.07 2431 59.50 69.26 55.77 89.71 68.99 61.93 60.45 46.52
op ce O 11 Model
Qwen3-Omni-Instruct [49] 37.97 50.37 9.85 50.63 53.53 4598 64.36 67.92 35.80 28.79 47.95
Qwen3-Omni-Captioner [49] 40.88 50.80 11.51 49.44 4697 47.79 71.63 70.80 44.62 42.29 49.69

Table B.3: Expanded Audio and Audio-Visual rule-based submetrics. Within each column, bold
is best and underline is second-best among models (ties allowed).

Audio Audio-Visual

Model
Event R EventP EventtloU Speaker EVSA-P EVSA-R EVSA

Proprietary Models
Gemini 3.1-Pro [15] 63.96 67.20 71.92 91.18 78.35 42.14 51.46
Gemini 2.5-Pro [10] 58.09 64.23 69.35 89.72 74.05 35.04 43.74
Qwen3.5-Omni-Plus [32] 51.22 62.53 67.77 91.20 71.11 31.82 40.20
Qwen3.5-Omni-Flash [32] 48.01 58.91 69.34 89.91 66.28 27.69 35.58

Open-source Omnimodal Models

Qwen3-Omni-Instruct [49] 39.73 49.67 40.99 88.35 28.26 9.92 13.33
Qwen3-Omni-Captioner [49]  39.64 50.07 52.60 88.68 36.70 13.00 17.42

Table B.4: Expanded LLM-as-judge submetrics. Dialogue is the rule-based dialogue line structural
score. Within each column, bold is best and underline is second-best among models (ties allowed).

Visual Audio
Model ) . .
Subject Ref Scene Ref Shot Fact Dialogue Non-dialogue
R P Mean R P Mean Mean Mean Mean
Proprietary Models
Gemini 3.1-Pro [15] 4378 67.07 5543 51.78 75.62 63.70  59.05 91.18 41.49
Gemini 2.5-Pro [10] 51.53 57.08 5430 56.80 65.12 60.96  55.58 89.72 37.38
Qwen3.5-Omni-Plus [32] 4541 62.84 54.13 50.75 69.80 60.27  54.17 91.20 36.82
Qwen3.5-Omni-Flash [32] 43.87 65.59 54.73 4441 71.26 5784  47.66 89.91 28.12
Open-source Omnimodal Models

Qwen3-Omni-Instruct [49]  40.31 62.02 51.16 36.07 70.73 5340  34.63 88.35 20.51
Qwen3-Omni-Captioner [49] 42.00 50.96 46.48 38.07 54.53 4630  36.08 88.68 19.65

B.4.1 Identity Persistence: Cross-Shot Coreference Consistency

Cross-Shot Coreference Consistency (CCC) measures whether a model maintains a stable identity
assignment for the same entity across multiple shots. This is different from detecting that a person or
object appears somewhere in the video. A model may recognize the entity locally in each shot, but
still fragment the entity into different identifiers after viewpoint changes, occlusions, or temporal
gaps. CCC therefore evaluates whether the predicted reference graph is temporally consistent.
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Table B.5: Per-duration rule-based structural results. Stratification follows the three duration
buckets (< 1 min, 1-3 min, and 3—5 min); Ref Subj./Ref S. are recomputed per video in each bucket
as in the main table. Within each column, bold is best and underline is second-best among models
(ties allowed).

Visual Audio Audio-Visual
RefUse CCC Ref Subj. F1 Ref S. F1 Shot F1 Shot tloU Sub F1 Sub tloU Evt F1 EvttloU Spk F1 EVSA F1

Model SGC

Duration: <I min

Gemini 3.1-Pro 9746 7413 38.41 83.09 86.54 77.90 69.76 67.55 4773  63.09 70.65 91.15 53.30
Gemini 2.5-Pro 97.57 73.40 40.60 84.80 87.39 76.61 71.72 7094 4836 6046 6746  89.08 49.31
Qwen3.5-Omni-Plus 96.90 70.94 32.71 80.28 84.99 77.60 73.57 69.65 4873 57.12 6457  90.77 46.87
Qwen3.5-Omni-Flash ~ 96.26 66.83 26.81 77.37 66.70 72.86 69.94 64.57  47.07 5272 6690 8934 41.65
Qwen3-Omni-Instruct 9391  50.85 13.42 68.94 76.29 40.06 52.58 2729  38.83 4441 4730 8832 17.09
Qwen3-Omni-Captioner 94.15 54.17 16.45 69.03 76.25 51.50 55.64 42.08  41.09 46.57 55.78  88.54 24.51

Duration: 1-3 min

Gemini 3.1-Pro 97.84 65.61 29.59 72.09 76.14 78.87 73.84 65.76  52.17 6731 7744 92.22 54.76
Gemini 2.5-Pro 9647 66.99 35.43 72.70 77.32 69.25 75.17 66.68 52.01 57.77 73.12 91.06  39.80
Qwen3.5-Omni-Plus 95.52 60.98 25.64 64.09 70.40 68.70 71.65 65.75 4932 5340 72.80  92.07 35.03
Qwen3.5-Omni-Flash 9499 56.99 21.17 63.76 63.72 61.31 68.57 5576 4721 4938 75.16  90.83 29.70
Qwen3-Omni-Instruct ~ 83.25 26.52 4.51 35.84 48.05 67.62 94.30 35.87  63.60 38.09 3253 88.84 9.12
Qwen3-Omni-Captioner 86.87 33.13 4.82 36.29 32.86 55.32 93.30 3798 6348 3425 4930 88.72 8.98

Duration: 3-5 min

Gemini 3.1-Pro 95.31 60.57 23.21 69.11 77.09 57.79 67.76 49.21 4518 5301 63.06 8326 30.02
Gemini 2.5-Pro 92.12 64.89 27.02 78.16 78.35 39.43 70.38 3942  46.03 4822 69.53 89.24  19.83
Qwen3.5-Omni-Plus 92.55 58.82 20.96 58.84 76.43 38.10 66.63 40.08 4237 3495 7316  90.95 13.14
Qwen3.5-Omni-Flash ~ 93.04 57.36 17.62 64.84 69.00 32.29 64.08 3230 4074 4144 66.60  89.87 14.36
Qwen3-Omni-Instruct ~ 76.59 24.15 4.18 26.16 42.34 57.39 95.00 2398 6277 36.12 2588  86.97 3.28
Qwen3-Omni-Captioner 83.97 29.92 4.44 28.07 23.09 47.58 93.51 2999 6343 3367 4574 89.16 4.16

Table B.6: Per-duration local semantic-equivalence score results. Stratification follows the three
duration buckets (< 1 min, 1-3 min, and 3-5 min). Within each column, bold is best and underline
is second-best among models.

