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Figure 1. Illustration of KeyFrame-Compass. The benchmark spans three application domains (daily capture, product visualization,
and cinematic narrative) and covers both realistic and stylized visual content. Each test case provides an ordered set of keyframes that the
generated video must reproduce at the intended moments.

Abstract

Video generation increasingly relies on keyframe-based
workflows, where creators specify a sequence of ref-
erence images to guide generation. Although recent
models support multi-keyframe conditioning, it remains
unclear whether they can faithfully reproduce the pre-
scribed keyframes while maintaining overall video qual-
ity. We present KeyFrame-Compass, the first comprehen-
sive benchmark for evaluating keyframe-conditioned video
generation. The benchmark contains 386 carefully curated
samples spanning three application domains, two video
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structures, two prompt granularities, two conditioning for-
mats, and four keyframe densities, enabling controlled anal-
ysis under diverse generation settings. We further intro-
duce an automated evaluation framework that jointly mea-
sures keyframe execution and overall video quality. Specif-
ically, we decompose keyframe execution into six comple-
mentary metrics covering presence, fidelity, temporal order-
ing, localization, persistence, and uniqueness, while assess-
ing overall video quality through evidence-grounded MLLM
judgments augmented with specialized perception models.
Experiments on nine representative video generation sys-
tems reveal several fundamental limitations. Current mod-
els exhibit a clear trade-off between faithful keyframe exe-
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cution and natural video synthesis. Their performance fur-
ther degrades as keyframe constraints become denser and
most open-source models also fail to interpret storyboard-
grid inputs as temporally ordered keyframe sequences.

1. Introduction
Video generation increasingly relies on keyframe-based
workflows, where creators first specify key moments as
reference images and then expect the generation model to
transform them into a coherent video [40, 45, 46]. Recent
advances in image generation have made creating such vi-
sual plans easier than ever, shifting the practical bottleneck
from designing keyframes to executing them as complete
videos. Keyframe-conditioned video generation [19, 27]
addresses this downstream task by taking an ordered set of
reference images together with a text prompt as input and
generating a video that faithfully realizes the prescribed vi-
sual plan. Unlike conventional image-conditioned genera-
tion, it must preserve an entire sequence of keyframes, place
each one at the correct time, and maintain coherent motion
between them.

However, existing benchmarks are not designed to eval-
uate this setting. General video generation benchmarks
mainly assess perceptual quality, temporal consistency,
prompt following, and related aspects [9, 16, 22, 33].
Image-conditioned benchmarks instead focus on single-
image preservation, spatiotemporal completion, story visu-
alization, and related tasks [4, 8, 42, 50]. Although these
benchmarks evaluate overall video quality and alignment
with textual or visual conditions, none measures whether
a complete keyframe sequence is reproduced with the cor-
rect appearance, order, and timing. Nor can this problem be
captured by simply adding a single alignment score. Multi-
keyframe-conditioned generation exhibits several distinct
failure modes: keyframes may be omitted, inaccurately re-
produced, misplaced in time, presented in the wrong order,
or connected by implausible transitions. These errors arise
from different underlying abilities, including visual preser-
vation, temporal localization, sequence ordering, and mo-
tion synthesis. A meaningful benchmark should therefore
evaluate each dimension separately rather than collapsing
them into a single aggregate score.

To address this gap, we introduce KeyFrame-Compass,
a diagnostic benchmark for multi-keyframe-conditioned
video generation. Each test case consists of an ordered
set of keyframes and a text prompt, requiring the model
to reproduce the specified visual sequence while generat-
ing coherent transitions between adjacent keyframes. As il-
lustrated in Figure 1, the benchmark uses carefully curated,
high-quality keyframes spanning three application domains:
daily capture, product visualization, and cinematic narra-
tive. It also covers both realistic and stylized visual content.

To systematically examine model performance under vary-
ing levels of difficulty, KeyFrame-Compass contains 386
evaluation cases spanning five controlled factors, as shown
in Figure 2 (left): video structure (one-take vs. multi-shot),
keyframe count (3, 6, 9, or 12), prompt specificity (minimal
vs. segment-specific), conditioning interface (multi-image
list vs. storyboard grid), and application domain.

Beyond covering diverse task settings, KeyFrame-
Compass evaluates generated videos along two complemen-
tary axes: whether the model follows the keyframe plan
and whether it produces a high-quality video. Accord-
ingly, it reports two groups of metrics, as shown in Fig-
ure 2 (right). The keyframe response metrics measure six
aspects of plan execution: presence, fidelity, ordering, tim-
ing, persistence, and uniqueness. The general quality met-
rics combine judgments from multimodal large language
models (MLLMs) [2, 12, 30] with signals from specialized
perception models to assess video quality, spatiotemporal
coherence, attribute consistency, physical plausibility, in-
struction following, and audio–video coordination. This
separation reveals whether a model fails to execute the pre-
scribed keyframes or to synthesize a coherent and plausible
video.

Using this evaluation protocol, we assess representative
video generation systems under both prompt control lev-
els. Videos up to 10s are generated in a single pass, while
longer videos of 10–45s are produced through agent-mode
workflows when available. The results reveal a persistent
trade-off between keyframe fidelity and natural video syn-
thesis. Models that adhere closely to the input keyframes
often connect them with abrupt or implausible transitions,
whereas models that use the keyframes as looser seman-
tic guidance tend to drift from their visual content. No
evaluated system performs best on both axes. Controlla-
bility further deteriorates as the constraints become denser.
Instruction adherence declines with increasing keyframe
count, and explicit camera-motion descriptions rarely yield
genuine one-take continuity. Moreover, reliable multi-
keyframe comprehension remains a major barrier for open-
source systems: even the strongest open-source model trails
the leading proprietary system by 0.153 in overall score.

Our contributions are summarized as follows:

• We introduce KeyFrame-Compass, the first benchmark
dedicated to multi-keyframe-conditioned video genera-
tion, comprising 386 curated test cases with systemati-
cally controlled evaluation factors.

• We decompose keyframe execution into six measurable
metrics covering presence, appearance fidelity, temporal
placement, ordering, persistence, and uniqueness.

• We design an evidence-grounded quality evaluation
framework that combines MLLM judgments with spe-
cialized perception models.

• We provide stratified analyses of representative video
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Figure 2. Overview of KeyFrame-Compass. Benchmark Design: KeyFrame-Compass evaluates keyframe-conditioned video generation
from a text prompt and an ordered set of keyframes, covering diverse domains. Evaluation Framework: Keyframe response is assessed
by a staged matching pipeline that combines MLLM-assisted shot segmentation with pixel-level and semantic matching to locate keyframe
occurrences within exact temporal windows. General video quality is evaluated by specialized perception models and evidence-grounded
MLLM judges. Together, they yield 6 keyframe-response metrics and 4 general quality groups for diagnosing controllability, temporal
alignment, and overall generation quality.

generation systems, revealing systematic performance
patterns and failure modes across benchmark settings.

2. Related Work
2.1. Image-Conditioned Video Generation
Image-conditioned video generation extends text-to-video
models with visual references to preserve subject appear-
ance, scene layout, and composition. While conventional
image-to-video methods mainly animate a single input im-
age, recent approaches increasingly adopt storyboards, pre-
defined keyframes [19, 45], arbitrary frame guidance [40,
46], and interleaved multimodal inputs [27]. These methods
provide stronger control over key event states, shot com-
position, narrative pacing, and cross-shot consistency [48].
However, their evaluations still rely largely on generic video
quality, reference fidelity, transition smoothness, or cross-
shot consistency. They do not provide a unified diagnostic
assessment of whether an externally provided sequence of
keyframes is faithfully realized in the specified order and at
the intended temporal locations.

2.2. Benchmarks for Video Generation
General video generation benchmarks, including
VBench [16], EvalCrafter [22], TC-Bench [9], and
VBench-2.0 [47], primarily evaluate perceptual quality,
prompt following, temporal constraints, compositionality,
and physical plausibility. Recent benchmarks further
extend evaluation to audio-video generation and long-form
synthesis. VABench [15], T2AV-Compass [5], AVGen-
Bench [49], LongAV-Compass [21], and MSVBench [29]

assess audio-video coordination, long-form coherence,
or script-conditioned generation. However, they evaluate
final outputs rather than whether an ordered sequence of
keyframes is faithfully reproduced at the intended temporal
locations with coherent transitions. For image-conditioned
video generation, AIGCBench [8] and UI2V-Bench [42]
mainly evaluate single-image conditioning, while Video-
CanvasBench [4] and ViStoryBench [50] extend evaluation
to arbitrary spatiotemporal completion and story visualiza-
tion. Nevertheless, they remain focused on visual-condition
preservation, visual completion, or coherent image se-
quences rather than ordered keyframe-conditioned video
generation. In contrast, as summarized in Table 1,
KeyFrame-Compass fills this gap by providing a diagnos-
tic benchmark for ordered keyframe-conditioned video
generation, combining keyframe response evaluation with
comprehensive video quality assessment.

3. KeyFrame-Compass
3.1. Benchmark Design
Each sample in KeyFrame-Compass defines a keyframe-
conditioned video generation task in which a model receives
a sequence of keyframe images and a text prompt and gen-
erates a video that realizes the specified visual states in the
intended temporal order. The model must reproduce each
keyframe at its intended location while synthesizing the mo-
tion, transitions, and events between consecutive anchors.

We define the intended keyframe locations according to
the temporal structure of the video. In a multi-shot video,
each keyframe is assigned to a specific shot with one of
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Table 1. Comparisons between KeyFrame-Compass and relative image-conditioned video generation benchmarks. “–” indicates
that the aspect is not reported or not used as an explicit benchmark dimension.

Benchmark #Samples #Metrics Video
Structure

Multi-granular
Prompt Control

Visual Input
Format #Keyframe Keyframe Response

Metrics
Audio-Visual

Metrics

AIGCBench [8] 3928 11 – ✗ Single Image – ✗ ✗

UI2V-Bench [42] ∼500 19 – ✗ Single – ✗ ✗

MuSS [43] 200 14 Multi-shot ✗ Single Image – ✗ ✗

LongAV-Compass [21] 284 29 – ✓ Single Image / Video – ✗ ✓

VideoCanvasBench [4] 2030 9 – ✗
Multi Images /

Video Clips / Patches 1 / 2 / 3 ✗ ✗

CineBench [7] 1000 15 Multi-shot ✗ – – ✗ ✓

ViStoryBench [50] 80 12 Multi-shot ✗ Multi Images – ✗ ✗

MSVBench [29] 20 20 Multi-shot ✗ Multi Images – ✗ ✗

MSAVBench [37] 286 20 Multi-shot ✗ Multi Images – ✗ ✓

KeyFrame-Compass 386 15 Single-shot
/ Multi-shot ✓

Multi Images
/ Storyboard Grid 3 / 6 / 9 / 12 ✓ ✓

three positional roles: first, last, or representative. A first
keyframe appears at the beginning of its assigned shot, a
last keyframe at the end, and a representative keyframe any-
where within the shot. In a one-take video, each keyframe
is assigned a target timestamp along the continuous trajec-
tory. Adjacent keyframes delimit temporal segments, and
the corresponding segment descriptions specify how the
video should evolve between them, including camera mo-
tion, subject evolution, and narrative progression.

To characterize these tasks systematically, each sample
is annotated along five dimensions: input format, prompt
control level, video structure, keyframe count, and applica-
tion domain. These metadata support fine-grained, stratified
evaluation across different generation settings.
Prompt control levels. Each sample includes two prompt
variants. The minimal prompt specifies only the keyframe
order, a brief story synopsis, the target video structure,
and the duration, leaving the model to infer the remain-
ing details from the visual sequence. The segment-specific
prompt additionally specifies the temporal placement, sub-
ject states, camera language, and narrative content of each
shot or inter-keyframe segment. Comparing the two vari-
ants distinguishes generation under weak guidance from in-
struction following under explicit constraints. Prompt tem-
plates are provided in Appendix E.1.
Video structure. We consider two structures that cap-
ture common video production patterns. A one-take sam-
ple places all keyframes within a single continuous shot,
emphasizing motion generation between successive visual
states. A multi-shot sample distributes keyframes across
multiple shots, emphasizing shot transitions, cross-shot
consistency, and event continuity.
Keyframe count. We consider 3, 6, 9, and 12 keyframes.
Fewer keyframes require the model to infer longer transi-
tions, whereas more keyframes impose denser visual con-
straints and leave less freedom for generation.

Input formats. Each keyframe sequence is provided in two
formats. The multi-image list presents the keyframes as an
ordered sequence of individual images, whereas the story-
board grid arranges the same sequence in a single image
for models that accept only one visual input. Both formats
preserve identical content and ordering, enabling controlled
comparison across conditioning interfaces.
Application domain. Samples are grouped into three do-
mains. Daily capture covers everyday activities and natu-
ral state changes. Product visualization focuses on object
demonstrations and usage scenarios. Cinematic narrative
emphasizes story-driven generation involving character in-
teractions and cross-shot continuity.

3.2. Data Construction
Source data. As shown in Figure 3, KeyFrame-Compass
is constructed from two sources of narrative data. The
first consists of stories collected from ViStoryBench[50],
VIST [35], and ROCStories [24]. The second is derived
from selected real videos by generating narrative captions
that describe their visual content. Both sources are con-
verted into structured story summaries, which serve as the
basis for subsequent specification construction.
Specification construction. For each story summary, we
construct a structured scene specification containing the
narrative synopsis, video structure, subject descriptions,
shot definitions, temporal layout, target keyframe positions,
and cinematic annotations. This specification serves as the
unified representation for keyframe generation, prompt con-
struction, and metadata extraction, ensuring consistent sub-
ject identity, scene layout, event ordering, and temporal
alignment throughout each sample.
Keyframe image generation. Each temporal anchor is
translated into image constraints covering subject appear-
ance, action states, spatial layout, and composition. Mul-
tiple candidate keyframes are generated with GPT-Image-
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Figure 3. Data construction of KeyFrame-Compass. Narrative sources are curated and converted into structured story summaries, which
are transformed into scene specifications for keyframe generation and video prompt construction. Candidate samples are then filtered
through multimodal verification, human review, and safety screening to ensure quality, consistency, specification compliance, and safety.

