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Abstract

Accurate nutrition estimation helps people make informed decisions about their
dietary choices and is crucial for preventing serious health issues. We present
NUTRIBENCH, the first publicly available natural language meal description based
nutrition benchmark. NUTRIBENCH consists of 5,000 human-verified meal de-
scriptions with macro-nutrient labels, including carbohydrates, proteins, fats, and
calories. The data is divided into 15 subsets varying in complexity based on the
number, servings, and popularity of the food items in the meals and the specificity
of serving size descriptions. We conducted an extensive evaluation of seven popular
and state-of-the-art Large Language Models (LLMs), including GPT-3.5, Llama-
3, and a medical domain-specific model with standard, Chain-of-Thought and
Retrieval-Augmented Generation strategies on NUTRIBENCH for carbohydrate
estimation. We also conducted a human study involving expert and non-expert
participants and found that LLMs can provide more accurate and faster predictions
over a range of complex queries. We present a thorough analysis and comparison
of different LLMs, highlighting the opportunities and challenges of using LLMs
for nutrition estimation in real-life scenarios. Our benchmark is publicly available
at: https://mehak126.github.io/nutribench.html

1 Introduction
Effective nutrition monitoring and dietary management are essential components of healthcare, closely
linked to the prevention and control of chronic diseases, including obesity, heart disease, diabetes,
and certain cancers [8, 27, 29]. For example, it is critical for patients with diabetes to estimate
carbohydrates in meals to determine required insulin doses [13, 9]. Inaccurate self-estimation of
meal carbohydrates can lead to high blood sugar (hyperglycemia) or low blood sugar (hypoglycemia)
events, which can cause severe short and long-term health issues [12, 31].

Despite technological advancements in dietary assessment approaches, self-reporting nutrition esti-
mation suffers from limited accuracy and high user burden [29, 34, 37]. A major limitation is that
most modern nutrition datasets typically include tabular data [2, 4, 23, 6, 5, 1] or meal images paired
with nutrition information [13, 30, 24, 32, 36, 28, 26] but often lack natural language descriptions,
restricting their usage and flexibility. For example, tabular database searches typically require an
exact match for successful retrieval and require multiple searches for meals with multiple food items,
making the process time-consuming and burdensome [18]. In addition, image processing-based
nutrition estimation systems are restricted to real-time predictions, pose privacy concerns [18] and
may encounter issues with food components being obscured in the image.
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“For dinner, I am enjoying a cup of baked winter squash and a delicious 
barbecue sandwich for a quick meal.”  

 
“I don’t know”  

GPT-3.5
 
“The meal consists of 1 cup of baked winter squash and 1 barbecue sandwich. 1 cup of 
baked winter squash has 18g carbs. 1 barbecue sandwich has 40g carbs. So the total 
grams of carbs in the meal = (18 + 40) = 58. Total carbohydrates: 58g

Food: Squash, winter, hubbard, baked, with salt
1 cup, cubes (205.0g) has 22.16g carbs…

Food: Barbecue rib sandwich
100g has 26.5g carbs …

 
“Total carbohydrates: 94.47g”  

RAG

"The meal consists of 1 cup of baked winter squash and 1 barbecue sandwich. 1 cup of 
baked winter squash has 22.16g carbs. 1 barbecue sandwich has 50.35g carbs. So the total 
grams of carbs in the meal = (22.16 + 50.35) = 72.51. Total carbohydrates: 72.51g” RAG+CoT

Retrieved Context
CoT

Figure 1: GPT-3.5 answers a query from NUTRIBENCH using different prompting strategies.

In contrast, describing meals using natural everyday language offers more flexibility, allowing users
to explain various meal components and serving amounts in detail. We propose that Large Language
Models (LLMs) are a valuable tool for nutrition estimation from natural language meal descriptions
due to their advanced language understanding and reasoning capabilities, combined with vast internal
knowledge and ability to refer to external sources to provide precise nutrition estimates. However,
there are no available existing datasets to evaluate LLMs on this task.