Visual Audio
Model Subject S Subshot
Shot ubjec cene ubsho Dialogue Non-dialogue
Recall Precision Recall Precision Recall Precision

Duration: <1 min
Gemini 3.1-Pro 62.84 46.74 68.18 52.62 78.01 53.90 71.75 91.15 43.39
Gemini 2.5-Pro 59.70 54.97 57.11 57.66 67.97 54.19 72.40 89.08 40.03
Qwen3.5-Omni-Plus 58.92 48.27 62.41 51.83 71.96 51.88 70.08 90.77 38.23
Qwen3.5-Omni-Flash 51.38 44.16 62.10 46.15 72.85 45.58 66.84 89.34 28.94
Qwen3-Omni-Instruct  39.62 39.99 62.06 36.46 73.31 34.64 65.12 88.32 23.71
Qwen3-Omni-Captioner 42.82 41.44 51.46 38.73 56.76 36.28 49.78 88.54 23.21

Duration: 1-3 min
Gemini 3.1-Pro 59.05 40.96 65.67 51.34 73.61 54.35 70.90 92.22 40.03
Gemini 2.5-Pro 54.75 49.53 57.48 56.33 62.88 52.95 70.14 91.06 33.44
Qwen3.5-Omni-Plus 53.57 42.86 63.97 50.39 68.11 50.20 71.75 92.07 34.91
Qwen3.5-Omni-Flash 47.16 43.29 68.36 42.76 69.67 44.45 67.48 90.83 24.12
Qwen3-Omni-Instruct ~ 34.11  40.66 62.37 35.70 66.24 30.31 47.68 88.84 12.50
Qwen3-Omni-Captioner 34.85 42.64 50.00 38.03 50.59 33.82 42.20 88.72 9.38

Duration: 3-5 min
Gemini 3.1-Pro 54.15 43.41 68.01 49.32 71.23 49.68 68.88 88.26 33.85
Gemini 2.5-Pro 48.07 47.52 55.83 54.59 60.37 50.25 70.16 89.24 35.29
Qwen3.5-Omni-Plus 43.49 43.09 60.71 46.43 64.29 45.43 69.19 90.95 34.03
Qwen3.5-Omni-Flash 39.16 44.60 69.17 42.20 69.50 38.80 68.37 89.87 32.81
Qwen3-Omni-Instruct ~ 33.04 41.13 60.22 34.43 68.85 23.54 63.59 86.97 14.71
Qwen3-Omni-Captioner 32.36 42.13 52.36 30.49 48.17 30.81 46.04 89.16 21.30

Figure B.2 shows that CCC provides a direct diagnostic signal for identity persistence. The key
comparison is not whether a model can mention the visible subject, but whether it preserves the same
identity assignment over time. In the displayed example, three models maintain relatively consistent
identity traces, with CCC scores above 76, while Qwen3-Omni-Instruct obtains 30.77. This indicates
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Ground Truth Gemini 3.1 Pro CCC= 76.92 78.10

Qwen3.5-Omni-Plus CCC=80.00 Qwen3-Omni-Instruct CCC=30.77
Timeline
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1 12 13
7.2 9.7 13.0

Figure B.2: Case study of identity persistence measured by CCC. The timeline compares identity
assignments across models over the same video interval. Colored spans show ground-truth and
predicted identity coverage. Higher CCC indicates more consistent cross-shot identity reuse; lower
CCC indicates identity fragmentation. In this case, Gemini 3.1 Pro, Gemini 2.5 Pro, and Qwen3.5-
Omni-Plus score 76.92, 78.10, and 80.00, while Qwen3-Omni-Instruct scores 30.77, revealing a clear
failure in preserving identity continuity.

that its prediction is more fragmented at the structural level. The implication is that CCC isolates
a specific failure mode: identity drift across the video timeline. This failure would be difficult to
identify from a fluent caption alone, because a paragraph can describe the visible subject in each shot
without exposing whether the model has maintained a stable entity graph.

B.4.2 Audio-Visual Association: Event-Shot Association

Event-Shot Association (EVSA) evaluates a different type of structure. It checks whether each audio
event is linked to the visual shot or shots that support its source. This distinction matters because
recognizing an audio category and grounding that audio category in the concurrent visual timeline
are different capabilities. A model may detect that a dialogue or mechanical sound exists, but still
omit the shot-level edge that makes the audio source verifiable.

Shots:

¢ Shot 1 [0.0-0.6]: static outdoor medium shot.

* Shot 2 [0.6-3.2]: close-up high-angle view into an open wooden hive.
* Shot 3 [3.2-5.5]: indoor medium shot with PERSON_1 speaking.

* Shot 4 [5.5-8.1]: close-up of the top mechanism of the object.

* Shot 5 [8.1-10.0]: extreme close-up of a white plastic gate valve.
Audio events:

* DIALOGUE_1 [0.0-9.8]: PERSON_1 speaks in an instructional tone.

e SFX_1 [5.5-8.0]: mechanical whirring and rhythmic geared turning.
Ground-truth event-shot links: DIALOGUE_1 — Shots 1-5; SEX_1 — Shot 4.
Model predictions:

* Gemini 3.1-Pro (F1=1.000): all six links are correct, including SFX_1 — Shot 4.
* Gemini 2.5-Pro (F1=0.909): all dialogue links are correct, but SFX_1 — Shot 4 is missed.
* Qwen3.5-Omni-Plus (F1=0.909): all dialogue links are correct, but SFX_1 — Shot 4 is missed.

¢ Qwen3.5-Omni-Flash (F1=0.727): detects SEX_1 — Shot 4, but adds the false link SFX_1 — Shot 3 and misses DIALOGUE_1 —
Shots 4-5.