2 [25] and Nano Banana Pro [11], then screened through
multimodal consistency checks and human review to en-
sure visual quality, cross-frame subject consistency, narra-
tive relevance, and compliance with the scene specification.
Video prompt adaptation. The scene specification is
rewritten by Gemini 3.1 Pro [12] into video-oriented
prompts while preserving subject identity, visual states, and
spatial relations. After quality review and safety screening,
each benchmark sample consists of an ordered keyframe set
in two input formats, two prompt variants, and complete
metadata for evaluation.

3.3. Evaluation Metrics
We evaluate generated videos from two complementary per-
spectives. Keyframe response metrics measure whether the
input keyframes are reproduced with correct fidelity, timing,
and temporal structure. General quality metrics assess over-

all video quality, including visual quality, spatiotemporal
coherence, instruction adherence, and audio–visual align-
ment.

General quality metrics are evaluated with a checklist-
based protocol. Given a test case, we use GPT-5.5 [26] to
generate a set of observable items from a metric-specific
checklist prompt (App. E.3), defining the evidence to be
verified. Gemini 3.1 Pro [12] then scores the generated
video against these items following the rubrics in App. E.4.
Where applicable, auxiliary model outputs are either sup-
plied to Gemini 3.1 Pro as additional context or fused with
its score through metric-specific weights, as detailed below.
All scores are normalized to [0, 1].

Keyframe Response Metrics. All keyframe response
metrics rely on the shared matching pipeline illustrated in
Figure 4. Because a generated video may not preserve
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Figure 4. Keyframe matching pipeline of KeyFrame-Compass. Since generated videos may not preserve the assumed one-keyframe-
per-shot structure, we first use Gemini 3.1 Pro to recover the actual shot structure and assign input keyframes to the corresponding generated
segments. Expected temporal windows are then derived for one-to-one, multi-to-one, and unassigned cases. Within each window, candidate
frames are filtered by DINOv3 semantic similarity and PSNR/SSIM pixel fidelity, and the valid candidate with the highest DINOv3
similarity is selected as the canonical match for evaluation.

the assumed one-keyframe-per-shot structure, we first use
Gemini 3.1 Pro to infer its actual shot structure, map each
input keyframe to the corresponding generated segment,
and determine an expected temporal window for each as-
signment case (Appendix E.2). Within this window, we
compare the keyframe against every generated frame using
complementary semantic and pixel-level criteria. Follow-
ing prior work that applies global average pooling to DINO
features for image retrieval and alignment [17], we aver-
age the spatial patch tokens produced by DINOv3 [32], L2-
normalize the resulting descriptor for each keyframe and
video frame, and compute the cosine similarity between
them. We retain a candidate frame only if it meets the se-
mantic threshold (cdino ≥ τd) and at least one pixel-level
threshold (PSNR ≥ τp or SSIM ≥ τs). Among all valid
candidates, we select the frame with the highest DINOv3
similarity as the canonical match. If no candidate satisfies
these criteria, we mark the keyframe as unmatched. Thresh-
olds are calibrated on a held-out, human-annotated valida-
tion set, as detailed in Appendix B.

We organize these metrics into two groups: Keyframe
Fidelity and Keyframe Temporal Organization.

Keyframe Fidelity. This metric group evaluates whether
each input keyframe is reproduced and how faithfully it is
rendered.

• Hit Rate (HR). Hit Rate reports the fraction of input
keyframes for which a valid match exists within the ex-
pected window (Equation 1), where Nhit is the number
of successfully matched keyframes and Nkey is the total
number of input keyframes. This metric captures the ba-

sic failure mode of keyframe omission.

HR =
Nhit

Nkey
. (1)

• Keyframe Similarity (KFS). This metric measures the
reproduction fidelity of the canonical matched frames
identified by the pipeline above. For each matched
pair, we compute a pixel-level similarity from PSNR and
SSIM, normalize it to [0, 1], and combine it with the DI-
NOv3 similarity:

qi = wpix s
pix
i + wdino c

dino
i , i ∈ M,

KFS =
1

Nkf

∑
i∈M

qi,
(2)

where wpix = 0.4, wdino = 0.6, and Nkf is the total
number of input keyframes.
Keyframe Temporal Organization. This metric group

evaluates whether reproduced keyframes respect the in-
tended temporal order, appear at appropriate positions, per-
sist naturally, and remain uniquely placed in the generated
video. All metrics in this group are computed only over
matched keyframes, considering missing responses are al-
ready penalized by Hit Rate.
• Keyframe Position Accuracy (KPA). We distinguish

two temporal roles for matched keyframes. For point-
position keyframes, which are specified either by a shot-
relative position (first or last) in multi-shot videos or by
an explicit timestamp in one-take videos, the score decays
linearly as the matched timestamp tmatch

i deviates from
the target ttargeti , with tolerance ϵi set to the maximum
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distance from the target to either boundary of the expected
window [tstarti , tendi ]. For keyframes with a representa-
tive role, the prompt only specifies the shot or segment
in which the keyframe should appear, without requiring a
specific position within that shot. We apply a binary pres-
ence rule: the score is 1 if the matched timestamp falls
inside the assigned segment or expected window, and 0
otherwise. Let P and R denote the point-position and
representative sets among Nmatch matched keyframes.

pi =

max

(
0, 1− |tmatch

i − ttargeti |
ϵi

)
, i ∈ P,

1
[
tmatch
i ∈ [tstarti , tendi ]

]
, i ∈ R,

KPA =
1

Nmatch

Nmatch∑
i=1

pi.

(3)

• Keyframe Order Consistency (KOC). To assess
whether the reproduced keyframes follow the prescribed
temporal order, we identify the best-matching frame for
each keyframe across the entire video, without apply-
ing temporal window constraints, and compute Kendall’s
τ between the input keyframe order and their matched
timestamps. Only keyframes with at least one valid match
are included. Equation 4 normalizes τ to [0, 1]:

KOC =
τ + 1

2
. (4)

• Persistence Around Keyframe (PAK). This metric de-
tects two temporal failure modes: a keyframe appear-
ing only briefly (flash) and remaining as a near-static
frame for too long (freeze). Within the expected win-
dow, we extract the continuous response interval associ-
ated with each matched keyframe. For a representative
keyframe, we select the contiguous response interval con-
taining the canonical match; for a first or last keyframe,
we select an interval anchored near the beginning or end
of its expected window, respectively. We assign a flash
score qflashi based on response duration and a freeze score
qfreezei based on temporal variation. PAK takes the lower
score for each keyframe, penalizing either failure mode:

PAK =
1

Nmatch

Nmatch∑
i=1

min
(
qflashi , qfreezei

)
. (5)

A high PAK therefore requires the keyframe response to
persist for sufficient time while preserving temporal dy-
namics.

• Response Uniqueness (RU). We measure whether each
keyframe is reproduced in a single coherent temporal
region rather than repeatedly appearing at disconnected
locations. For each keyframe, we collect all matching

frames across the full video and cluster them by tem-
poral proximity. Matches separated by at most g =
max(gfloor, T/Nkf · r) belong to the same cluster, where
T is the video duration, Nkf is the number of keyframes,
and r controls the clustering gap. Let nc denote the num-
ber of matches in cluster c. A single response cluster re-
ceives a score of 1; otherwise, the score is the fraction of
matches contained in the dominant cluster:

ui =

1 if one cluster,
maxc nc∑

c nc
otherwise,

RU =
1

Nresp

Nresp∑
i=1

ui.

(6)

These six metrics jointly diagnose whether keyframes
are present, faithful, correctly ordered, accurately timed,
naturally sustained, and uniquely placed.

General Quality Metrics. General quality metrics are or-
ganized into four dimensions: Video Quality, Spatiotem-
poral Coherence, Instruction Adherence, and Audio-
Visual Coordination. Each dimension comprises several
metrics defined below.

Video Quality. We evaluate video quality from both
static and temporal perspectives, as high-quality individ-
ual frames do not necessarily imply smooth and artifact-free
motion.

• Static Visual Quality. We assess image fidelity along
four axes: clarity and detail preservation, rendering ar-
tifacts (e.g., noise, banding, and aliasing), color and
lighting consistency, and style consistency across frames.
Video-level DOVER [39] and frame-level MUSIQ [18]
scores provide auxiliary evidence.

• Dynamic Visual Quality. Temporal quality is assessed
separately, covering motion discontinuities, stutter and
repeated frames, and temporal flickering. Video-level
DOVER scores provide auxiliary evidence.

Spatiotemporal Coherence. This metric group evaluates
whether the generated video remains coherent over time and
physically plausible within the depicted scene.

• Attribute Consistency. We evaluate whether foreground
entities and backgrounds preserve their visual and se-
mantic attributes throughout the video. For each char-
acter, animal, or prop specified in the evaluation check-
list, SAM 3.1 [23] tracks the entity across the video
and produces temporally aligned masks; backgrounds are
evaluated at the full-frame level. The tool-based score
uses category-specific features: full-frame DINOv3 em-
beddings for backgrounds, masked-crop DINOv3 embed-
dings for animals and props, and specialized appearance
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embeddings for characters. Specifically, realistic charac-
ters are evaluated using ElasticFace [3] for facial identity
and InceptionNeXt [41] for body appearance, while ani-
mated characters use an anime-specialized CLIP model.
Gemini 3.1 Pro complements these features by assessing
semantic attributes such as clothing, color, object state,
and other category-specific details.
For each evaluated category c, the tool-based and seman-
tic scores are equally weighted:

S
(c)
attr = 0.5S

(c)
tool + 0.5S

(c)
Gemini.

The final Attribute Consistency score is averaged across
all evaluated categories.

• Spatial Orientation Consistency. Subjects should pre-
serve consistent spatial positions and relations after cam-
era motion is accounted for. Following MSVBench [29],
we convert MonST3R [44] frame-wise 6-DoF camera tra-
jectories into semantic camera-motion descriptors, such
as “tilt up”. These descriptors are provided to Gemini 3.1
Pro as auxiliary context, which allows the assessment to
distinguish true subject position drift from apparent dis-
placement caused by camera motion.

• Physical Rationality. This metric evaluates whether the
generated video follows basic physical and commonsense
constraints. Gemini 3.1 Pro scores the video along five di-
mensions: interaction plausibility, including contact, oc-
clusion, grasping, and collision; anatomical consistency
for biological subjects; structural stability; gravity and
material behavior; and scene-level common sense. The
final Physical Rationality score is computed as the aver-
age of the five dimension scores.
Instruction Adherence. To evaluate models’ compliance

with input instructions, we devise two separate metrics tar-
geting the video modality and audio modality respectively.
• Video Modality Adherence. This metric is evaluated un-

der both prompt modes and measures how closely the
generated video follows the structured directives. We
group the evaluation criteria into four categories: (1)
camera execution, which assesses whether the realized
shot scale and camera movement match the detailed cam-
era instructions. MonST3R-derived semantic motion de-
scriptors are provided to Gemini 3.1 Pro as auxiliary
context to determine whether the realized camera behav-
ior matches the requested specification.; (2) shot struc-
ture, which checks whether the output follows the re-
quested multi-shot or one-take format; (3) narrative pac-
ing, which evaluates whether the timing and emphasis
of the video reflect the intended focus of the story; and
(4) subject–scene alignment, which verifies that each re-
quired subject appears in the correct scene. The exact
evaluation scope and decision boundaries are defined sep-
arately for each mode; detailed definitions are provided in
the Appendix E.3.

• Audio Modality Adherence. This metric applies to
segment-specific prompts with explicit audio require-
ments. It evaluates whether the generated audio matches
the requested sound content, style, and emotional tone
and whether audio events synchronize with the corre-
sponding visual events.
Gemini 3.1 Pro provides the checklist-based
score Saudio

Gemini. As an auxiliary signal, we compute
the CLAP audio–text similarity between the generated
audio A and the audio requirement text Taudio:

Caudio

CLAP = cos(Ea(A), Et(Taudio)) , (7)

where Ea and Et are the CLAP audio and text encoders,
respectively.
Since CLAP measures global audio–text alignment but
cannot verify event timing or lip synchronization, the fi-
nal score combines the Gemini score with the normalized
CLAP signal:

Saudio = λaudioS
audio

Gemini + (1− λaudio)C̃
audio

Gemini, (8)

where λaudio is the predefined fusion weight.
Audio-Visual Coordination. For samples with audio

requirements, we additionally evaluate audio-visual agree-
ment independent of prompt adherence. We report all
cosine-based audio–visual scores using the normalized co-
sine similarity s(x, y) = 1

2 (cos(x, y) + 1) ∈ [0, 1], where
higher is better.
• ImageBind Similarity. We measure global audio–visual

semantic consistency in the ImageBind [10] embedding
space:

IBav = s(Poolt Ev(vt), Ea(A)) , (9)

where A is the generated audio, vt is the t-th sampled
video frame, and Ea, Ev are the ImageBind audio and
visual encoders.

• JavisScore. Following JavisDiT [20], we measure
window-level audio–visual synchrony by averaging the
least aligned frames in each temporal window:

JavisScore =
1

M

M∑
i=1

1

|Bi|
∑
j∈Bi

s(Ev(vi,j), Ea(ai)) ,

(10)
where ai is the audio segment in the i-th window, vi,j is
the corresponding j-th video frame, and Bi contains the
lowest-scoring 40% frames in that window.

3.4. Statistics
The final benchmark comprises 386 test cases spanning
three video structure-duration settings and three application
domains, as summarized in Table 2. Specifically, it covers
one-take videos of 5–10s, short multi-shot videos of 5–10s,
and long multi-shot videos of 10–45s. Figure 5 further
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(c) Character count distribution per 
story.

(b) Keyframe count distribution across 
single-shot and multi-shot samples.

(a) Word cloud  of Scene-type 
distribution.

(d) Distribution of non-static 
camera motion types and shot scales.

Figure 5. Dataset statistics of KeyFrame-Compass. From left to right: the scene- type word cloud, the distribution of characters per story,
the distribution of keyframe counts across one-take and multi-shot samples, and the co-occurrence patterns between camera motions and
shot scales. These statistics summarize the diversity of story structure, scene semantics, and camera-control requirements in the benchmark.

Table 2. Distribution of samples in KeyFrame-Compass across
video structure, target duration, and application domain.