To this end, we present NUTRIBENCH, a dataset consisting of 5,000 natural language meal descrip-
tions with macronutrient and calorie annotations. To our knowledge, this is the first publicly available
benchmark for evaluating the performance of LLMs on nutrition estimation from meal descriptions.
We construct NUTRIBENCH with 15 subsets varying in complexity based on the number, servings,
and popularity of food items in the meal. This allows us to evaluate LLMs across various challenging
real-world scenarios. Figure 3 shows the pipeline of the construction process of NUTRIBENCH.
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Figure 2: Accuracy versus Answer Rate for the
evaluated LLMs across different prompting strate-
gies on NUTRIBENCH.

With our human-verified NUTRIBENCH, we
evaluate seven popular and state-of-the-art
LLMs including GPT-3.5 [7], Llama-3 [3], and
a domain-specific medical model, MedAlpaca
[17], across four prompting paradigms includ-
ing Chain-of-Thought (CoT) [39] and Retrieval
Augmented Generation (RAG) [21] for carbo-
hydrate estimation. An example of GPT-3.5’s
output using different prompting strategies is
shown in Figure 1. In addition, we summarize
LLMs’ performance in Figure 2, where GPT-3.5
with CoT prompting achieves the highest accu-
racy of 51.48%, with an answer rate of 89.80%.
Surprisingly, most LLMs outperformed even a
professional nutritionist and non-experts based
on our human study while also providing much faster estimates and accommodating a wide range of
complex queries. This demonstrates the great potential of LLMs for nutrition estimation from meal
descriptions, providing humans with dietary guidance and improving health outcomes.

Our contributions can be summarized as follows:
• NUTRIBENCH: We present NUTRIBENCH - the first publicly available natural language meal

description dataset labeled with macronutrient and calorie estimates. NUTRIBENCH consists of
5,000 meal descriptions with 15 subsets varying in complexity.

• Benchmarking LLMs: We conducted 300 experiments across seven LLMs varying in size
and expertise with different prompting strategies including CoT and RAG. This provides a
comprehensive insight into the current capabilities of LLMs in nutrition estimation.

• Insightful Analysis: We compare and analyze the relative performance across the different
NUTRIBENCH subsets, LLMs, and prompting strategies. Additionally, we conduct a human study
and find that LLMs can even outperform a professional nutritionist in carbohydrate estimation.

2 Related Work
Nutrition Estimation Most mainstream nutrition datasets such as FoodData Central (FDC) [2],
MenuStat [6], FoodCom [23], and Nutritionix [4] feature tabular food nutrition information curated
from diverse sources. However, tabular datasets based retrieval methods require users to use precise
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Name   Unit       Carb    Protein..
         …

(4) Generate Meal 
Descriptions 

(1) Data Curation 
from FDC

(2) Cleaning & 
Filtering

Name   Unit       Carb    Protein..
 Rice    0.5 cup     70g        6g
 Corn    100g       12.8g     0.8g

         …

FDC Nutrition Database (3) Sample & 
Combine

Name   Unit       Carb    Protein..
 Corn    100g       12.8g     0.8g

         …

NutriBench(5) Human 
Verification

Query: I’m eating half a 
cup of rice and 20g corn 
for lunch…
Carb: 72.56g
Protein: 6.16g
…

GPT-3.5

Figure 3: Overview of the construction process of NUTRIBENCH.

terminology to ensure successful and relevant retrieval. In addition, these methods do not support
retrieving multiple items that may be present in a meal in a single search, making the process
time-consuming and burdensome [18].