¢ Qwen3-Omni-Instruct (F1=0.800): keeps DIALOGUE_1 — Shots 1-4, but misses DIALOGUE_1 — Shot 5 and SFX_1 — Shot 4.
* Qwen3-Omni-Captioner (F1=0.800): follows the same omission pattern as Qwen3-Omni-Instruct, missing the final dialogue shot
and the mechanical SFX link.
This example separates two EVSA failure modes. Gemini 2.5-Pro and Qwen3.5-Omni-Plus preserve the long dialogue-to-shot coverage
but omit the localized mechanical sound link. Qwen3.5-Omni-Flash instead detects the mechanical sound link but over-extends it to

a neighboring shot and loses later dialogue coverage. These errors are small graph edits, but they change which visual evidence is
considered to support each audio event.
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This case study shows why EVSA is evaluated as explicit event-shot edges rather than as part of a
holistic caption score. The dialogue event spans almost the full clip and should therefore be linked
to all five shots. This is an easy relation to hide in prose, because a caption can simply state that
a person is explaining the process throughout the video. EVSA makes the requirement explicit:
each covered shot must be represented as a separate verifiable edge. The mechanical sound is more
localized. It occurs from 5.5 to 8.0 seconds and is supported by Shot 4, so missing SFX_1 — Shot 4
indicates an omission of a short cross-modal relation, while predicting SFX_1 — Shot 3 indicates
temporal over-extension. The six model traces therefore expose three distinct behaviors: Gemini
3.1-Pro recovers the full graph, Gemini 2.5-Pro and Qwen3.5-Omni-Plus miss the localized SFX edge,
and the remaining Qwen variants either truncate the long dialogue coverage or add an unsupported
neighboring SFX edge.

Taken together, CCC and EVSA reveal two complementary forms of structured video understanding.
CCC tests whether a visual entity remains the same node across discontinuous shots; EVSA tests
whether an audio event is attached to the correct visual evidence in the timeline. Both metrics convert
a fluent caption into checkable graph constraints. The resulting insight is that current models can
often describe local content, but still fail when the evaluation asks whether references and events
are consistently bound across time and modality. This is precisely the failure mode that a global
caption-quality score would tend to smooth over.

B.5 Analysis of Specialized Captioning Models

As stated in Section 4.1, we purposefully excluded highly specialized video-captioning models (such
as ASID-Caption [25], AVoCaDO [6], TimeChat-Captioner [59], and UGC-VideoCaptioner [43])
from the primary capability benchmarking. This exclusion is not because these models are incapable
of perceiving videos, but because their rigorous supervised fine-tuning (SFT) heavily biases them
toward generating free-form, holistic text paragraphs.

This intensive, domain-specific linguistic alignment degrades their general instruction-following
capabilities in ways that are visible before any semantic scoring is applied. When required to
output the deep-structured atomic units of OmniCapBench (i.e., a structured JSON with Reference,
Event, and Shot arrays), representative outputs show four recurring failure modes, separated into
instruction-following failures in Figure B.3 and structural-output failures in Figure B.4:

* Schema rejection: ASID-Caption models often ignore the JSON contract, emitting timestamped
prose. In one 17.1-second clip, the raw response repeats its description template until At 1037s,
while the parsed references, events, and shots arrays remain empty (Figure B.3(a)).

* Fixed caption schema: TimeChat-Captioner does produce machine-readable JSON, but it fol-
lows its own captioning template with fields such as timestamp, segment_detail_caption,
camera_state, storyline, and shooting_style. These fields are fluent but do not instantiate
the OmniCapBench evaluation graph: there are no persistent reference IDs, no event objects, and
no shot-level cross-modal links (Figure B.3(b)).

* Incomplete graph construction: AVoCaDO superficially follows the requested key names, pro-
ducing two references and two shots, but leaves events empty, assigns repeated zero-length
sub_shot_time spans, and links shots to an undefined SCENE_1. The resulting object is a caption-
like shot summary rather than a connected Reference—Event—Shot graph (Figure B.4(a)).

* Degenerate structured output: UGC-VideoCaptioner also emits target keys, but the structure is
not usable. It repeatedly assigns sub_shot_time=[0.0,0.0] and restates near-identical subject
facts such as [PERSON_1] is wearing a white shirt and blue jeans or [PERSON_1]
is holding a metal tool to remove honeycomb frames (Figure B.4(b)).

These failures occur at the interface between instruction following and structural generation, not at the
final semantic-matching stage. The outputs either cannot be parsed into OmniCapBench units, follow
a model-specific caption template, or collapse the temporal event graph into disconnected, repeated
fragments. Reporting downstream structural scores would therefore conflate video perception with
schema compliance; we instead treat these traces as evidence that caption-specialized SFT does not
provide the controllable, graph-structured generation required by OmniCapBench.
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(a) Schema rejected: prose loop

model: asid_caption_7b

video duration: 17.1s; shots: 8

parsed target units: refs=0, events=0, shots=0

At Os, the video opens in a dimly lit room...
At 8s,
At 16s,

a slight, knowing smirk...

finger still pointed at the bald
man’s face.

At 1037s, the same template is still being
generated.

No JSON object or Reference-Event-Shot arrays

are produced.

(b) Instruction obeyed only superficially

model: timechat_captioner
video duration:

54s

10.0s; model emits segments to

parsed target units: refs=0, events=0, shots=0

[{ “timestamp’’: ¢00:00-00:05",
‘“‘segment_detail_caption’’: ‘‘Two men ...”’,
‘‘camera_state’’: ‘‘high angle ...,

‘“‘storyline’’: ‘‘The video begins ...’

‘‘shooting_style’’: ‘‘establishing shot’’ }, ...]
Valid caption template; no ref_id, event_id, or

shot graph.

(a) ASID-Caption ignores the target schema and con-

tinues a repetitive timestamped prose loop far beyond
the 17.1-second video.

(b) TimeChat-Captioner returns its fixed dense-caption
format instead of the requested OmniCapBench unit
schema.

Figure B.3: Instruction-following failures induced by caption-specialized SFT. The two models
either reject the requested JSON contract outright or satisfy only the generic request for machine-
readable captions while missing the required Reference—Event—Shot structure.