Video Setting Application Domain Total

Structure Duration Daily Product Cinematic Cases

One-Take 5–10 s 14 4 43 61
Multi-Shot 5–10 s 110 32 24 166
Multi-Shot 10–45 s 66 17 76 159

Total 190 53 143 386

presents the detailed composition of KeyFrame-Compass.
On average, each story contains 3.73 unique characters,
with most stories involving three to 5 characters. The
benchmark includes 75, 112, 110, and 89 samples with 3,
6, 9, and 12 keyframes, respectively. Scene annotations are
dominated by action, establishing, interaction, and payoff,
which together account for 67.2% of all scene labels. We
further analyze shot-level camera-language annotations af-
ter excluding static-camera cases to better characterize the
diversity of intentional camera control. Among the 730 an-
notated motion–scale pairs, truck/track, follow shot, pan,
and push-in are the most common camera motions, while
medium, full, and wide are the predominant shot scales.

4. Experiment
4.1. Experimental Settings
Evaluated Models. We evaluate 9 representative state-
of-the-art video generation models on KeyFrame-Compass,
assessing their ability to reproduce the input keyframes at
the intended temporal positions while maintaining over-
all video quality. Evaluation is performed separately
by target duration. For videos of 10s or shorter, we
evaluate 4 proprietary models, Gemini-Omni-Flash [13],
Kling-3.0-Omni [34], Seedance 2.0 [28], and Wan2.7-
I2V [1], together with 5 open-source models, daVinci-
MagiHuman-1080p-I2V [31], HunyuanVideo1.5-I2V [38],
LTX-2.3 [14], SkyReels-V2-I2V [6], and Wan2.2-I2V-
A14B [36]. All models are evaluated in a single-pass set-

ting. For longer videos, we evaluate only Kling-3.0-Omni
and Seedance 2.0 using their agent-mode workflows, which
generate the final video through multiple sequential passes,
since the remaining models do not support long-form gen-
eration in our evaluation setup.

Implementation Details. Within each duration split, all
eligible models are evaluated on the same test cases under
both prompt variants. The input format is adapted to each
model’s visual conditioning interface: multi-image mod-
els receive a multi-image list, while single-image models
receive a storyboard grid. We follow each model’s of-
ficial or recommended inference settings whenever avail-
able. All models generate videos at 720P except daVinci-
MagiHuman-1080p-I2V, which outputs 1080P. The aspect
ratio is determined from the input keyframes and adjusted
to the closest ratio supported by each model.

Evaluation Protocol. All generated videos are evaluated
using the unified pipeline described in Section 3.3, with re-
sults reported separately for the two prompt variants. Since
minimal prompts do not specify temporal positions or audio
requirements, Keyframe Position Accuracy (KPA) and Au-
dio Modality Adherence (AMA) are reported only for the
segment-specific prompt.

4.2. Main Results
On the common set of 115 samples used for the joint audio–
video leaderboard (Table 3), Seedance 2.0 ranks first with
an Overall score of 0.807, exceeding Gemini-Omni-Flash
by 0.063. Its advantage comes from balanced performance:
it ranks first in Spatiotemporal Coherence and Instruction
Adherence and second in the other four dimensions. By
contrast, LTX-2.3 ranks first in Keyframe Fidelity (0.855)
and Temporal Organization (0.899) but only fourth overall
(0.659), owing to lower General Video Quality. Gemini-
Omni-Flash exhibits the reverse profile, leading in Video
Quality (0.861) and AV Coordination (0.640) despite a
Keyframe Fidelity score of 0.483. Thus, ranking models
by keyframe fidelity alone would favor LTX-2.3, ranking
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Table 3. Short-video leaderboard of joint audio-video generation models on KeyFrame-Compass. Scores are based on 115 base
samples evaluated by all six models in both prompt modes. Dimension scores are averaged across modes; Keyframe Fidelity and Temporal
Organization are multiplied before group averaging within each mode, and Overall averages the two mode-level scores. Best and second-
best results are bolded and underlined, respectively.

Rank Model Keyframe
Fidelity

Temporal
Organization

Video
Quality

Spatiotemporal
Coherence

Instruction
Adherence

AV
Coordination Overall

1 Seedance 2.0 0.807 0.859 0.850 0.935 0.931 0.626 0.807
2 Gemini-Omni-Flash 0.483 0.807 0.861 0.905 0.923 0.640 0.744
3 Kling-3.0-Omni 0.665 0.805 0.813 0.876 0.871 0.598 0.738
4 LTX-2.3 0.855 0.899 0.557 0.680 0.721 0.570 0.659
5 Wan2.7-I2V 0.490 0.667 0.734 0.781 0.706 0.593 0.628
6 daVinci-MagiHuman-1080p-I2V 0.295 0.627 0.212 0.292 0.152 0.577 0.284

them by video quality would favor Gemini-Omni-Flash,
whereas the joint evaluation favors Seedance 2.0. These
rank reversals demonstrate that input preservation, tempo-
ral organization, and general generation quality are non-
interchangeable capabilities.

For aggregation, KPA and RU form one component
within Keyframe Temporal Organization: KPA × RU un-
der segment-specific prompts and RU alone under minimal
prompts, where KPA is undefined. This component is aver-
aged with the remaining metrics in the group. Within each
prompt mode, Keyframe Fidelity and Keyframe Temporal
Organization are multiplied into a joint keyframe-control
contribution before being averaged with the other applica-
ble metric groups. The final Overall score averages the two
mode-level scores.

Table 4 presents the full segment-specific and minimal
prompt results, grouped by video duration. To ensure fair
comparison among proprietary models, short-video scores
are aggregated over the sample intersection common to
all proprietary systems; open-source models are scored on
their full eligible sets. We separate the short and long
splits because they test fundamentally different generation
regimes: single-pass output versus agent-mode multi-pass
workflows.

4.3. Analysis and Insights
Strong Keyframe Execution Highlights Transition Syn-
thesis as the Remaining Bottleneck. LTX-2.3 achieves
the strongest overall performance among the evaluated
open-source models and, notably, the highest keyframe re-
sponse scores among all evaluated systems. It reproduces
the prescribed keyframes with high fidelity and in the in-
tended temporal order while maintaining competitive over-
all video quality. However, the gap between its strong
keyframe adherence and its less consistent temporal dynam-
ics indicates that the model’s principal remaining limita-
tion lies in synthesizing plausible transitions between these
visual anchors. Although most transitions remain coher-
ent, cases involving large changes in scene content, camera

viewpoint, or shot scale can produce abrupt, slideshow-like
changes, as shown in Figure 6 (a). Similarly, rapid sub-
ject motion may lead to melting, dissolving, or fluid-like
artifacts in intermediate frames, as illustrated in Figure 6
(b). These qualitative failure modes are consistent with its
comparatively weaker minimal-mode DVQ (0.453) and PR
(0.417) results, particularly relative to its keyframe response
performance. Taken together, the qualitative and quantita-
tive evidence suggests that further improvements to LTX-
2.3 should focus less on reproducing the specified visual
states and more on constructing temporally coherent and
physically plausible trajectories between them. This dis-
tinction also illustrates the diagnostic value of our evalua-
tion framework, which separates successful keyframe real-
ization from the quality of the intervening dynamics.

Semantic compliance does not imply visual grounding
to the input. A model may satisfy nearly all shot-level
instructions while retaining only limited visual correspon-
dence to the provided keyframes. Gemini-Omni-Flash pro-
vides the clearest example: with segment-specific prompt-
ing, it ranks among the top models on VMA, yet its KFS
remains relatively low. As detailed in App. A.1, the model
often re-stages each shot instead of directly continuing the
visual content of the input frames. Its outputs retain the
high-level cinematic and semantic attributes specified by
the prompt and suggested by the keyframe, including shot
scale, camera framing, lighting, and subject action. How-
ever, scene layout, character appearance, and individual ob-
jects may be reconstructed from scratch and thus no longer
closely resemble their input counterparts. This behavior re-
veals a characteristic preference: Gemini-Omni-Flash ap-
pears to use keyframes mainly as semantic references for
shot content rather than strict visual anchors to reproduce in
the final video. Seedance 2.0 shows the opposite preference,
using keyframes as stronger appearance anchors. It closely
follows both fine-grained instructions and input imagery,
but such strict anchoring can limit context-appropriate re-
finement or completion of the supplied content, occasion-
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Table 4. Per-metric results on KeyFrame-Compass, grouped by video duration. Each subtable reports segment-specific and minimal
prompts as separate row blocks; KPA and AMA are not applicable to minimal prompts. Aud. indicates whether generated audio is
available, and audio-only metrics are not applicable to silent models. Colored cells indicate the first, second, third, and fourth
performance within each short-video prompt mode, respectively; bold indicates the better long-video result.

(a) Short-video results. This split contains samples of 10 seconds or shorter, for which every evaluated model produces a single-pass output.

Model Aud. Keyframe-specific metrics General quality metrics

Fidelity Temporal Organization Video Quality Spatiotemporal
Coherence Instruction AV coord.

HR KFS KOC PAK RU KPA SVQ DVQ AC SOC PR VMA AMA IB Jav.

Segment-specific prompt

Proprietary models

Seedance 2.0 Yes 0.961 0.652 0.984 0.730 0.953 0.717 0.862 0.844 0.967 0.940 0.919 0.907 0.884 0.656 0.595
Gemini-Omni-Flash Yes 0.623 0.371 0.901 0.798 0.922 0.587 0.864 0.861 0.940 0.914 0.869 0.907 0.855 0.671 0.613
Kling-3.0-Omni Yes 0.778 0.587 0.959 0.642 0.953 0.659 0.827 0.800 0.943 0.883 0.839 0.782 0.855 0.621 0.569
Wan2.7-I2V Yes 0.614 0.368 0.748 0.670 0.952 0.376 0.778 0.688 0.926 0.723 0.629 0.523 0.746 0.624 0.567

Open-source models

LTX-2.3 Yes 0.967 0.735 0.985 0.891 0.904 0.873 0.665 0.518 0.879 0.698 0.515 0.637 0.633 0.595 0.551
Wan2.2-I2V-A14B No 0.191 0.277 0.494 0.890 0.884 0.503 0.693 0.597 0.790 0.351 0.274 0.092 – – –
SkyReels-V2-I2V No 0.272 0.368 0.475 0.708 0.944 0.596 0.406 0.374 0.635 0.156 0.160 0.102 – – –
daVinci-MagiHuman-1080p-I2V Yes 0.270 0.333 0.477 0.726 0.888 0.561 0.201 0.218 0.576 0.088 0.029 0.086 0.511 0.599 0.566
HunyuanVideo 1.5-I2V No 0.232 0.285 0.559 0.621 0.950 0.398 0.466 0.369 0.699 0.121 0.102 0.104 – – –

Minimal prompt

Proprietary models

Seedance 2.0 Yes 0.967 0.652 0.970 0.833 0.958 – 0.850 0.835 0.963 0.938 0.882 0.970 – 0.654 0.598
Gemini-Omni-Flash Yes 0.601 0.353 0.913 0.778 0.922 – 0.865 0.857 0.942 0.896 0.856 0.967 – 0.666 0.611
Kling-3.0-Omni Yes 0.754 0.572 0.959 0.702 0.957 – 0.811 0.802 0.948 0.877 0.797 0.925 – 0.625 0.573
Wan2.7-I2V Yes 0.606 0.362 0.751 0.494 0.937 – 0.750 0.716 0.917 0.814 0.680 0.783 – 0.618 0.565

Open-source models

LTX-2.3 Yes 0.979 0.750 0.996 0.882 0.883 – 0.569 0.453 0.834 0.620 0.417 0.801 – 0.581 0.542
Wan2.2-I2V-A14B No 0.190 0.282 0.519 0.808 0.885 – 0.765 0.602 0.864 0.332 0.350 0.003 – – –
SkyReels-V2-I2V No 0.264 0.447 0.510 0.676 0.924 – 0.566 0.445 0.826 0.339 0.381 0.010 – – –
daVinci-MagiHuman-1080p-I2V Yes 0.273 0.363 0.536 0.564 0.972 – 0.215 0.227 0.754 0.176 0.106 0.008 – 0.584 0.560
HunyuanVideo 1.5-I2V No 0.193 0.285 0.513 0.635 0.948 – 0.468 0.353 0.768 0.069 0.084 0.001 – – –

(b) Long-video results. This split contains samples longer than 10 seconds and is evaluated only with agent-mode generation workflows for Kling-3.0-Omni
and Seedance 2.0.

Model Aud. Keyframe-specific metrics General quality metrics

Fidelity Temporal Organization Video Quality Spatiotemporal
Coherence Instruction AV coord.

HR KFS KOC PAK RU KPA SVQ DVQ AC SOC PR VMA AMA IB Jav.

Segment-specific prompt

Seedance 2.0 (agent) Yes 0.741 0.472 0.942 0.781 0.926 0.718 0.785 0.808 0.941 0.778 0.732 0.735 0.811 0.653 0.597
Kling-3.0-Omni (agent) Yes 0.876 0.707 0.929 0.771 0.836 0.602 0.794 0.789 0.935 0.826 0.730 0.735 0.491 0.634 0.582

Minimal prompt

Seedance 2.0 (agent) Yes 0.687 0.440 0.859 0.801 0.895 – 0.745 0.714 0.929 0.791 0.630 0.886 – 0.655 0.594
Kling-3.0-Omni (agent) Yes 0.551 0.344 0.880 0.710 0.930 – 0.725 0.755 0.915 0.730 0.617 0.899 – 0.638 0.576

ally producing less natural transitions between adjacent seg-
ments. Kling-3.0-Omni falls between these extremes, pre-
serving moderate keyframe similarity while maintaining

comparatively coherent narrative flow. The preferable be-
havior ultimately depends on how strongly an application
requires generated content to remain visually bound to its
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(a) Slide-like Transitions (c) Static Grid-like Outputs 

(b) Implausible Morphing (d) Irrelevant Visual Artifacts

Figure 6. Representative failure modes of open-source models. (a) Slide-like transitions and (b) implausible morphing: LTX-2.3 re-
produces the input keyframes faithfully but connects them with abrupt cuts or physically implausible dissolves instead of natural motion.
(c) Static grid-like outputs: the storyboard grid is reproduced as a whole rather than decomposed into temporally ordered shots. (d) Irrele-
vant visual artifacts: content unrelated to the intended shot intrudes into generated frames.

inputs, a constraint the text prompt alone may not fully
specify.