Another popular method for nutrition estimation involves predicting nutritional values from food
images. Such approaches may involve identifying food items followed by retrieval from a tabular
nutrition database [41] or directly estimating the meal’s nutritional breakdown from the image [19].
Many existing datasets contain images paired with nutrition information to facilitate research in this
direction. These datasets may include images obtained from the web [30], real world, [24, 32, 36], or
synthetically generated images [28]. UMDFood90k [26] provide a multimodel dataset with product
images, text-based ingredient statements, and nutrient amounts. However, image-based nutrition
approaches are time-sensitive [18], requiring users to capture specific pictures of their meals at the
time of consumption and may encounter issues with food components being obscured in the image.

Enabling users to input meal descriptions in natural everyday language can help mitigate these issues.
Initial exploration in this realm includes [20, 34], who utilize Convolutional Neural Networks to
match food items from crowdsourced meal descriptions with an external tabular nutrition database.
However, they do not make their data public, preventing the evaluation of current state-of-the-art
language processing approaches, such as LLMs, for this task.

Motivated by the lack of a standardized benchmark for nutrition estimation based on natural language
meal descriptions, we introduce NUTRIBENCH, the first publically available nutrition benchmark,
and evaluate state-of-the-art LLMs to gain insight into their current capabilities and limitations.

Large Language Models (LLMs) Large Language Models (LLMs) have made significant progress
in recent years, with both closed-source models like GPT-3/4 [7], Gemini [35] and open-source
models like Llama 2 [38], Llama 3 [3], and Alpaca [33] enabling advancements in natural language
processing as well as knowledge-intensive, reasoning, and cross-domain tasks including healthcare
applications [16]. Despite their extensive internal knowledge, LLMs still suffer from issues such as
hallucinations, incorrect or outdated information, and a lack of interpretability [25, 22, 42].

Chain-of-Thought (CoT) [39] prompting alleviates some of these issues by enabling models to reason
about the answer step-by-step. Another promising solution is Retrieval-Augmented Generation
(RAG) [21], which provides the model with additional context relevant to the query by retrieving
information from an external, reliable knowledge source. While previous works have identified
shortcomings of both these approaches [10, 40], they have not been assessed on the task of nutrition
estimation, which may uncover unique challenges.

Our work comprehensively evaluates 7 state-of-the-art LLMs with standard, CoT, RAG, and RAG
combined with CoT prompting for carbohydrate estimation from natural language meal descriptions.
We present a detailed analysis of how different prompting strategies affect LLMs’ performance in
nutrition estimation in Section 5.

3 Dataset Construction
In this section, we describe our process of constructing our natural language meal description
benchmark, NUTRIBENCH. Figure 3 provides an overview of the different stages in our pipeline.

3.1 Data Curation
The FoodData Central (FDC) [2] is the food composition information center of the US Department
of Agriculture (USDA) [14]. It is a semi-annually updated data repository and we obtained the
most recent version of the data at the time of writing (April 2024) to compile food items and their
nutrient labels in our dataset. We retained entries that provided complete macro-nutrient information,
including carbohydrates, proteins, fats, and calories. Overall, we retained a total of 1,788,981 entries
from the database containing all macro-nutrients. Among these, 465,059 items had unique food
names, and 1,286,036 items were associated with a specific brand.
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3.2 Data Cleaning and Filtering
We conducted two rounds of outlier-based filtering to clean the data, with a primary focus on
carbohydrates. In the first round, we eliminated variability among entries with the same food name
and brand. Since we expect these entries to have near-similar nutrition estimates, we applied a strict
z-score-based filtering approach, removing estimates with a score greater than 1, and selected the
median of the remaining estimates as the final carbohydrate label. For same-brand items with only
two entries, we kept their mean as the final label if their relative difference was less than 0.1. The
second round filtered out extreme outliers for the same food name across different brands. In this step,
we allowed for more variability and increased the z-score and relative difference thresholds to 2 and
0.3 respectively. Finally, we were left with 756,594 entries including 451,555 unique food names.