(a) Target keys, disconnected graph (b) Pseudo-structure degenerates

model: avocado model: ugc_videocaptioner

video duration: 24.1s; shots: 4 video duration: 10.0s; shots: 4

parsed target units: refs=2, events=0, shots=2 parsed target units: refs=1, events=1, shots=1

references: PERSON_1, PERSON_2 [0.0, 0.0]

[PERSON_1] is wearing a white shirt and blue

sub_shot_time:
events: [ ]

shot_1.active_events: [ ] jeans.
shot_1.references_in_shot:

PERSON_2, SCENE_1]

[PERSON_1, sub_shot_time: [0.0, 0.0]

[PERSON_1] is holding a metal tool to remove
honeycomb frames.

[0.0, 0.0]

[PERSON_1] is pointing at the honeycomb frame.

sub_shot_time:
shot_1
SCENE_1 is linked but never defined;

[0.0, 0.0] repeated inside
sub_shot_time:
actions
are prose, not events. The same zero-time subject facts repeat instead

of local events.

(a) AVoCaDO uses several target field names, but
leaves the event layer empty and produces discon-
nected shot summaries with undefined references and
zero-length sub-shot spans.

(b) UGC-VideoCaptioner produces target-looking
JSON, but temporal grounding collapses and the visual
descriptions repeat the same subject attributes and ac-
tions.

Figure B.4: Structural-output failures after partial schema compliance. Even when caption-
specialized models emit OmniCapBench-like keys, the generated objects do not form usable evalu-
ation graphs: events are missing, references can be undefined, and local descriptions collapse into
repeated zero-duration fragments.
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Table B.7: The illusion of global text scores. We construct two hard-to-distinguish subsets where
a weaker baseline and a stronger upgraded model exhibit near-identical text-centric scores. Across
these pairs, we track performance through progressive strictness: (1) traditional text-centric metrics
on dense captions, (2) strict structural verification using our native atomic units, and (3) human audit.
Global text metrics falsely penalize the stronger models and overestimate the weaker ones, creating
an illusion of parity. However, evaluating structural constraints directly resolves this gap, perfectly
aligning with human judgment.

Model Text Metric (Prose) Native Constraints Human Audit
Fair 1: Qwen3.5-Omni-Flash vs. Qwen3-Omni

Weaker (Qwen3-Omni) 52.2 37.5 21.6
Stronger (Qwen3.5-Omni-Flash) 47.8 62.5 78.4

Pair 2: Qwen3.5-Omni-Plus vs. Qwen3.5-Omni-Flash

Weaker (Qwen3.5-Omni-Flash) 41.7 214 29.9
Stronger (Qwen3.5-Omni-Plus) 58.3 78.6 70.1
Average (Stronger Models) 53.0 70.6 74.2
Average (Weaker Models) 47.0 294 25.8

Table B.8: Native generation vs. the post-hoc parsing track (rule-based metrics). Native asks the
model for OmniCapBench units directly; Post-hoc lets the model write a free-form caption that a
fixed, video-blind LLM parser converts into units. Post-hoc raises structural well-formedness (SGC,
Shot F1, Shot tloU) while every grounding-dependent metric (CCC, Event F1, EVSA) degrades,
showing that format repair does not recover information the caption never contained.

Model Track SGC RefUse CCC RefSubj Shot F1 ShottloU EvtF1 EvttloU Speaker EVSA

Native  97.36  70.39 3443  78.60 76.24 70.74 63.32 71.92 91.18 5146

Gemini 3.1-Pro [15] Pos-hoc 99.19 4691 520 57.11 9739 9562 4073 5665 8736 3829

Native ~ 89.02 40.96 9.85 54.84 49.98 67.92 41.70 40.99 88.35 1333
Post-hoc 96.61 40.93  9.62  49.21 96.44 95.59 12.82 54.40 81.65 1223

ASID-Captioner-7B [25] ~ Post-hoc 96.17 39.58  9.65 41.89 96.51 95.73 11.09 54.83 87.85 10.87

Qwen3-Omni-Instruct [49]

B.6 Post-hoc Parsing Baseline

Appendix B.5 shows that prose-optimized captioners cannot emit OmniCapBench units directly,
which raises a fair question: do their low scores measure perception, or only instruction following? To
separate the two, we add a fixed post-hoc track. A single LLM parser receives the model’s free-form
caption and never the video, converts that caption into OmniCapBench units, and marks unsupported
fields as unknown (Listing B.2). The parser is identical for every model, so it contributes no visual
evidence and no per-model tuning.

Tables B.8 and B.9 show that this route buys format compliance, not information. Structural well-
formedness rises: SGC improves from 97.36 to 99.19 for Gemini 3.1-Pro, and Shot F1 and Shot
tloU exceed 95 for every post-hoc entry, because a text-only parser emits clean, non-overlapping
segments by construction. Every metric that requires grounding to the video degrades at the same time.
Gemini’s CCC falls from 34.43 to 5.20 and its EVSA from 51.46 to 38.29, Qwen3-Omni-Instruct’s
Event F1 falls from 41.70 to 12.82, and the localized semantic scores drop across the board, for
instance Gemini’s Shot score from 59.05 to 35.84. This joint pattern is itself a diagnostic result:
near-saturated shot metrics paired with single-digit CCC is precisely the profile that a global caption
score hides and that our deep-structured units are built to expose.

The post-hoc track also makes specialized captioners evaluable instead of simply scoring them zero.
ASID-Captioner-7B now produces valid units and reaches 96.17 SGC, yet stays at 9.65 CCC, 11.09
Event F1, and 10.87 EVSA. Format repair therefore widens the benchmark’s coverage, but the
cross-shot identity and audio-visual relations that OmniCapBench targets are absent from the original
dense captions and cannot be reconstructed after the fact.
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Table B.9: Native generation vs. the post-hoc parsing track (localized LLM-judge metrics).
Every local semantic score drops under post-hoc conversion, including for the caption-specialized
model that the track is meant to accommodate. Precision rises on some fields only because the parser
emits fewer, more conservative units.

Model Track Shot Subj-R Subj-P Scene-R Scene-P Subsh-R Subsh-P Dialogue Non-dial

Native ~ 59.05 43.78  67.07 51.78 75.62 53.29 70.92 91.18 41.49

Gemini 3.1-Pro [15] Posthoc 35.84 2475 7590 2472 8259 3615 6294  87.36 21.42

Native  34.63 4031 62.02 36.07 70.73 29.42 57.84 88.35 20.51

Qwen3-Omni-Instruct [49] 100 2867 2849 7182 2932 7737 3377 5075 8165 1315

ASID-Captioner-7B [25] ~ Post-hoc 22.87 25.24  65.66 32.96 64.35 33.25 40.17 87.85 10.37

Table B.10: Matching-threshold sweep. Each block varies one cutoff while predictions, references,
and the one-to-one matching rule stay fixed; no inference is re-run. Default settings are shown in
bold. Absolute scores shift with the cutoff, but the induced ranking does not: Spearman’s p against
the default ranges from 0.914 to 1.000 (Appendix B.7).