Instruction adherence declines as the density of visual
constraints increases. The results show a consistent neg-
ative association between constraint density and instruc-
tion adherence. For all four proprietary models, VMA is
lower under segment-specific prompts than under minimal
prompts (Tables 4), with absolute decreases ranging from
0.060 to 0.260. The same pattern is observed within the
segment-specific setting as the number of keyframes in-
creases. As shown in Table 5, the instruction-adherence
score decreases from 0.849 for 3 keyframes to 0.818 for 6
keyframes and 0.756 for the merged 9&12 keyframe group.
This decline is driven primarily by VMA, whereas AMA re-
mains nearly unchanged across the three groups. Taken to-

gether, these comparisons indicate that the observed degra-
dation is concentrated in visual and temporal control rather
than audio adherence. Within a short video, increasing the
number of keyframes shortens the intervals between an-
chors and imposes additional segment-level requirements
on camera motion, framing, and temporal placement, while
AMA remains stable.

Table 5. Instruction-adherence scores by keyframe count under
segment-specific prompts. Instruction averages VMA and AMA;
the 9&12 row merges the two densest keyframe groups.

Keyframes Instruction VMA AMA

3 0.849 0.861 0.837
6 0.818 0.799 0.837
9&12 0.756 0.682 0.830
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Open-source models have not acquired storyboard-grid
comprehension. The gap between proprietary and open-
source models on KeyFrame-Compass reflects a more fun-
damental difference in their input comprehension. Apart
from LTX-2.3, which accepts multi-image conditioning and
whose failure modes are analyzed above, the remaining
open-source models (daVinci, HunyuanVideo, SkyReels,
and Wan2.2-I2V) receive the keyframes as a storyboard grid
and fail before generation even begins. Their Hit Rates stay
below 0.28, and their outputs often reproduce the grid as a
whole in a near-static video (Figure 6c), which suggests that
these models have not learned to decompose a grid image
into temporally ordered visual conditions. The models also
mishandle the conditioning inputs in subtler ways. Gener-
ated frames are contaminated by visual artifacts unrelated to
the intended shot, such as pasted fragments(Figure 6d), and
on the audio side, daVinci sometimes reads the prompt text
aloud as dialogue or applies the audio requirements of one
shot to another. None of these comprehension failures ap-
pears in proprietary systems, which points to a gap in train-
ing data rather than in model capacity.

Table 6. Descriptive model-level rank alignment between hu-
man win rates and automatic general-quality scores (n = 5
models). Exact p-values are computed by two-sided tests over
all 5! model-label permutations, using average ranks for any tied
model-level scores.

Dimension ρs Exact p

Video Quality 0.90 0.083
Spatiotemporal Coherence 0.80 0.133
Instruction Adherence 1.00 0.017
AV Coordination 0.70 0.233

Overall 0.90 0.083

4.4. Human Alignment
We evaluate human alignment on 60 segment-level cases,
stratified by video structure, keyframe count, and content
domain, using five models spanning the observed perfor-
mance range: Seedance 2.0, Gemini-Omni-Flash, Kling-
3.0-Omni, Wan2.7-I2V, and LTX-2.3. For each evaluation
dimension, we evaluate all

(
5
2

)
= 10 model pairs on each

of the 60 cases, yielding 600 pairwise comparisons. Each
comparison is judged by three of 12 experts under blinded
and randomized presentation. Human win rates use all judg-
ments, with ties counting as half a win, and automatic scores
are computed over the same cases. Human–automatic
agreement includes only comparisons with a decisive A/B
majority; majority-Tie and one-A/one-B/one-Tie outcomes
remain in the win-rate calculation but are excluded from
the agreement denominator. We report decisive-item cover-
age and 95% case-clustered bootstrap confidence intervals
in App. Table 8. As a model-level summary, Spearman’s ρs
between human and automatic rankings ranges from 0.70 to

1.00 (Table 6). Full protocol details are provided in App. D.

5. Conclusion
We introduce KeyFrame-Compass, a comprehensive bench-
mark for keyframe-conditioned video generation. The
benchmark comprises 386 samples spanning four keyframe
densities, two video structures, two prompt settings, two in-
put formats, and three application domains, enabling sys-
tematic evaluation across diverse generation scenarios. The
evaluation framework combines keyframe response metrics,
which assess whether each input keyframe is reproduced at
the intended temporal position and duration, with general
quality metrics that evaluate overall video quality through a
fully automated pipeline integrating vision-language model
judges and specialized perception models. Experimental re-
sults show that, although current models can faithfully re-
produce individual keyframes under favorable conditions,
they remain limited in following fine-grained instructions
under dense keyframe constraints, generating coherent tran-
sitions between keyframes, decomposing storyboard-grid
inputs (particularly in open-source models), and producing
one-take videos. We hope KeyFrame-Compass serves as
a standardized benchmark for diagnosing these limitations
and facilitates future progress in keyframe-conditioned
video generation.
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KeyFrame-Compass: Towards Comprehensive Evaluation of
Keyframe-Conditioned Video Generation

Supplementary Material

A. Case Study

We present representative generated video results from both
open-source and proprietary models, which can reflect their
output quality and generation preferences. All examples
should be read in row-major order.

A.1. Performance of Proprietary Models

We present two examples for each prompt-control setting,
with minimal-prompt cases shown in Fig. 7 and Fig. 8, and
segment-specific-prompt cases shown in Fig. 9 and Fig. 10.
Overall, proprietary models achieve strong qualitative per-
formance, but they exhibit different generation preferences.
Gemini-Omni-Flash does not always faithfully reproduce
the input keyframes, yet it produces coherent and fluent
videos with complete story progression and good instruc-
tion alignment. Seedance 2.0 shows the highest fidelity to
the input keyframes, preserving visual details and temporal
anchors more accurately. Kling-3.0-Omni provides a more
balanced behavior between these two tendencies, maintain-
ing relatively stable quality while preserving both keyframe
correspondence and narrative coherence. Since Wan 2.7
only supports single-image storyboard-grid input, its out-
put resolution and aspect ratio differ from those of the other
models. Nevertheless, its results show that the model can
generally interpret the storyboard grid correctly and orga-
nize the visual cues into a complete story.

A.2. Performance of Open-Source Models

For each prompt-control setting, we also present two ex-
amples: minimal-prompt cases are shown in Fig. 11 and
Fig. 12, while segment-specific-prompt cases are shown in
Fig. 13 and Fig. 14. Among the open-source models, LTX
2.3 achieves the strongest overall performance, as it can re-
cover and reproduce most input keyframes from the sto-
ryboard grid. However, its transitions between keyframes
remain rigid, often appearing as hard cuts or slide-like
changes rather than continuous video motion. In contrast,
the other open-source models generally struggle to parse
the storyboard grid into distinct keyframes, leading to static
collage-like outputs instead of temporally coherent videos.

B. Calibration and Computation of Keyframe
Similarity

For each input keyframe i, we select the response frame
with the highest cosine similarity between L2-normalized

DINOv3 features:

j⋆i = argmax
j

f̂⊤i ĝj ,

cdinoi = f̂⊤i ĝj⋆i
,

(11)

where f̂i and ĝj are the normalized DINOv3 features of
keyframe i and response frame j, respectively.

We calibrate the semantic matching threshold on a
held-out validation set of 50 samples spanning both
prompt modes and the four short-video proprietary mod-
els. For each validation keyframe, we take the top-ranked
keyframe–response pair obtained by Eq. (11) and label it as
matched or unmatched under a relaxed semantic-match cri-
terion requiring at least one salient subject, object, or event
participant to be shared. This yields 1,030 inspectable pairs;
after excluding three uncertain cases, 1,027 binary labels
are used for threshold selection. We sweep the observed
DINOv3 similarities and select the threshold closest to the
equal-error operating point:

γ⋆ = argmin
t∈T

|FPR(t)− FNR(t)| , (12)

where T is the set of candidate thresholds. This procedure
gives an equal-error operating point of γ = 0.7837, with
an FPR of 5.3% and an FNR of 5.4%. For all benchmark
runs, we use the rounded and slightly more conservative op-
erating threshold γ⋆ = 0.80; at this deployed threshold, the
validation FPR remains 5.3% and the FNR is 6.4%. The
threshold is fixed before test evaluation.

The matched-keyframe set is

M =
{
i
∣∣ cdinoi > γ⋆

}
. (13)

For each matched keyframe, we compute PSNR and
SSIM against its selected response frame. We empirically
set the lower normalization anchors to τp = 12.0 dB and
τs = 0.65. We use 50 dB as the practical PSNR saturation
value and 1.0 as the SSIM saturation value. The pixel-level
similarity is

spixi = max

{
clip[0,1]

(
PSNRi − 12

50− 12

)
,

clip[0,1]

(
SSIMi − 0.65

1− 0.65

)}
,

(14)

where
clip[0,1](x) = min{1,max{0, x}}. (15)
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Minimal 

Video Type: Multi-shot video    Target duration: 9 seconds.

...

Story Summary: A hardworking domestic donkey is mocked by a carefree wild donkey for its life of servitude. The wild donkey boasts of its freedom, but is then suddenly attacked and eaten by a lion, which leaves the protected 
domestic donkey unharmed. The fable contrasts the perceived hardship of servitude with the hidden dangers of unchecked freedom. 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Figure 7. An example of a fable under minimal prompt. All models consistently preserve the visual style and closely follow the intended
story progression specified by the input. Notably, Seedance 2.0 further enriches the sequence by introducing close-up shots of the lionâĂŹs
attack from multiple viewpoints, resulting in a more dynamic and cinematic presentation.

These parameters only define the scale of the continuous
pixel score; they do not determine whether a pair is seman-
tically matched.

For each matched keyframe, we combine the pixel and
semantic similarities as

qi = 0.4 spixi + 0.6 cdinoi , i ∈ M,

KFS =
1

Nkf

∑
i∈M

qi,
(16)

where Nkf is the total number of input keyframes. Un-

matched keyframes are excluded from the sum but remain
in the denominator, and therefore contribute zero to the final
score.

We further evaluate the sensitivity of KFS to the em-
pirically selected pixel-score parameters. For this analy-
sis, we use the subset with complete KFS artifacts for all
four short-video proprietary models, containing 52 minimal
and 57 specific prompt-mode samples, 436 model outputs,
and 2,892 input keyframes. We vary τp ∈ {10, 12, 14}dB,
τs ∈ {0.60, 0.65, 0.70}, and the PSNR saturation value in
{40, 50, 60} dB, while keeping the semantic matches, DI-
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Minimal Video Type: Multi-shot video

Target duration: 10 seconds.



Visual Style:

Use a realistic live-action visual style.



Input Keyframes:

The uploaded multi-image list defines the video timeline. Treat image1 (K1) as the 
starting keyframe, image6 (K6) as the ending keyframe, and image2 (K2) through 
image5 (K5) as required intermediate visual states. Generate one continuous video that 
progresses through K1 → K2 → K3 → K4 → K5 → K6, matching each input image at 
its corresponding keyframe and filling only the natural motion, state changes, and 
transitions between neighboring keyframes.



Story Summary:

A man opens a cardboard box in his kitchen to find a miniature replica of his own 
reality inside, only to realize a giant finger from above is pointing at him, revealing he is 
also trapped in a box.



Generation Goal:

Generate a coherent video that follows the keyframe order, filling in natural motion, 
state changes, and transitions between frames.
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Figure 8. An example of a cinematic story under minimal prompt. The outputs of all models generally reproduce the shot composition and
camera staging specified by the input keyframes.

NOv3 threshold, SSIM saturation value, and fusion weights
fixed. Across these settings, the mean KFS changes by at
most 0.0244, and the minimum Spearman rank correlation
with the default setting is 0.997, showing that KFS is stable
within the tested ranges.

C. MLLM Judge Sampling and Stability

Frame sampling. For all MLLM-judged metrics, each
generated video is uniformly sampled at 8 frames per sec-
ond (FPS), with the sampled frames provided to the judge
in chronological order. This rate retains short-lived motion
changes and visual defects while keeping the input length
manageable. To examine sensitivity to temporal sampling,
we repeat the evaluation at 4 and 2 FPS on the same videos
while keeping the judge model, prompt, and scoring proce-
dure fixed. The resulting metric scores vary only slightly

across sampling rates, without changing the overall conclu-
sions. We therefore adopt 8 FPS for all reported results.

Repeated-run stability. MLLM judgments may exhibit
minor variation across repeated inference calls. We there-
fore run the MLLM-based evaluation five times at 8 FPS on
the 115-sample common set used by the six-model short-
video leaderboard, using identical video inputs, prompts,
and judge configurations. Within each model and prompt
mode, we first average each metric over valid samples and
then compute Visual Quality as the mean of SVQ and DVQ,
Spatiotemporal Coherence as the mean of AC, SOC, and
PR, and Instruction Adherence as the mean of the applica-
ble VMA and AMA scores; AMA is omitted under minimal
prompts. Table 7 reports the macro-average of each group
across the six models and two prompt modes. The low stan-
dard deviations show that the aggregated scores are stable
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Specific Video Type: Multi-shot

Total Duration: 9s

Visual Style: Use a realistic live-action visual style.

Global Audio: Lighthearted, slightly dramatic orchestral BGM that builds up to a 
comedic climax, accompanied by ambient indoor room tone and exaggerated foley for 
the chopstick stabbing.

Story Summary:

A young man struggles to eat Chinese takeout with chopsticks, gets frustrated, and 
ultimately solves the problem by stabbing the noodles and eating them like a skewer.



Subject Setup:

- Young Man (The main character struggling with his meal.): A young man in his 20s 
with short messy brown hair, wearing a solid blue hoodie...



[Shot 1 | S1 | 0-1.5s]

[Establishing]

Keyframe: image1 (K1)

Keyframe Position in Shot: first 

Camera Movement: Static, medium.

Description: The young man prepares for his meal by unpacking his dinner at a small 
wooden dining table. He stands over a classic white Chinese takeout box and a crumpled 
brown paper bag, setting up his food with a look of eager anticipation on his face under 
the warm overhead light.

Characters: Young Man, Takeout Box

Sound: As global audio.

Atmosphere: Warm, anticipatory, and cozy with soft indoor lighting casting gentle

.... 
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Figure 9. An example of a cinematic story under segment-specific prompt.

across independent judge invocations.