Gemini Gemini Qwen3.5- Qwen3.5- Qwen3-Omni- Qwen3-Omni-
Sweep Metric Setting 3.1-Pro 2.5-Pro Omni-Plus Omni-Flash Instruct Captioner
0.10 64.02 59.54 54.63 51.43 42.29 41.88
Non-dialogue tloU Event F1 0.20 63.32 58.52 53.92 50.68 41.70 41.31
0.40 61.86 56.34 52.38 48.95 40.71 40.07
0.20 77.84 72.32 72.96 67.81 54.22 55.34
Shot tloU Shot F1 0.30 76.24 70.93 71.25 65.65 49.98 52.29
0.50 64.07 60.87 60.37 52.79 37.41 38.82
0.5s 64.64 66.07 64.79 57.91 29.18 38.89
Subshot window & Subshot F1 1.0s 65.27 66.69 65.69 58.94 29.51 39.51
2.0s 65.90 67.35 66.38 59.92 29.78 40.17
0.40 89.92 88.10 89.16 87.54 85.82 86.64
Dialogue 1 — WER  Speaker 0.50 91.18 89.72 91.20 89.91 88.35 88.68
0.60 94.08 92.57 93.88 92.84 91.46 91.62

B.7 Threshold Sensitivity

OmniCapBench fixes four matching cutoffs (Table A.5): non-dialogue event tloU > 0.20, shot tloU
> 0.30, subshot window § = 1.0s, and dialogue 1 — WER, > 0.50. Since these values decide
which predictions count as matched, we test whether our conclusions survive perturbation. We vary
one cutoff at a time over the grid in Table B.10 for the six models listed there, holding predictions,
references, and the one-to-one matching rule fixed, so no inference is re-run and only the alignment
decision changes.

Absolute scores move as expected—tightening shot tloU from 0.30 to 0.50 costs Gemini 3.1-Pro 12.2
Shot F1 points—but the induced ranking does not. Spearman’s p against the default, averaged over
the two alternatives per sweep, is 1.000 for every metric except Shot F1 in the shot sweep (0.971) and
Speaker in the dialogue sweep (0.914). No sweep produces a systematic open- versus closed-source
reversal, and the only top-1 change within this set is a near tie on Speaker between Gemini 3.1-Pro
(91.18) and Qwen3.5-Omni-Plus (91.20), two proprietary models 0.02 points apart. The structural
bottlenecks we report, CCC and EVSA, are therefore properties of the evaluated models rather than
artifacts of a particular cutoff.

C Limitations and Broader Impact

Scoring atomic units rather than holistic text carries inherent limitations. First, OmniCapBench
evaluates structural fidelity against our annotated reference system S*(V'), not every true fact in
a video. A valid but peripheral detail outside our annotation scope therefore goes uncredited, a
limitation shared by many generative benchmarks. Second, the dataset is bounded to videos under
five minutes; far longer videos may require identity-tracking architectures beyond our scope. Third,
the Stage II drafts seeding our reference system come from frontier models, some in the families
we later evaluate, so an evaluator—model bias cannot be excluded: a reference inherits whatever
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blind spot survived review, and a model sharing the drafter’s stylistic priors may be scored slightly
generously. We mitigate this by drafting with several model families, letting deterministic validators
and human annotators arbitrate every unit (Appendix A.1.1), and restricting the scoring contract to
locally verifiable fields, but we do not claim the bias is fully eliminated.

Finally, enforcing a strict, deep-structured JSON schema inherently disadvantages models heavily
over-optimized for free-form prose (as discussed in Appendix B.5). This is a deliberate choice
intended to encourage the research community to shift toward controllable, structured video generation
rather than opaque text generation. OmniCapBench’s broader impact is providing developers with a
highly auditable, traceable diagnostic tool, ensuring that future improvements in MLLMs represent
genuine audio-visual reasoning rather than mere linguistic fluency.

D Ethical Considerations

Constructing and releasing OmniCapBench raises ethical considerations around privacy, copyright,
and the interpretation of diagnostic evaluations.

Privacy and Consent: The benchmark curates videos from publicly accessible media platforms
and existing academic datasets. Since video intrinsically contains faces, voices, and potentially
sensitive personal expressions, we filter out harmful, explicit, or highly sensitive private content
during validation. Researchers using OmniCapBench must strictly adhere to the privacy guidelines of
the original source platforms.

Copyright and Fair Use: OmniCapBench respects intellectual property rights by not distributing
raw video files. Instead, we distribute the structured annotations alongside deterministic download
scripts pointing to the original public URLs. This keeps the benchmark within academic fair use
while respecting creators’ distribution rights.

Evaluation Bias and Capabilities: Our benchmark is explicitly designed to measure structured
audio-visual understanding. Enforcing a strict, rule-based schema intrinsically disadvantages models
optimized solely for free-form prose generation. It is ethically imperative to emphasize that Omni-
CapBench measures a specific, rigorous form of grounded reasoning. A low score on OmniCapBench
highlights localized structural deficits, but it does not necessarily imply that a model is entirely
incapable of generating helpful video summaries in more relaxed, open-ended conversational settings.

E Dataset Licenses and Usage

OmniCapBench is constructed under the MIT License, which permits free use, modification, and
distribution for academic and commercial purposes. For the underlying video files, users must comply
with the original licenses of the source datasets, which generally restrict usage to non-commercial
research purposes. To respect copyright boundaries, we do not host or distribute the raw MP4 video
files directly. Instead, we provide a deterministic script to download the publicly available videos
using their original URLs. Table B.11 details the specific licenses for the underlying video data
sources and the software models utilized during our evaluation.

Table B.11: License Information for Scientific Artifacts. This table details the licenses for the
underlying video data sources and software models used in our evaluation.

Data Sources URL License
FunQA https://github.com/Jingkang50/FunQA MIT
LLaVA-Video-178K https://huggingface.co/datasets/lmms-1lab/LLaVA-Video-178K Apache-2.0
Tarsier2-Recap https://huggingface.co/datasets/omni-research/Tarsier2-Recap-585K  Research Only
Video-MME https://github.com/MME-Benchmarks/Video-MME Research Only
VisionRewardDB-Video https://huggingface.co/datasets/zai-org/VisionRewardDB-Video Apache-2.0
LongVideoBench https://huggingface.co/datasets/longvideobench/LongVideoBench CCBY-NC-SA 4.0
OmniVideoBench https://huggingface.co/datasets/NJU-LINK/OmniVideoBench CC BY-NC-SA 4.0
Software / Models URL License
Gemini Models https://ai.google.dev/ Google ToS
Qwen Models https://github.com/QwenLM/Qwen2.5-0mni Apache-2.0
Seed Models https://seed.bytedance.com/ ByteDance ToS
MiMo Models https://huggingface.co/XiaomiMiMo/MiMo-V2.5 MIT
MiniCPM-o0 Models https://huggingface.co/openbmb/MiniCPM-0-2_6 Apache-2.0
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F Instruction Templates and Prompts

Listing B.1: Zero-shot Generation Instruction Example for predicting OmniCapBench units.

You are an expert audio-visual video analyzer. Watch the video carefully and
decompose its contents into a strict JSON structure containing three tracks:
‘references ¢, ‘events‘, and ‘shots ‘.

1. ‘references ‘: List all persistent entities (PERSON, OBJECT, SCENE). Give each a
unique ‘ref_id‘ (e.g., PERSON_1). Include a ‘semantic_description‘ and an ¢
appearance_anchor ¢ detailing their visual features.

2. ‘events ‘: List all audio events. Give each an ‘event_id‘, a ‘time_range‘ [start
, end] in seconds, and ‘content ‘. If the event is spoken dialogue, include
the exact transcribed ‘line‘.

3. ‘shots‘: Divide the video into non-overlapping temporal shots. For each shot,
provide its ‘time_range‘, ‘visual_description‘, and lists of ‘active_events ¢
(referencing event_ids) and ‘references_in_shot‘ (referencing ref_ids).

Output ONLY valid JSON matching this schema. Do not include markdown formatting or
conversational text.

Listing B.2: Post-hoc Parser Instruction Example used to extract units from dense captions.

You are a structural parser. Given a free-form dense video caption, extract all
implicit facts and format them into the explicit MTSS JSON schema.

- Identify all mentioned characters/objects and assign them consistent IDs in the
‘references ¢ list.

- Extract any mentioned sounds or dialogue into the ‘events‘ list, attempting to
infer timestamps if mentioned.

- Break the narrative into temporal ‘shots‘, linking the extracted references and
events. If a detail (like an exact timestamp) is missing from the text, omit
it or use a best-guess estimate.

Caption to parse: "{caption_textl}"

Listing B.3: Local Semantic Judge Instruction Examples (Subshot Matching and Quality).

_SUBSHOT_MATCH_SYSTEM_PROMPT: You are a strict binary matcher for video local
visual states. Decide whether the TARGET item has at least one true
counterpart in the opposite-side candidate list. Use only the provided
sub_shot_content, times, ids, and reference mapping. A match must share the
main visible subject(s), action/pose/state, and local scene facts. Accept
paraphrases and small granularity differences; reject generic overlap, nearby
-but-different actions, or contradictory core facts. Do not evaluate
hallucination or extra details separately; decide only whether the target’s
core local facts are covered by at least one candidate. Output exactly <match
>1</match> for a match or <match>0</match> for no match, followed by one
short reason.

_SUBSHOT_QUALITY_SYSTEM_PROMPT: You are an evidence-based evaluator for local
video-state fact coverage. Compare the TARGET local-state facts against the
provided matched context and score 1-5. Do not evaluate hallucination or
extra details as a separate criterion; score only whether the requested
TARGET facts are covered. Ignore minor wording differences and neighboring
context that is not relevant to the target. Output format: first write <score
>N</score> (N=1-5), then 2-3 short evidence bullets naming the hit/missed
target facts.
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Listing B.4: Generic Local 1-5 Judge System Instruction.

_JUDGE_SYSTEM_PROMPT: You are a strict, evidence-based evaluator for video
description quality. Your job is to compare a PREDICTION against a GROUND
TRUTH and score 1-5. Use only the fields shown in the instruction; do not
infer from outside knowledge or missing video context.

RULES:

1. Judge factual consistency and coverage of the requested field only.

2. Contradictions to the GT are severe errors; missing details are less severe
than wrong details.

3. Ignore wording/order differences when the same fact is expressed. 4. Do not
evaluate hallucination as a separate criterion. Ignore facts outside the
requested coverage checklist; score only factual coverage of the requested
field. 5. Output format: first write <score>N</score> (N=1-5), then 2-3
concise evidence bullets naming the key matched/missed/wrong facts.

System-Level Local Judging Instruction

_JUDGE_SYSTEM_PROMPT: You are a strict, evidence-based evaluator for video
description quality. Your job is to compare a PREDICTION against a GROUND
TRUTH and score 1-5. Use only the fields shown in the instruction; do not
infer from outside knowledge or missing video context.

RULES:

1. Judge factual consistency and coverage of the requested field only.

2. Contradictions to the GT are severe errors; missing details are less severe
than wrong details.

3. Ignore wording/order differences when the same fact is expressed. 4. Do not
evaluate hallucination as a separate criterion. Ignore facts outside the
requested coverage checklist; score only factual coverage of the requested
field. 5. Output format: first write <score>N</score> (N=1-5), then 2-3
concise evidence bullets naming the key matched/missed/wrong facts.

_SUBSHOT_MATCH_SYSTEM_PROMPT: You are a strict binary matcher for video local
visual states. Decide whether the TARGET item has at least one true
counterpart in the opposite-side candidate list. Use only the provided
sub_shot_content, times, ids, and reference mapping. A match must share the
main visible subject(s), action/pose/state, and local scene facts. Accept
paraphrases and small granularity differences; reject generic overlap, nearby
-but-different actions, or contradictory core facts. Do not evaluate
hallucination or extra details separately; decide only whether the target’s
core local facts are covered by at least one candidate. Output exactly <match
>1</match> for a match or <match>0</match> for no match, followed by one
short reason.