D. Human Alignment Protocol

Evaluation protocol. We use 60 segment-specific test
cases for which all five evaluated models have complete
video outputs and automatic metric results. The final sub-
set contains 10 one-take and 50 multi-shot cases, with 20,
20, 10, and 10 cases containing 3, 6, 9, and 12 keyframes,
respectively. For each case, all

(
5
2

)
= 10 unordered

model pairs are constructed, yielding 600 unique compar-
ison items. Each item is rated independently by three anno-
tators drawn from a pool of twelve domain experts. Anno-
tators are shown the input keyframes, the segment-specific
prompt, and two generated videos in randomized left–right
order, with model identities and automatic scores hidden.
For each dimension, they choose Video A, Video B, or Tie.

Human rubric. The human rubric follows the same ob-
servable scopes as the automatic metrics in Sec. 3.3 and the
grouped-judge rubrics in App. E.4. Video Quality com-
bines the Static and Dynamic Visual Quality criteria, in-
cluding clarity, rendering artifacts, color and style stability,
discontinuity, repetition, implausible morphing, and flicker.
Spatiotemporal Coherence combines Attribute Consis-
tency, Spatial Orientation Consistency, and Physical Ratio-
nality. Instruction Adherence follows the Video and Au-
dio Modality Adherence rubrics and evaluates only require-
ments explicitly specified by the segment-specific prompt;
audio–visual timing contributes here only when requested
by the prompt. Audio-Visual Coordination instead evalu-
ates intrinsic semantic and temporal agreement between the
generated audio and video, independent of the text prompt,
matching the roles of ImageBind Similarity and JavisScore.
A tie is used when neither video is consistently preferable
under the current dimension.
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Specific
Video Type: Multi-shot   Total Duration: 10s 
 Visual Style: Realistic live-action commercial. 
 Global Audio: Upbeat, energetic electronic music with crisp, refreshing sound effects.

Story Summary:A young woman drinks a beverage on a hot street, intercut with surreal, metaphorical CGI 
scenes of extreme cooling and refreshment, culminating in a massive water splash erupting around her.

Keyframe Position Legend: ...

Subject Setup: ...

[Shot 1 | S1 | 0-1s] 
 [Establishing] 
 Keyframe: image1 (K1) 
 Keyframe Position in Shot: first  
 Camera Movement: Follow Shot, extreme wide. 
 Description: A massive, translucent watery sphere streaks across a vibrant blue sky... 
 Characters: Water Sphere 
 Sound: As global audio. 
 Atmosphere: Bright, surreal, and airy.

[Shot 2 | S2 | 1-2s] 
 Keyframe: image2 (K2) 
 Keyframe Position in Shot: representative 
 Camera Movement: Static, medium shot. 
 Description: The anticipation of refreshment builds as the young woman prepares to take a drink on a 
sweltering day... 
 Characters: Young Woman, Beverage Bottle 
 Sound: As global audio. 
 Atmosphere: Hot, bright, and summery.

…
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Figure 10. An example of a commercial under segment-specific prompt.

Table 7. Repeated-run stability of the MLLM-judged metric groups on the six-model, two-mode common set. The final column reports the
mean and sample standard deviation across five independent runs.

Metric Group Run 1 Run 2 Run 3 Run 4 Run 5 Mean ± Std.

Video Quality 0.6713 0.6728 0.6699 0.6717 0.6706 0.6713 ± 0.0011
Spatiotemporal Coherence 0.7448 0.7461 0.7439 0.7454 0.7438 0.7448 ± 0.0010
Instruction Adherence 0.7173 0.7192 0.7161 0.7180 0.7159 0.7173 ± 0.0014

Aggregation and alignment. After mapping the random-
ized left–right labels back to model identities, an individ-
ual preference contributes 1 to the selected model and 0
to its opponent, while a tie contributes 0.5 to each. For
each dimension, a model’s human win rate is the mean over

its four opponents, all 60 cases, and three annotators, for
4 × 60 × 3 = 720 judgments per model. The overall hu-
man score is the mean of the four dimension-level win rates.
Nominal Krippendorff’s α is computed separately within
each unordered model pair, with Tie retained as a third cat-
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Specific
Video Type: Multi-shot   Total Duration: 9s 
 Visual Style: Realistic live-action commercial. 
 Global Audio: High-energy cinematic electronic beat with crisp foley sounds, liquid pouring, swooshes, and subtle bass drops.

Story Summary:A cinematic commercial for a cold coffee protein milkshake, transitioning from a dramatic shadow reveal to 
macro shots of coffee beans and swirling liquid, ending with a bold product display.

Keyframe Position Legend:


first: opening frame of the shot

last: closing frame of the shot

representative: flexible visual anchor within the shot


Subject Setup:

Protein Milkshake Bottle: A sleek, cylindrical plastic bottle with a dark label...


[Shot 1 | S1 | 0-1s] 
 [Establishing] 
 Keyframe: image1 (K1) 
 Keyframe Position in Shot: first  
 Camera Movement: Static, medium shot. 
 Description: The commercial opens with a dramatic reveal of the product. The bottle slowly emerges from complete darkness as 
a cool-toned rim light catches its edge… 
 Characters: Protein Milkshake Bottle 
 Sound: As global audio. 
 Atmosphere: Mysterious, dramatic, and dark.

[Shot 2 | S2 | 1-2s] 
 Keyframe: image2 (K2) 
 Keyframe Position in Shot: last  
 Camera Movement: Push In, close-up. 
 Description: The bottle comes into full view, glistening with condensation droplets. The dark label is brightly illuminated… 
 Characters: Protein Milkshake Bottle 
 Sound: As global audio. 
 Atmosphere: Refreshing, crisp, and premium.

…
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Figure 11. An example of a commercial advertisement under segment-specific prompt. This sample features rapid scene transitions
with drastic differences between scenes. Although LTX 2.3 reproduces every single frame, its overall effect resembles PowerPoint slide
transitions. The other models mostly produce static grid-like collage images.

egory; the ten pair-specific values are summarized per di-
mension by their median and full range. Automatic scores
are recomputed on the same 60 cases using

GVQ = 1
2 (SVQ +DVQ),

GST = 1
3 (AC + SOC+ PR),

GIA = 1
2 (VMA+AMA),

GAV = 1
2 (IB + JavisScore).

(17)

For each model and dimension, the model-level automatic
score is the mean of the corresponding per-case score over

the same 60 cases; the overall automatic score is the mean
of the four dimension-level scores. Human–automatic pair-
wise agreement is evaluated separately for each dimension.
A comparison has a decisive human preference when at
least two of its three annotators prefer the same model.
Majority-Tie outcomes and one-A/one-B/one-Tie outcomes
are excluded from the agreement denominator but retained
in the human win-rate aggregation through their individual
0.5 tie contributions. A decisive comparison agrees when
the sign of its per-case automatic-score difference favors the
same model; an exact automatic-score tie is counted as a
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Specific
Video Type: Multi-shot  Total Duration: 9s

Visual Style: realistic live-action visual style.

Global Audio: Soft, minimalist acoustic guitar or gentle piano background music, 
accompanied by subtle foley of water splashing, stems rustling, and light footsteps, 
creating a calm, reflective domestic atmosphere.

Story Summary:

A person arranges lilies in a vase and places them on a console table, reflecting via on-
screen text about wanting a garden despite living in London.

Subject Setup:

- Homeowner (The main subject arranging the flowers and reflecting on city life.): A 
young adult with a neutral skin tone, wearing a casual, solid black...

- Lily Arrangement (The central object of focus and aesthetic decoration.): A clear, 
cylindrical glass vase filled with fresh water, holding a bouquet of...

[Shot 1 | S1 | 0-1.5s]

Keyframe: image1 (K1)

Keyframe Position in Shot: first 

Camera Movement: Static, medium close-up.

Description: The delicate process of floral arrangement begins as a pair of hands reaches 
down from above to guide thick green flower stems into a clear glass vase. The hands 
carefully position the stems into the fresh water, resting on a bright marble countertop. 
The visual focus remains tightly on the tactile interaction between the hands, the vibrant 
green stems, and the crisp refraction of the water inside the cylindrical glass.

Characters: Homeowner, Lily Arrangement

Sound: As global audio.

Atmosphere: Fresh, calm, and focused on tactile details under soft natural daylight.

....
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Figure 12. An example under segment-specific prompt. In this sample, the visual differences between scenes corresponding to different
shots are relatively small. Besides LTX 2.3, HunyuanVideo 1.5-I2V and daVinci-MagiHuman-1080p-I2V also produce some non-static
results that go beyond simple storyboard-grid collages.

disagreement with a decisive human preference. Decisive-
item coverage is the number of decisive comparisons di-
vided by all 600 comparisons for that dimension. We use
10,000 case-clustered bootstrap replicates, each resampling
the 60 cases with replacement while retaining all ten model
pairs and three annotations belonging to each sampled case
and then recomputing agreement and coverage. The 2.5th
and 97.5th percentiles form the corresponding 95% confi-
dence intervals.

Spearman’s ρs is computed between the five model-level
human win rates and automatic scores after converting each

to ranks. All annotations, including ties, contribute to the
human win rates used here; the decisive-majority filter ap-
plies only to pairwise agreement. Equal model-level scores
receive average ranks. The two-sided exact p-value is ob-
tained by enumerating all 5! = 120 permutations of the hu-
man model labels relative to the fixed automatic scores and
counting permutations whose absolute correlation is at least
the observed |ρs|.
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Minimal 

Video Type: Single continuous shot   Target duration: 8 seconds.

...

Story Summary: A continuous shot begins on a condensation-covered sports drink bottle, pans to a sweating young woman drinking from it, and pulls back as she joins a 
friend to run joyfully toward a bright horizon.
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Figure 13. An example under minimal prompt. Some models produce abnormal and irrelevant content in this sample. Surprisingly,
daVinci-MagiHuman-1080p-I2V correctly generates a single-shot video, although it does not fully respond to every input keyframe.

Table 8. Item-level human–automatic agreement and annotation reliability. Agreement and decisive coverage are reported with case-
clustered bootstrap 95% confidence intervals. Pair-specific Krippendorff’s α is summarized by the median and full range across the ten
unordered model pairs.

Dimension Agreement [95% CI] Decisive coverage [95% CI] α median [range]

Video Quality 0.810 [0.770, 0.850] 0.920 [0.890, 0.945] 0.58 [0.44, 0.69]
Spatiotemporal Coherence 0.777 [0.735, 0.820] 0.880 [0.845, 0.910] 0.52 [0.36, 0.64]
Instruction Adherence 0.840 [0.805, 0.875] 0.940 [0.915, 0.960] 0.63 [0.51, 0.74]
AV Coordination 0.729 [0.680, 0.780] 0.830 [0.790, 0.865] 0.45 [0.29, 0.58]

E. Prompt Templates
This section presents the prompt templates used in
KeyFrame-Compass, including the two video-generation

prompt granularities, the generated-video segmentation
contract, the per-metric checklist-generation prompt, and
the grouped judge prompt with its scoring rubrics.

8



Minimal
Video Type: Multi-shot video

Target duration: 9 seconds.



Visual Style:

Use a realistic live-action visual style.



Input Keyframes:

The uploaded multi-image list defines the video timeline. Treat image1 (K1) as the starting 
keyframe, image9 (K9) as the ending keyframe, and image2 (K2) through image8 (K8) as required 
intermediate visual states. Generate one continuous video that progresses through K1 → K2 → K3 
→ K4 → K5 → K6 → K7 → K8 → K9, matching each input image at its corresponding keyframe 
and filling only the natural motion, state changes, and transitions between neighboring keyframes.



Story Summary:

A rapid montage shows a woman engaged in various activities—writing, unpacking, sitting in a 
park, biking, and waiting in a car—culminating in her examining a film negative to introduce the 
concept of lighting.



Generation Goal:

Generate a coherent video that follows the keyframe order, filling in natural motion, state changes, 
and transitions between frames.
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Figure 14. An example under minimal prompt. LTX 2.3 suffers from repeated texture artifacts, but it still achieves the best overall
performance.

E.1. Prompt Templates for Video Generation

We present the two prompt granularities separately.
Segment-specific prompts provide detailed constraints for
each temporal segment. For multi-shot videos, the specifi-
cations are organized at the shot level, with each shot serv-
ing as the minimum unit. For single-shot videos, the prompt
additionally includes a global camera-motion description,
while the keyframes are treated as temporal anchor points
and the content between each pair of adjacent keyframes is
specified segment by segment.

Segment-Specific Prompt for Single-Shot Video

Video Type: One-Take
Total Duration: [total_duration]
Visual Style: [visual_style]
Global Audio: [global_audio]
Global Camera Motion: [overall_camera_motion]

Story Summary:
[brief_story_summary]

Input Keyframes:
The uploaded images define this one-take video as

ordered keyframes: K1 âĘŠ KN. Move through them

9



Segment-Specific Prompt for Single-Shot Video
(continued)

in one continuous shot with smooth natural
continuity while preserving each keyframe's
appearance.

Keyframe Position Legend:
- first: this keyframe is the opening frame of the

shot
- last: this keyframe is the closing frame of the

shot
- representative: no strict timing constraints, use

as a general visual anchor anywhere within the
shot

Subject Setup:
- [Subject 1] ([role]): [appearance/identity

description]
- ...

[Continuous Shot S1]

[t0 | Keyframe | image1 (K1)]
Frame: [visual description of keyframe K1]

[t0-t1 | Segment]
Camera Movement: [camera movement and framing]
Description: [motion/action transition from K1 to K2

]
Characters: [subjects appearing in this segment]
Sound: [segment-specific audio when incremental

sound requirements are specified, such as
dialogue, internal monologue, or an alarm
ringing]

Atmosphere: [emotional / visual tone]

[t1 | Keyframe | image2 (K2)]
Frame: [visual description of keyframe K2]
...

[tn | Keyframe | imagen (Kn)]
Frame: [visual description of final keyframe Kn]

Segment-Specific Prompt for Multi-Shot Video

Video Type: Multi-shot
Total Duration: [total_duration]
Visual Style: [visual_style]
Global Audio: [global_audio]

Story Summary:
[brief_story_summary]

Input Keyframes:
The uploaded images define the full video timeline

as ordered keyframes: K1 âĘŠ KN. Follow this
order as one coherent story, with smooth
natural continuity between adjacent keyframes
while preserving each keyframe's appearance.

Keyframe Position Legend:
- first: this keyframe is the opening frame of the

shot
- last: this keyframe is the closing frame of the

shot
- representative: no strict timing constraints, use

as a general visual anchor anywhere within the
shot

Subject Setup:

Segment-Specific Prompt for Multi-Shot Video (con-
tinued)

- [Subject 1] ([role]): [appearance/identity
description]

- ...

[Shot 1 | S1 | start_time-end_time]
[shot_function, such as 'Flash-Back'.]
Keyframe: [image_id] ([keyframe_id])
Keyframe Position in Shot: [first / last /

representative]
Camera Movement: [camera movement and framing]
Description: [shot-level visual and action

description]
Characters: [subjects appearing in this shot]
Sound:
[shot-specific audio when incremental sound

requirements are specified, such as dialogue,
internal monologue, or an alarm ringing]

Atmosphere: [emotional / visual tone]
...

Minimal prompts contain only the keyframe order, a
brief story synopsis, the target video structure, and dura-
tion, encouraging the model to infer events and transitions
mainly from the visual sequence.

Minimal Prompt for Video Generation

Video Type: Multi-shot/One-Take
Target duration: [total_duration]

Story Summary:
[brief_story_summary]

Input Keyframes:
The uploaded images define the full video timeline

as ordered keyframes: K1 âĘŠ KN. Follow this
order as one coherent story, with smooth
natural continuity between adjacent keyframes
while preserving each keyframe's appearance.

Generation Goal:
Generate a coherent video that follows the keyframe

order, filling in natural motion, state changes
, and transitions between frames.

E.2. Prompts for Video Segmentation
Since the generated video structure may differ from the in-
structed structure, we use Gemini 3.1 Pro to segment each
generated video and pre-assign keyframes to the resulting
segments. This step lets prompt-specific requirements be
matched to the actual generated-video segments rather than
to the requested shot structure. The segmentation contract
is:

Contract for Video Segmentation

Context:
The attached generated video is the only source of

truth for its actual shot
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Contract for Video Segmentation (continued)

structure. The benchmark spec describes the
requested content and input

keyframes, but requested shot count, requested shot
order, prompt wording, and

keyframe count are not evidence of cuts in the
generated video.

Task:
Complete these two steps in order.

Step 1 - Observe and lock the actual video structure
:

1. Watch the generated video without using the
benchmark spec to decide where

cuts should exist.
2. A shot is one continuous camera take. Start a new

shot only at an actual
edit boundary such as a hard cut, dissolve, wipe,

or other visible transition
to a different take.

3. Do not create a new shot for an action phase,
subject state change, camera

movement, reframing, occlusion, or prompt-
requested event when the take

remains continuous.
4. If the generated video has multiple actual shots,

return one segment per
actual shot in chronological order. If it is a
one-take video, return

exactly one segment covering the full video.

Step 2 - Assign keyframes after the shot boundaries
are fixed:

1. Use the benchmark spec and visible content only
to assign each input

keyframe to every already-fixed actual shot time
range that visibly contains

or represents it.
2. Keyframe assignment must never add, remove, split

, merge, shift, or reorder
actual shot boundaries.

3. If no actual shot visibly responds to a keyframe,
do not invent an

assignment. List the keyframe in
unassigned_keyframes instead.

Output contract:
1. Each segment is an actual generated-video shot,

not an expected prompt shot
and not a keyframe-specific semantic phase.

2. Use actual shot ids "S1", "S2", ... in
chronological order. For an actual

single-shot video, the only shot id is "S1", even
when the benchmark spec

requests multiple shots.
3. Use segment ids "SEG001", "SEG002", ... in the

same chronological order.
4. Segment times are seconds in [0, duration_sec],

sorted, contiguous,
non-overlapping, and together cover the complete
generated video.

5. Each input keyframe id may appear in zero, one,
or multiple segments'

assigned_keyframe_ids. If it appears in zero
segments, it must appear exactly

once in unassigned_keyframes.
6. A segment may contain zero, one, or multiple

assigned keyframes.
7. unassigned_keyframes[*].reason must be exactly

one of:
"not_visible_in_generated_video" or "ambiguous".
Use

"not_visible_in_generated_video" only when the
generated video has no

Contract for Video Segmentation (continued)

visible response to that keyframe. Use "ambiguous
" when the evidence is too

weak or conflicting to assign a visible response
to a segment.

8. Confidence reflects confidence in both the
observed shot boundary and the

keyframe assignment. Keep reason concise and
evidence-based.

Do not:
- Copy expected shot ids from the benchmark spec

unless they coincidentally
match the actual generated-video shot order.

- Force the generated video to have the prompt-
requested number of shots.

- Split a continuous single shot into action/state/
keyframe phases.

- Merge actual shots merely because they depict the
same subject or expected

keyframe.

Examples:
- If the spec requests three shots but the generated

video is one continuous
take, return one full-duration segment with

shot_id "S1" and assign all
keyframes to that segment.

- If the spec requests a one-take video but the
generated video visibly has

two edited shots, return two segments with
shot_ids "S1" and "S2", then

assign each keyframe to the better-supported
segment.

Benchmark spec JSON:
{spec_json}

Return strict JSON only. No markdown. No extra text.
Output shape:
{{
"segments": [
{{"segment_id": "SEG001", "shot_id": "S1", "
assigned_keyframe_ids": ["K1"], "start_sec":
0.0, "end_sec": 2.4, "confidence": 0.83, "
reason": "actual opening shot; K1 is most
visible here"}}

],
"unassigned_keyframes": [
{{"keyframe_id": "K4", "reason": "
not_visible_in_generated_video", "evidence": "
no actual shot shows the K4 state"}}

]
}}

E.3. Prompts for Checklist Generation
Checklist generation is performed independently for each
metric. The shared template receives a filtered sample spec-
ification, a metric-specific construction procedure, and a
metric-specific response shape. It asks the generator for
sample-specific inspection lenses without exposing the gen-
erated video or asking it to assign scores.

Per-Metric Checklist Generation Template

You are the KeyFrame Bench checklist builder and
rubric compiler for the [{metric_name}] metric.

Context:
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Per-Metric Checklist Generation Template (contin-
ued)

You receive one benchmark sample: structured story,
input keyframes, input shot descriptions, and
filtered evaluation hints. A separate MLLM
judge will later map your checklist to the
generated video.

Task:
Build a sample-specific human-readable checklist for

the requested metric. Your job is to define
inspectable scoring lenses and item-level pass/
partial/fail rules, not to score the generated
video.

Requested metrics: {metric_name}
Backend provider: {provider}

Build the checklist:
- Write atomic items. Each item tests one observable

claim.
- Derive each item from the structured sample spec,

input keyframes, sample.shots, filtered
evaluation_hints, and the metric procedure.

- Interpret filtered evaluation_hints narrowly:
camera_motion_raw is the source camera text;
camera_motion_term is the normalized camera
term; camera_motion_class is an auxiliary
camera/viewpoint class;
scene_relation_from_previous says whether this
shot starts the sample, continues the same
scene, or remains in the same scene.

- Set reference_keyframe_ids to the input keyframes
that anchor the claim. Use all relevant
keyframes for cross-shot claims and [] for full
-video, audio, or otherwise unanchored items.

- Return only dimension, reference_keyframe_ids,
evidence_scope, human_question, and inspect for
each checklist item. Runtime identifiers and

metric metadata are added by the benchmark code
.

- Use plain review language in human_question and
inspect.

- Do not include item-level score anchors or pass/
partial/fail rules; the judge applies the
metric rubric when scoring.

- Prefer 4-8 checklist items when the metric
procedure does not specify a count.

- For Attribute Consistency, fill
subject_classification for character, animal,
prop, and background routing.

Metric-specific rubric compilation procedure:
{procedures}

Evaluation spec JSON:
{spec_json}

Return strict JSON only. No markdown. No prose
outside JSON.

Output shape:
{response_shape}

Checklist outputs follow schema v3. The model emits
only the five semantic fields listed below; the benchmark
code adds the schema version, metric name, and stable item
identifier. Attribute Consistency additionally returns the
top-level subject classification shown in its response shape.

Checklist Response Field Contract

schema_version: checklist_items_v3
required_item_fields:
- dimension
- reference_keyframe_ids
- evidence_scope
- human_question
- inspect

The default response shape is used for all metrics except
Attribute Consistency:

Default Checklist Response Shape

{
"checklist_items": [
{
"dimension": "<metric-specific dimension>",
"reference_keyframe_ids": ["K1"],
"evidence_scope": "shot",
"human_question": "One atomic, sample-specific
review question.",
"inspect": "Concrete visual or audio evidence

to inspect."
}

]
}

Attribute Consistency uses the same item contract and
adds subject routing metadata:

Attribute Consistency Checklist Response Shape

{
"subject_classification": {
"subjects": [
{
"subject_id": "subject_1",
"name": "young woman in red coat",
"entity_type": "character",
"evidence": "sample.shots and K1"

}
],
"has_character_subjects": true,
"has_animal_subjects": false,
"has_prop_subjects": false

},
"checklist_items": [
{
"dimension": "attribute_consistency.character

",
"reference_keyframe_ids": ["K1"],
"evidence_scope": "shot",
"human_question": "Across the segments where

the woman appears, does her face identity
remain recognizable from K1?",
"inspect": "Compare facial geometry, eye shape

, nose bridge, and skin tone against K1
whenever the face is visible."
}

]
}

At runtime, the template’s procedures placeholder is
replaced by one of the following metric-specific fragments.
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Each fragment fixes the metric boundary, valid dimensions,
evidence scope, item granularity, and question style.
Static Visual Quality. This procedure creates frame-level
checks for clarity, rendering artifacts, lighting and compo-
sition, and style stability.

Static Visual Quality Procedure

Build checklist_items for static, frame-level visual
quality.

Goal:
Create concrete visual inspection lenses for image-

level fidelity in representative shots or
segments. Prefer issues a reviewer can verify
from still frames: blur, noise, local rendering
artifacts, lighting/color, composition, and

overall aesthetic quality.

Boundary:
This metric should only evaluate frame-level

rendering and aesthetic quality. Use it for
blur, low resolution, noise, banding, aliasing,
edge bleeding, moire, local texture smearing,

local texture corruption, exposure problems,
lighting/color quality, composition quality,
and style stability. Do not use it for body
anatomy errors, extra/missing/fused parts,
object structural collapse, contact/support/
gravity/material behavior, prompt adherence,
recurring identity drift, or spatial
relationship consistency.

Cover these subdimensions when applicable. Use
dimension prefix "static_quality.xxx":

- static_quality.clarity_fidelity: sharpness,
resolution, readable details of main subjects,
objects, text, faces, and important surfaces;
absence of blur or local detail smearing.

- static_quality.artifacts: frame-level rendering
artifacts such as noise, banding, aliasing,
edge bleeding, moire, local texture smearing,
local texture corruption, compression-like
artifacts, or other image-level visual
artifacts that do not change anatomy, object
structure, or physical behavior.

- static_quality.color_lighting_aesthetics: visually
coherent color, tone, exposure, contrast,

lighting direction, shadows, and composition
quality. Evaluate the aesthetic execution, not
whether a prompt-specified color, lighting
setup, or camera framing was followed.

- static_quality.style_consistency: stable visual
rendering style across frames when the prompt/
keyframes imply a consistent style. Do not use
this for identity, clothing, prop, or
background attribute drift.

Item construction:
- Prefer 3-6 checklist_items.
- Use "shot" or "segment" scope for localized frame

quality checks.
- Use "full_video" only for style consistency or

quality issues visible throughout the output.
- Each item tests one subdimension and one

observable visual criterion.

Good human_question pattern:
"During S1, is the main subject rendered with sharp,

readable detail without obvious blur or local
texture smearing?"

Dynamic Visual Quality. This procedure assigns each tem-

poral artifact to one owner dimension, separating disconti-
nuities, stalled playback, implausible morphing, flicker, and
boundary glitches.

Dynamic Visual Quality Procedure

Build checklist_items for dynamic temporal rendering
quality.

Goal:
Create review lenses for whether the generated video

has clean temporal playback, independent of
whether it followed the prompt, whether the
motion is physically natural, or whether
subject spatial relationships remain consistent
.

Cover these subdimensions when applicable. Use
dimension prefix "dynamic_quality.xxx". Each
observable artifact must be assigned to exactly
one subdimension; follow the ownership rules

below so the same artifact is never penalized
twice:

- dynamic_quality.frame_discontinuity: abrupt
spatial jumps between adjacent frames âĂŤ
skipped-frame jumps, teleportation-like
position changes, and slideshow-style hard
replacements where content is swapped without
intermediate frames. Owns the jump/replacement
moment itself, including any position change
caused by missing or broken intermediate frames
(even when an object appears to melt away and

reappear elsewhere). Does not own the frozen or
repeated interval that may precede a jump âĂŤ

that belongs to stutter_repetition.
- dynamic_quality.stutter_repetition: intervals

where motion stalls in time âĂŤ unintended
stutter, frozen intervals, held/static frames,
and repeated frames that substitute for
expected continuous motion. Owns only the
stagnant interval; if a freeze ends with an
abrupt jump, the jump itself is judged under
frame_discontinuity. Hard slideshow-style
replacements also belong to frame_discontinuity
, not here.

- dynamic_quality.implausible_morphing: unintended
in-place frame-to-frame melting, dissolving,
ghost blending, or morphing where objects,
hands, text, packages, surfaces, or subject
parts smear into a different state instead of
moving continuously. Owns only shape/appearance
corruption at roughly the same location;

sudden position changes âĂŤ even ones that pass
through a melted or blended intermediate look

âĂŤ belong to frame_discontinuity.
- dynamic_quality.flicker_instability: sustained or

recurring flicker within a shot âĂŤ strobe,
rapid brightness popping, color popping, or
repeated frame-to-frame visual flashing that
disrupts interpretation. Does not own single
flash frames at segment or shot boundaries âĂŤ
those are boundary glitches and belong to a
cross_shot item.

Item construction:
- Prefer 3-5 checklist_items.
- Use "full_video" for recurring temporal artifacts

across the output.
- Use "cross_shot" only for unintended temporal

glitches localized at segment or shot
boundaries, such as single flash frames,
skipped-frame jumps at the cut, or repeated
frames at the cut. Boundary glitches are owned
by the cross_shot item and must not also be
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Dynamic Visual Quality Procedure (continued)

counted by a full_video item.
- Use a specific segment only when a visible

temporal artifact is localized.
- Each item tests exactly one subdimension: one

temporal artifact type and one observable
criterion. Do not combine multiple artifact
types in a single human_question.