_SUBSHOT_QUALITY_SYSTEM_PROMPT: You are an evidence-based evaluator for local
video-state fact coverage. Compare the TARGET local-state facts against the
provided matched context and score 1-5. Do not evaluate hallucination or
extra details as a separate criterion; score only whether the requested
TARGET facts are covered. Ignore minor wording differences and neighboring
context that is not relevant to the target. Output format: first write <score
>N</score> (N=1-5), then 2-3 short evidence bullets naming the hit/missed
target facts.
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Reference Recall Instruction Example

Entity type: {gt_typel}

TASK: Evaluate RECALL - using the GROUND TRUTH as the subject, check whether the
PREDICTION covers ALL factual content present in the GT detail_description.
Do not evaluate hallucination or extra prediction details; only score
coverage of GT facts.

Compare only appearance_anchor.id_features.detail_description. Ignore
semantic_description, attributes, timestamp, events, shots, and context.

{field_guidance}

Scoring criteria (recall perspective - does prediction cover GT facts?):

- Count the total number of distinct factual elements in the GT description.

- For each GT fact, check if the prediction mentions it (same meaning, wording
differences O0K).

- A GT fact is ’missed’ if the prediction does not mention it at all.

- A GT fact is ’contradicted’ if the prediction states the opposite (worse than
missing).

=== GROUND TRUTH detail_description (SUBJECT - all facts here should be covered)
=== {detail_description(gt_ref)}

=== PREDICTION detail_description (check coverage of GT facts) === {
detail_description(pred_ref)}

Score 1-5:
1 = Prediction covers almost none of the GT facts (<20%), or contradicts the
core identity
2 = Prediction covers a minority of GT facts (20-40%); multiple key attributes
are missing
3 = Prediction covers roughly half of GT facts (40-70%); some important details
are missing
Prediction covers most GT facts (70-90%); only minor details are missing
5 = Prediction covers essentially all GT facts (>90%); at most trivial omissions

IS
|

Reference Precision Instruction Example

Entity type: {gt_typel}

TASK: Evaluate PRECISION - using the PREDICTION as the subject, check whether the
GT covers ALL factual content present in the prediction detail_description.
Do not evaluate hallucination as a separate criterion; only score coverage of
prediction facts by the GT.

Compare only appearance_anchor.id_features.detail_description. Ignore
semantic_description, attributes, timestamp, events, shots, and context.

{field_guidance}

Scoring criteria (precision perspective - are prediction facts supported by GT?):

- Count the total number of distinct factual elements in the PREDICTION
description.

- For each prediction fact, check if the GT mentions or supports it.

- A prediction fact is ’not covered’ if the GT does not mention the same factual
content.

- A prediction fact is ’contradicted’ if the GT states the opposite; count it as
not covered.

=== GROUND TRUTH detail_description (reference for verification) === {
detail_description(gt_ref)}

=== PREDICTION detail_description (SUBJECT - all facts here should be verified)
=== {detail_description(pred_ref)}

Score 1-5:
1 = GT covers almost none of the prediction facts (<20%)
2 = GT covers a minority of prediction facts (20-40%)
3 = GT covers roughly half of prediction facts (40-70%)
4 = GT covers most prediction facts (70-90%)
5 = GT covers essentially all prediction facts (>90%)
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Reference Recall field_guidance: Subject Branch

For SUBJECT (PERSON and OBJECT) entities, the detail_description typically
includes:

(for persons) gender, age range, ethnicity, hairstyle, facial features, body build
, clothing, held objects;

(for objects) category, size, shape, material, color, texture, state; and any
other distinguishing visual traits. Each of these factual elements counts as
a separate coverage point.

Reference Recall field_guidance: Scene Branch

For SCENE entities, the detail_description typically includes: location type (
indoor/outdoor, specific venue), spatial layout and dimensions, lighting
conditions (natural/artificial, brightness, color temperature), dominant
colors and textures of surfaces (walls, floor, ceiling), key furniture/
fixtures/objects present in the environment, atmosphere/weather conditions if

outdoor, signage or text visible, and any other distinguishing environmental
traits. Each of these factual elements counts as a separate coverage point.

Reference Recall field_guidance: Other Branch

Focus on all concrete visual/physical attributes mentioned in the
detail_description. Each distinct factual element counts as a separate
coverage point.

Reference Precision field_guidance: Subject Branch

For SUBJECT (PERSON and OBJECT) entities, the detail_description typically
includes:

(for persons) gender, age range, ethnicity, hairstyle, facial features, body build
, clothing, held objects;

(for objects) category, size, shape, material, color, texture, state; and any
other distinguishing visual traits. Each of these factual elements counts as
a separate verification point.

Reference Precision field_guidance: Scene Branch

For SCENE entities, the detail_description typically includes: location type (
indoor/outdoor, specific venue), spatial layout and dimensions, lighting
conditions (natural/artificial, brightness, color temperature), dominant
colors and textures of surfaces (walls, floor, ceiling), key furniture/
fixtures/objects present in the environment, atmosphere/weather conditions if

outdoor, signage or text visible, and any other distinguishing environmental
traits. Each of these factual elements counts as a separate verification
point.

Reference Precision field_guidance: Other Branch

Focus on all concrete visual/physical attributes mentioned in the
detail_description. Each distinct factual element counts as a separate
verification point.

Reference Context Built by _build_ref_context

Reference ID Mapping (Pred — GT): {pred_id} ({detail_description(pred_ref)}) — {
gt_id} ({detail_description(gt_ref)})
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Event Quality Instruction Example

Event type: {gt_typel}
{ref_context}

Compare only content.description. Do not judge dialogue line, speaker field, event
type, time_range, shot placement, or reference ID correctness except as
context for the description.

An event description typically captures: the main action/activity happening, which
entities (persons/objects) are involved and their roles, spatial
relationships between entities, cause-effect or sequential sub-actions,
environmental/audio context relevant to the event, and the outcome or state
change. Each of these factual elements is a separate coverage point.

Scoring approach:

- Identify all distinct factual claims in the GT description.

- Check which are present in the prediction (same meaning, wording differences OK)

- Contradictions (stating the opposite) are worse than omissions.

- Do not evaluate hallucination or extra prediction details; ignore facts outside
the GT checklist.