Good human_question patterns (one artifact type per
item):

"Across the full video, are the main subjects free
from skipped-frame jumps or teleportation-like
position changes between adjacent frames?"

"Across the full video, does playback remain free of
unintended frozen intervals or repeated frames
that substitute for continuous motion?"

"Across the full video, do objects and subject parts
keep their form without in-place melting,

dissolving, or ghost blending between frames?"
"Within each shot, is the video free of flicker,

strobing, or rapid brightness/color popping?"
"At each segment boundary, is the transition free of

flash frames, repeated frames, or skipped-
frame jumps introduced by the cut?"

Attribute Consistency. This procedure classifies recur-
ring characters, animals, and props, then creates iden-
tity or attribute persistence checks anchored to all relevant
keyframes.

Attribute Consistency Procedure

First classify expected subjects from story_summary,
global_subjects, shots, and keyframes:

- character: visible human, humanoid, or named
person.

- animal: non-human living creature.
- prop: object, vehicle, tool, garment, food, or

product.

Classify by visible entity type, not by section
labels such as "Characters". Products, tools,
vehicles, garments, food, UI panels, watch
faces, product fronts, and object bodies are
props unless a visible human/humanoid/animal is
present. Set has_character_subjects true only

when at least one subject is classified as
character.

Fill subject_classification with subjects,
entity_type, and evidence.

Build checklist_items for identity and attribute
persistence.

Goal:
Select the most important recurring entities and

attributes that should remain recognizable
across the relevant video span. Accept changes
explicitly requested by the prompt, then check
whether the new state persists.

Use these dimensions, matching the entity_type of
the checked subject. Use dimension prefix "
attribute_consistency.xxx":

- attribute_consistency.character: face structure,
age, hairstyle, clothing, accessories, body
silhouette.

- attribute_consistency.animal: species, body shape,
fur/skin color, markings.

Attribute Consistency Procedure (continued)

- attribute_consistency.prop: shape, color, size,
material, logo, distinctive details.

Item construction:
- Prefer 4-8 checklist_items for samples with

multiple recurring subjects.
- Prioritize entities visible in keyframes or

central to the prompt.
- Each item names one entity and one attribute or

identity cue.
- Include every input keyframe that visibly anchors

the attribute in reference_keyframe_ids.

Good human_question pattern:
"Across the segments where the woman appears, does

her red coat remain recognizable in color and
silhouette unless the prompt requests a change
?"

Spatial Orientation Consistency. This procedure checks
visible relative positions and scale proportions while al-
lowing changes explained by subject motion, viewpoint
changes, or scene transitions.

Spatial Orientation Consistency Procedure

Build checklist_items for internal spatial-relation
consistency.

Goal:
Check whether subject/object and subject/environment

spatial relations remain self-consistent given
the visible camera viewpoint and visible

actions.

Boundaries:
- Do not create spatial-relation items whose main

question is whether the camera followed the
prompt.

- Use the visible shot descriptions, keyframes,
generated video, and filtered evaluation_hints
to frame the spatial expectation.
scene_relation_from_previous can identify
starts/new scenes/same-scene continuity, and
camera_motion_class can explain apparent layout
changes caused by viewpoint motion;

distinguish viewpoint motion from true subject/
object drift.

- Do not create items about motion smoothness,
jitter, flicker, or repeated frames unless they
directly obscure a spatial relation.

- Do not create items whose main failure is contact,
grip, clipping, collision, support, or

material behavior.

Cover these subdimensions when visually grounded.
Use dimension prefix "spatial_orientation.xxx":

1. spatial_orientation.relative_position_stability:
- left/right, front/behind, near/far, facing
direction, containment, and ordering between
named subjects remain stable when no visible
action explains a change.

- Judging rule: a relation change is acceptable
when visible subject movement, camera viewpoint
change, or an explicit scene transition

explains it; treat only unexplained changes as
failures.

2. spatial_orientation.scale_proportion_rationality:
- Proportional size between subjects, objects,
and environment landmarks remains plausible
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Spatial Orientation Consistency Procedure (contin-
ued)

across camera scales and angles.

Item construction:
- Prefer 2-5 checklist_items.
- Name the two subjects or subject/environment pair

being checked.
- Use only relations with visible evidence in

keyframes, generated frames, or the attached
video. Do not invent abstract geometry not
visible in media.

- Use "cross_shot" for relation/proportion checks
spanning segments.

- Use "full_video" only when a spatial relation must
remain stable throughout.

- Use dimensions exactly from the subdimension names
above.

Good human_question pattern:
"Between S1 and S2, does the character remain on the

same side of the table unless a visible
movement explains the change?"

Physical Rationality. This procedure defines broad checks
for interaction, anatomy, non-biological structure, impor-
tant text readability, and scene-level common sense without
double-counting one failure.

Physical Rationality Procedure

Build checklist_items for general physical
plausibility across the generated video.

Goal:
Create focused judging lenses for visible physical

and commonsense plausibility failures across
the generated video, including issues that were
not predictable from the prompt or keyframes.

Each checklist item should test one clearly
bounded failure type so different dimensions do
not duplicate the same issue.

Prefer 3-5 checklist_items. Use evidence_scope "
full_video" for the default case, and use "
cross_shot" only when the physical issue is
inherently about continuity between visual
segments.

Use only the exact dimensions below. Use dimension
prefix "physical_rationality.xxx":

- physical_rationality.interaction_plausibility:
people, objects, and the environment maintain
plausible contact, depth, occlusion, grasping,
collision, and support. Use this for clipping
or pass-through only when separate entities
incorrectly occupy the same space during
interaction.

- physical_rationality.biological_anatomy_violation:
humans, animals, and other living bodies keep

a natural and complete body structure. Use this
for extra, missing, fused, detached, or

impossibly bent body parts; do not use it for
object contact failures unless the body itself
becomes structurally impossible.

- physical_rationality.
non_biological_structural_loss: objects,
vehicles, buildings, tools, and other non-
living things keep a stable and recognizable
structure. Use this for disappearing parts,
fused components, impossible holes, melted

Physical Rationality Procedure (continued)

shapes, broken containment, or structural
collapse.

- physical_rationality.scene_level_common_sense:
character behavior, event logic, and basic
world axioms make sense to a normal viewer. Use
this for logically impossible or context-

breaking behavior, such as an audience facing
away from the stage while watching a
performance, an agent signaling escape but
running toward visible danger without
explanation, or the sun reversing an
established east-west path.

- physical_rationality.text_readability_common_sense
: visible text-like content that should be
readable in context, such as signs, labels,
captions, books, posters, or screens, forms
coherent stable text rather than nonsensical
glyphs, scrambled letters, melted strokes, or
frame-to-frame text corruption.

Boundary rules:
- Use scene_level_common_sense for behavior, event

logic, and world axioms, not for failures
already covered by contact, anatomy, object
structure, or text readability.

- Use text_readability_common_sense for commonsense
text legibility only when text is visible and
contextually important. Do not create this item
for text that is merely small, out of focus,

low-resolution, compressed, or over/under
exposed; use it when the text itself becomes
nonsensical, scrambled, melted, or unstable
across frames.

- If a failure could fit multiple dimensions, choose
physical interaction, biological anatomy, non-

biological structure, or text readability
before scene-level common sense.

Human_question guidance:
Questions should judge a broad property across the

whole video or a major segment. Do not limit a
question to one expected action, object, or
moment unless that issue is inherently cross-
shot.

Good human_question patterns:
"Across the video, do people, objects, and the

environment maintain plausible contact, depth,
and occlusion without obvious clipping or pass-
through?"

"Across the video, do living bodies remain
anatomically complete and natural without extra
, missing, fused, detached, or impossibly bent
body parts?"

"Across the video, do non-living objects and
environments preserve a stable and recognizable
structure without unexplained deformation or

missing parts?"
"Across the video, does visible important text,

signage, labels, or screen content remain
readable as coherent text rather than becoming
scrambled or nonsensical?"

"Across the video, do character behavior, reactions,
event logic, and basic world behavior remain

understandable and consistent with common sense
?"

Video Modality Adherence. This procedure converts ex-
plicit video instructions into checks for camera behavior,
shot structure, narrative rhythm or focus, and required seg-
ment content.
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Video Modality Adherence Procedure

Build checklist_items for whether the generated
video follows the prompt/spec.

Goal:
Evaluate requested video content and structure:

camera instructions, shot count/structure,
narrative rhythm, story focus, and required
subject/prop/scene presence. Do not evaluate
internal visual quality, spatial consistency,
or physical plausibility.

Cover these dimensions when applicable. Use
dimension prefix "video_adherence.xxx":

1. camera_parameter (dimension: "video_adherence.
camera_parameter"):

- camera motion, scale, angle, or framing matches
the prompt/spec.

2. shot_count_structure (dimension: "video_adherence
.shot_count_structure"):

- generated shot count or continuous-take
structure matches the prompt/spec.

- for reviewer-facing human_question and inspect
text, call a single-shot structure "one-take (a
single continuous shot with no cuts)". Do not

use the internal label "single-shot" by itself.
- when shot count is the issue, describe multi-
shot as "multiple distinct shots separated by
cuts or transitions".

3. narrative_logic (dimension: "video_adherence.
narrative_rhythm" or "video_adherence.
story_focus"):

- transitions and duration distribution support
the intended story focus.

4. segment_presence (dimension: "video_adherence.
segment_presence"):

- required characters, props, actions, and scenes
appear in the intended segments.

Item construction:
- Prefer 3-7 checklist_items.
- Each item tests one requested prompt/spec

requirement.
- Use "shot" or "segment" for localized requirements

.
- Use "cross_shot" for transition/rhythm checks.
- Use "full_video" for overall story-focus or

structure checks.

Good human_question pattern:
"Across the full video, does the generated sequence

preserve the prompt's intended story focus
rather than spending most time on unrelated
actions?"

Audio Modality Adherence. This procedure creates audio-
only checks for requested sounds, dialogue, music, ambi-
ence, style, or emotion; it marks the metric not applicable
when no audio requirement exists.

Audio Modality Adherence Procedure

Build checklist_items for whether generated audio
follows the prompt/spec.

Goal:
Evaluate audio requirements only when the prompt/

spec includes sound, music, dialogue, or
ambience expectations. Do not evaluate audio-
visual synchronization.

Audio Modality Adherence Procedure (continued)

Cover these dimensions when applicable. Use
dimension prefix "audio_adherence.xxx":

1. semantic_alignment (dimension: "audio_adherence.
semantic_alignment"):

- requested sounds, music, dialogue, or ambience
are present and match what the prompt/spec asks
for.

2. style_emotion (dimension: "audio_adherence.
style_emotion"):

- overall audio style, mood, genre, or emotional
tone matches the prompt/spec's intended
atmosphere.

Item construction:
- Use evidence_scope "audio_track".
- Prefer 1-3 checklist_items when audio requirements

exist.
- If no audio requirement exists, create one item

stating that no audio-specific requirement is
present and set evidence_scope to "
not_applicable".

For minimal-prompt runs, the builder substitutes the fol-
lowing specialized fragments for the three metrics whose
standard procedures depend on explicit shot-level instruc-
tions. These variants restrict checklist construction to
subjects, relations, structure, and narrative expectations
grounded in the keyframes and story summary.

Video Modality Adherence Minimal-Prompt Proce-
dure

Build checklist_items for whether the generated
video satisfies the minimal prompt's visible
subjects, story summary, and broad video
structure.

Goal:
Use keyframes, story_summary, and

subject_classification from Attribute
Consistency to evaluate instruction adherence
without inventing details absent from the
minimal prompt.

Cover these dimensions. Use dimension prefix "
video_adherence.xxx":

1. segment_presence (dimension: "video_adherence.
segment_presence"):

- all core subjects listed in
subject_classification.subjects appear in the
generated video unless the story_summary
clearly makes one background-only.

- required central characters, props, animals,
vehicles, or scene elements are visually
present enough for a judge to recognize them.

2. shot_count_structure (dimension: "video_adherence
.shot_count_structure"):

- multi-shot samples contain multiple distinct
shots separated by cuts or transitions.

- one-take samples remain a single continuous
shot with no cuts unless the keyframes imply a
transition.

- for reviewer-facing human_question and inspect
text, use "one-take (a single continuous shot
with no cuts)" instead of exposing the internal
label "single-shot" by itself.

3. narrative_logic (dimension: "video_adherence.
narrative_rhythm" or "video_adherence.
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Video Modality Adherence Minimal-Prompt Proce-
dure (continued)

story_focus"):
- visual differences between adjacent keyframes
inform expected rhythm.

- the generated video represents the main events
implied by keyframes and story_summary.

Item construction:
- Prefer 3-5 checklist_items.
- Each item tests one visible subject, structural,

or narrative expectation.
- Use evidence_scope "full_video" for subject

presence and story-focus checks.

Attribute Consistency Minimal-Prompt Procedure

Extract identifiable subjects from the input
keyframe images and evaluate appearance
consistency throughout the generated video.

Step 1: Classify visible subjects from keyframe
images:

- character: visible human or humanoid.
- animal: visible non-human living creature.
- prop: distinctive object, vehicle, or item.

Ignore prompt section labels such as "Characters"
when choosing entity_type. Product faces, watch
faces, front panels, interfaces, surfaces, and
object bodies remain props/background unless a
visible human/humanoid/animal appears. Set

has_character_subjects true only when at least
one subject is classified as character.

Step 2: Fill subject_classification with identified
subjects.

Step 3: Build checklist_items.

Item construction:
- Prioritize visible subjects that recur across

keyframes or appear central to the
story_summary.

- Check one entity and one identity/attribute cue
per item.

- Use dimension "attribute_consistency.character", "
attribute_consistency.animal", or "
attribute_consistency.prop", matching the
entity_type of the checked subject.

- Include every input keyframe that visibly anchors
the attribute in reference_keyframe_ids.

Spatial Orientation Consistency Minimal-Prompt
Procedure

Build checklist_items for internal spatial-relation
consistency inferred from input keyframe images
.

Goal:
When two subjects or a subject/environment relation

is visible in keyframes, check that the
generated video preserves the relation unless a
visible action explains a change.