=== GROUND TRUTH content.description === {gt_content.description}

== PREDICTION content.description === {pred_content.description}

Score 1-5:

1 = Prediction contradicts or entirely misses the core event action/subject
(<20% GT facts covered)

2 = Prediction captures the broad category but misses or contradicts major
factual elements (20-40%)

3 = Prediction captures the main gist but omits or gets wrong several important
details (40-70%)

4 = Prediction covers most GT facts accurately; only minor details are missing

or imprecise (70-90%)
5 = Prediction faithfully covers essentially all GT factual content (>90%)

Subshot Formatting and task_text Inserted by the Code

mark = " [TARGET]" if focus_key and key == focus_key else "" lines.append( f"- id
={key}{mark}; shot={sub.get(’_shot_id?’, ’’)}; " f"time={sub.get(’
sub_shot_time’, [])}: {sub.get(’sub_shot_content’, ’?)}" )

task_text = ( "Task: decide whether the TARGET PREDICTION subshot matches at least
one GT candidate in the context." if direction == "precision" else "Task:
decide whether at least one prediction candidate matches the TARGET GT
subshot." )

Subshot Match Instruction Example

{ref_context}

{task_text} A match should preserve the main entities, visible state, action/pose,
and local scene facts. Use [TARGET] to identify the item being evaluated.
Ignore minor wording differences and slight granularity shifts. Reject
candidates that only share a broad scene, are merely adjacent in time, or
contradict the target’s core subject/action/state. Do not evaluate
hallucination or extra details; this binary decision is only about whether
the target facts are covered by at least one candidate.

== GROUND TRUTH local visual states === {gt_text}
== PREDICTION local visual states === {pred_text}
Output exactly one decision: <match>1</match> if the target has at least one true

counterpart in the opposite context <match>0</match> if no candidate matches,
or the best candidate is only generic/adjacent
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Subshot Quality Instruction Example

{ref_context}

Compare only local visual state text: sub_shot_content. Use ids/times only to
understand which item is the target and nearby context; do not score timing
accuracy here.

{scoring_text}

Scoring approach:

- Identify all distinct factual claims in the TARGET item.

- For each fact, check if the opposite-side context contains it (same meaning,
wording OK).

- Contradictions count as not covered.

- Nearby context items help disambiguate but are not themselves scored.

- Do not evaluate hallucination or extra details outside the target checklist.

=== GROUND TRUTH sub_shot_content context === {gt_text}
=== PREDICTION sub_shot_content context === {pred_text}

Score 1-5:

1 = Target local state is essentially not hit; core subject/action/state is
absent or contradicted (<20% facts covered)

2 = A small fraction of target facts are hit (20-40%), but core subject/action/
state is missing or wrong

3 = Core state is partially hit (40-70%), with important target facts missing or

inaccurate
4 = Most target facts are hit (70-90%); only minor misses or imprecision
5 = Target facts are fully and accurately hit (>90%); at most trivial omissions

Subshot Recall scoring_text Inserted by the Code

Score how well the prediction context covers the TARGET GT subshot facts (RECALL
direction). Judge only the GT local-state facts that should be recovered. Do
not evaluate hallucination or prediction-side extra details; only score
coverage of the target GT facts. A GT target fact that is omitted or
contradicted by the prediction context is not covered.

A sub_shot_content typically describes: which entities are visible (persons/
objects with ref IDs), their current pose/action/gesture/expression, spatial
positions and relationships between entities, interaction with objects or
environment , motion direction/speed, and any transient visual state, for
instance, a lighting change or an object appearing/disappearing. Each of
these factual elements is a separate coverage point.

Subshot Precision scoring_text Inserted by the Code

Score the TARGET PREDICTION subshot against the GT context (PRECISION direction).
Judge only whether the target prediction’s concrete local-state facts are
supported by or accurately hit the GT context. Do not evaluate hallucination
or extra target details separately; only score coverage of the target
prediction facts by the GT context. A target fact that conflicts with, or
fails to match, the GT context is not covered.

A sub_shot_content typically describes: which entities are visible (persons/
objects with ref IDs), their current pose/action/gesture/expression, spatial
positions and relationships between entities, interaction with objects or
environment , motion direction/speed, and any transient visual state, for
instance, a lighting change or an object appearing/disappearing. Each of
these factual elements is a separate verification point.
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Shot Fact Instruction Example

Compare only camera and shot_transfer fields. Do not judge visual_description,
active_events, references_in_shot, event content, or timing.

Camera facts include: shot scale (close-up/medium/wide/extreme), camera angle (
high/low/eye-level/bird’s-eye/dutch), camera movement (pan/tilt/dolly/zoom/
tracking/crane/handheld/static), framing composition (rule-of-thirds/centered
/off-center), depth of field (shallow/deep), focus subject, and any special
techniques (rack focus, whip pan, etc.). Shot_transfer facts include:
transition type (cut/dissolve/fade/wipe/match-cut), transition speed, and any

visual continuity or discontinuity noted.

Scoring approach:

- Identify all distinct camera/transfer facts in the GT.

- Check which are present in the prediction (same meaning, terminology differences
0K) .

- Contradictions are worse than omissions.

- Do not evaluate hallucination or extra prediction details; ignore facts outside
the GT camera/transfer checklist.

=== GROUND TRUTH === camera: {json.dumps(gt_camera, ensure_ascii=False)}
shot_transfer: {gt_transfer}

=== PREDICTION === camera: {json.dumps(pred_camera, ensure_ascii=False)}
shot_transfer: {pred_transfer}

Score 1-5:

1 = Camera and transfer facts are mostly missing or contradicted (<20% GT facts
covered)

2 = Some overlap but major camera/transfer facts are wrong or missing (20-40%)

3 = Partly correct; some key camera/transfer details are missing or inaccurate
(40-70%)

4 = Mostly accurate with only minor omissions or imprecision (70-90%)

5 = Fully consistent with all GT camera and shot_transfer facts (>90%)

45



	Introduction
	Related Work
	OmniCapBench Benchmark
	Data Construction and Native Track Generation
	Evaluation Goals and Task Suite

	Experiments
	Experimental Setup and Metrics
	Benchmarking Omnimodal Model Capabilities
	Auditing the Legacy Evaluation Paradigm

	Conclusion
	Implementation Details
	More Experimental Results
	Limitations and Broader Impact
	Ethical Considerations
	Dataset Licenses and Usage
	Instruction Templates and Prompts