Cover these aspects. Use dimension prefix "
spatial_orientation.xxx":

Spatial Orientation Consistency Minimal-Prompt
Procedure (continued)

1. relative_position_stability (dimension: "
spatial_orientation.relative_position_stability
"):

- left/right, front/behind, near/far, facing, and
containment relations.

- Judging rule: a relation change is acceptable
when visible subject movement, camera viewpoint
change, or a scene transition explains it;

treat only unexplained changes as failures.
2. scale_proportion_rationality (dimension: "

spatial_orientation.
scale_proportion_rationality"):

- proportional size between subjects and
environment remains plausible across visual
segments.

Item construction:
- Use only relations with clear visual evidence in

at least one keyframe.
- Name the subjects and relation being checked.
- Use "cross_shot" when comparing visual segments.
- Use dimensions exactly as specified above.

E.4. Prompts for Grouped Judge
The evaluation stage supplies the grouped judge with the
generated video, input keyframes, the filtered evaluation
context, and the precomputed checklists. The template
resolves referenced keyframes through judge grounding,
applies the matching rubric to every checklist item, and
requires timestamped observable evidence. Related met-
rics are evaluated together, but each metric retains its own
checklist results and score.

Grouped Judge Template

You are the KeyFrame Bench evidence-anchored MLLM
judge for the [{group_name}] metric group.

Context:
You receive the generated video, input keyframes,

prompt/spec JSON, and a prebuilt checklist for
a benchmark metric group. The checklist
contains the required scoring lenses for each
requested metric.

Task:
For every requested metric, score its checklist

items from observable evidence, then write the
metric-level score, reason, and evidence
summary from the full evidence you reviewed.

Checklist and metric rules:
- Treat checklist_items as the required scoring

lenses for each requested metric.
- Each checklist item is defined by its dimension,

human_question, inspect, evidence_scope, and
reference_keyframe_ids fields. Resolve
referenced input keyframes through
judge_grounding, then score with the matching
metric rubric below.

- For Physical Rationality, use the checklist as
broad lenses for the full video. When a clearly
visible physical impossibility appears outside
the wording of a single item, include it in

the nearest relevant check_result evidence and
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Grouped Judge Template (continued)

in the metric-level reason.
- Score every checklist item unless visual/audio

evidence is genuinely insufficient; then set
that item score to null and explain the
insufficiency.

- Metric-level score should be the arithmetic mean
of valid check_results for that metric. The
parser will recompute this, so consistency
matters.

Evidence contract:
- Score each checklist item from observable evidence

, not overall impression.
- For every check_result, include at least one

evidence object with timestamp_sec or
time_range_sec when the video/audio is the
evidence.

- Good evidence is a concrete observation: who/what,
where in time, and how it supports pass/

partial/fail.
- Generic evidence such as "looks good", "mostly

follows", or "there are artifacts" is not
sufficient without timestamp and observable
detail.

- If the full video is attached, prefer
time_range_sec over frame ids.

- If Checklist JSON contains sensor_context, use it
only as auxiliary context. For MonST3R camera
context, read plain_language_summary,
judge_guidance, score_conversion_rule,
confidence_policy, and coordinate_caveat first.
Then use estimated_camera_motion_label,

confidence, and smoothness_description only as
supporting camera-motion hints to compare
against the visible video and any prompt camera
requirement. MonST3R axes are internal, so

verify real screen direction from the video;
never copy a MonST3R value or smoothness label
into a checklist score, and never treat it as
an object-relation, mask, bbox, depth, or pose
graph.

Scoring procedure:
- Use normalized score in [0, 1].
- Apply the matching metric rubric below to the

evidence for each checklist item. Return a
numeric score that reflects the observed
severity for that item's dimension.

{rubric_section}
Backend provider: {provider}

Evaluation spec JSON:
{spec_json}

Checklist JSON:
{checklist_json}

Return strict JSON only. No markdown. No prose
outside JSON.

Output shape. Repeat one metric object for each
metric represented in Checklist JSON, and
include one check_results entry for each
checklist item:

{response_shape}

The judge returns one object for each metric represented
in the checklist. Each item result copies the stable check-
list identifier, records a normalized score and timestamped
evidence, and may cite auxiliary tool evidence. The metric-
level score is the arithmetic mean of valid item scores and
is recomputed by the response parser.

Judge Response Shape

{
"metrics": {
"<metric name from Checklist JSON>": {
"score": 0.0,
"reason": "summary of check_results for this

metric",
"evidence": ["short metric-level evidence

summary"],
"used_tool_evidence_ids": [],
"check_results": [
{
"checklist_id": "<copy checklist item id

exactly>",
"score": 0.75,
"evidence": [
{
"time_range_sec": [0.0, 1.2],
"observation": "concrete observed

evidence with timestamp",
"supports": "pass"

}
],
"reason": "rubric-based reason for this

checklist item",
"used_tool_evidence_ids": []

}
]

}
}

}

The template’s rubric_section placeholder is filled
with the following rubric for every metric in the group. The
rubrics define ownership boundaries and normalized score
anchors; they do not introduce additional checklist fields.

Static Visual Quality Rubric

Static Visual Quality rubric:
Judge frame-level image quality only, using the

checklist item's dimension and scope.

Dimension cues:
- static_quality.clarity_fidelity: sharpness,

resolution, readable details, face/text/object
legibility, and absence of blur or local
smearing.

- static_quality.artifacts: noise, banding, aliasing
, edge bleeding, moire, compression-like damage
, or local texture corruption.

- static_quality.color_lighting_aesthetics: exposure
, contrast, tone, lighting direction, shadows,
and composition quality.

- static_quality.style_consistency: stable rendering
style across the scoped frames when a

consistent style is expected.

Score anchors:
score 1.0: The scoped frames are clean for this

dimension; important details are readable and
defects are absent or trivial.

score 0.75: Mostly clean; only minor local defects
appear, and they do not reduce trust in the

visual evidence.
score 0.5: Noticeable degradation is present, but

the main content remains readable and usable.
score 0.25: Severe or repeated defects make

important subjects, objects, text, surfaces, or
style cues hard to trust.

18



Static Visual Quality Rubric (continued)

score 0.0: The scoped evidence is unusable because
of heavy blur, distortion, artifacts, exposure
/color failure, or style collapse.

Dynamic Visual Quality Rubric

Dynamic Visual Quality rubric:
Judge temporal rendering quality only, using the

checklist item's dimension and scope.

Dimension cues:
- dynamic_quality.frame_discontinuity: skipped-frame

jumps, abrupt temporal pops, or teleportation-
like changes caused by broken interpolation.

- dynamic_quality.stutter_repetition: unintended
stutter, frozen intervals, held/static frames,
repeated frames, slideshow-like transitions, or
slide-deck-style hard replacements that

interrupt playback or substitute for expected
continuous motion.

- dynamic_quality.implausible_morphing: unintended
frame-to-frame melting, dissolving, ghost
blending, or morphing of objects, hands, text,
packages, surfaces, or subject parts instead of
continuous motion.

- dynamic_quality.flicker_instability: brightness
flicker, color popping, strobe-like flashing,
or frame-to-frame instability.

Score anchors:
score 1.0: Playback is temporally clean for this

dimension; motion or transitions stay
continuous without meaningful artifacts.

score 0.75: Mostly clean; a brief or low-impact
artifact is visible but does not disrupt
interpretation.

score 0.5: Noticeable temporal artifacts occur,
but the action or transition remains
understandable.

score 0.25: Frequent or severe artifacts make
motion, transitions, or state changes hard to
follow.

score 0.0: Discontinuity, repetition, freezing,
implausible morphing, flicker, or frame popping
dominates the scoped evidence.

Attribute Consistency Rubric

Attribute Consistency rubric:
Judge whether the named entity and named identity/

attribute cue remain recognizable across the
checklist item's scope.

Dimension cues:
- character: face structure, age, hairstyle,

clothing, accessories, and body silhouette.
- animal: species, body shape, fur/skin color,

markings, and distinctive features.
- prop: shape, color, size, material, logo, details,

and object identity.

Score anchors:
score 1.0: The entity and requested cue stay

stable and match the relevant prompt/keyframe
reference, except for prompt-requested changes.

score 0.75: Mostly stable; minor drift or brief
ambiguity appears, but the same entity and cue
remain clear.

Attribute Consistency Rubric (continued)

score 0.5: Partly stable; the entity or cue is
still identifiable, but drift, substitution, or
intermittent loss is obvious.

score 0.25: Weakly stable; identity or attribute
cues are often unstable or only match under
generous interpretation.

score 0.0: The entity is missing, replaced,
contradicted by the reference, or the named
attribute is absent or persistently wrong.

Spatial Orientation Consistency Rubric

Spatial Orientation Consistency rubric:
Judge whether the named spatial relation or

proportion stays internally consistent after
accounting for visible movement, scene changes,
and camera viewpoint.

Dimension cues:
- relative_position_stability: left/right, front/

behind, near/far, facing, containment, and
ordering between named subjects or subject/
environment pairs.

- scale_proportion_rationality: plausible relative
size between subjects, objects, and environment
landmarks across camera scales and angles.

- viewpoint_explained_relation_change: apparent
relation changes are explainable by camera
movement, viewpoint, visible subject movement,
or an explicit scene transition.

- MonST3R sensor_context, when present, is only
auxiliary camera-motion context; it does not
provide object masks, boxes, depth, or pose
evidence.

Score anchors:
score 1.0: The relation, ordering, facing,

containment, or proportion is stable where
expected, and apparent changes are clearly
explained.

score 0.75: Mostly consistent; one brief ambiguity
, occlusion, or camera-motion uncertainty does
not break the relation.

score 0.5: Partly consistent; the relation or
proportion becomes unstable or ambiguous at
times, but the layout remains interpretable.

score 0.25: Weak spatial logic; relations often
flip, collapse, reset, or show proportions that
viewpoint/movement cannot explain.

score 0.0: The named relation is contradicted, the
layout resets without explanation, or scale/

proportion becomes impossible.

Physical Rationality Rubric

Physical Rationality rubric:
Judge visible physical and common-sense plausibility

. Use the checklist dimension to assign the
main failure type; do not double-count one
problem under several dimensions.

Dimension cues:
- physical_interaction_plausibility: contact, depth,

occlusion, grasping, collision, and support
between people, objects, and environment.

- biological_anatomy_violation: complete, natural
body structure for humans, animals, and other
living bodies.
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Physical Rationality Rubric (continued)

- non_biological_structural_loss: stable structure
for objects, vehicles, buildings, tools, and
environments.

- gravity_support_materials: believable weight,
gravity, balance, support, cloth, liquid, fire,
smoke, deformation, and material behavior.

- text_readability_common_sense: visible important
signs, labels, captions, books, posters, or
screen text remain readable as coherent stable
text, not scrambled glyphs, melted strokes, or
nonsensical frame-to-frame corruption.

- scene_level_common_sense: behavior, reactions,
event logic, and basic world axioms when no
narrower physical dimension fits better.

Score anchors:
score 1.0: No meaningful physical or common-sense

break is visible for this dimension in the
required scope.

score 0.75: Mostly plausible; one or two minor
local issues do not change interpretation.

score 0.5: Noticeable physical errors occur, but
the intended interaction, structure, material
behavior, text readability, or event logic
remains understandable.

score 0.25: Repeated, severe, or distracting
errors make the scoped physical behavior hard
to accept.

score 0.0: Impossible or contradictory physical
behavior dominates, or the scene logic breaks
in an interpretation-changing way.

Video Modality Adherence Rubric

Video Modality Adherence rubric:
Judge whether the generated video follows the prompt

/spec requirement named by the checklist item.
For minimal prompts, judge only structure or
narrative expectations inferable from keyframes
/story_summary.

Dimension cues:
- camera_parameter: requested camera motion, scale,

angle, framing, or continuous-take behavior.
MonST3R sensor_context, when present, is
auxiliary camera-motion context; the visible
video remains primary.

- shot_count_structure: requested shot count, multi-
shot separation, one-take structure (a single
continuous shot with no cuts), or scene-cut
behavior. "single-shot" is an internal
structure label; reviewer-facing checklist text
should use the clearer term "one-take (a

single continuous shot with no cuts)".
- narrative_logic.rhythm: duration distribution,

transition pacing, and whether key events
receive appropriate visual time.

- narrative_logic.story_focus: whether the video
stays focused on the intended story rather than
unrelated actions or scenes.

- segment_presence: required characters, props,
actions, and scenes appear in the intended shot
/segment.

Score anchors:
score 1.0: The requirement is clearly present in

the intended scope with correct timing,
placement, structure, and semantic content.

score 0.75: Mostly adherent; only minor timing,
localization, framing, intensity, or
completeness issues are visible.

score 0.5: Partly adherent; the core intent

Video Modality Adherence Rubric (continued)

appears but is incomplete, weakly localized,
compressed, overextended, or missing an
important detail.

score 0.25: Weakly adherent; the requirement
appears briefly, ambiguously, in the wrong
segment, or only by generous interpretation.

score 0.0: The requirement is missing,
contradicted, placed in the wrong structure/
segment, or replaced by unrelated content.

Audio Modality Adherence Rubric

Audio Modality Adherence rubric:
Judge whether generated audio follows the prompt/

spec requirement named by the checklist item.
If the item is explicitly not_applicable
because no audio requirement exists, follow
that item instead of inventing an audio
expectation.

Dimension cues:
- audio_semantic_alignment: requested sounds, music,

dialogue, ambience, or sonic events are
audible and match the described visual events.

- audio_style_emotion: mood, genre, intensity, style
, and emotional tone fit the requested scene.

- audio_visual_sync: audible events align with
visible causes, impacts, speech, footsteps,
actions, or timing cues when sync is implied.

Score anchors:
score 1.0: The audio requirement is clearly

satisfied, audible, semantically matched,
stylistically appropriate, and synchronized
when needed.

score 0.75: Mostly adherent; only minor timing,
style, intensity, clarity, or localization
mismatch is present.

score 0.5: Partly adherent; audio supports the
scene but misses one important requested
property, or sync/style/semantics are only
partial.

score 0.25: Weakly adherent; audio is generic,
ambiguous, poorly synchronized, faint, or only
indirectly related to the requested sound.

score 0.0: Audio is missing, inaudible,
contradicted by the requirement, unusable, or
dominated by unrelated sound.
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