3.3 Extracting Natural Serving Descriptions
The standard nutrition measurement in the FDC database is based on a normalized quantity of 100g,
denoted as “Metric Serving”. However, typical meal descriptions in natural language rarely include
such precise measurements. For instance, it is more common to refer to “1 cup of rice" rather than
“100g of rice" in day-to-day life. We extracted such natural servings from the FDC database, denoted
as “Natural Serving” in this paper. In summary, our cleaned FDC database has 756,594 food items
with varying brands and sources. Among them, 13,048 food items have additional natural serving
descriptions with their corresponding weight in grams.

Table 1: Dataset size of cleaned FDC, RETRI-DB
and NUTRIBENCH.

FDC RETRI-DB NUTRIBENCH

Size 756,594 451,058 5000

Next, we use the cleaned and filtered FDC
database to create our retrieval database RETRI-
DB and our evaluation benchmark NU-
TRIBENCH . The data sizes are in Table 1.

3.4 Retrieval Database Construction
For our experiments with Retrieval-Augmented Generation, we construct a retrieval database, RETRI-
DB, to provide relevant external nutrition knowledge. For each food item, we compile the nutrition
information available across different brands and for different servings into a comprehensive list of
facts. If multiple brands provide estimates for a specific serving of a food item, we use the median as
the reference value. Since models process unstructured text information more efficiently than tabular
data [11], we use a rule-based transformation to convert the context to natural language. Specifically,
for an entry containing a serving amount and nutrition amount for a particular nutrient, we
convert it to the string "serving amount has nutrition amount nutrient". Figure 1 shows an
example of retrieved context for the two food items in the input query.

3.5 NUTRIBENCH Construction
To construct NUTRIBENCH , we generate 5,000 natural language meal descriptions from the cleaned
FDC nutrition dataset, divided into 15 subsets. These subsets vary in the number of food items,
serving sizes, and natural vs. metric serving descriptions and include both directly and indirectly
retrievable food items to enable a comprehensive assessment of LLMs’ capabilities on this task. We
also include both common and uncommon food items in NUTRIBENCH. The overall construction
pipeline for NUTRIBENCH is depicted in Figure 3, with a summary of each subset sizes presented in
Table 2. More detailed examples are available in the Appendix.

Increasing Number of Food Items To evaluate the models’ capacity to handle multiple food items
within a single meal description, we constructed three subsets containing single, double, and triple
different food items in one meal description. For the double and triple food item subsets, we randomly
sample two or three items from the single food item subset to create the combinations.

Increasing Number of Servings We also vary the number of serving sizes to evaluate whether
LLMs exhibit mathematical and logical reasoning capabilities on this task. A ‘single’ natural serving
represents ‘1’ unit food item, e.g., 1 apple, whereas a ‘single’ metric serving represents ‘100g’, e.g.,
100g of apple. We convert these standardized single serving amounts by scaling the measures and the
corresponding nutrition content by values sampled from a range of 0.25-48 for natural servings and
10-120 for metric servings. We refer to these as ‘Multiple’ servings. For multi-item meal descriptions,
we first scale the serving size of each item and then combine them, e.g., “I ate two apples and half a
toast for breakfast.”

Natural vs. Metric Serving Descriptions In the real world, people may choose to describe food
items using either natural language (e.g., “a cup of latte”) or precise metric measurements (e.g.,
“100g of latte”). To reflect this diversity, we create distinct subsets containing food descriptions using
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Table 2: NUTRIBENCH comprises 15 distinct evaluation subsets, each varying in the number of
food items, serving sizes, natural and metric serving descriptions, and including both directly and
indirectly retrievable food items from RETRI-DB.

Number of Food Item Single Double Triple
Number of Serving Single Multiple Single Multiple Single

Natural Serving Direct Retrieval 500 500 500 500 500
Indirect Retrieval 200 200 200 200 200

Metric Serving Indirect Retrieval 300 300 300 300 300

natural or metric servings in a ratio of 7:3, favoring natural serving descriptions due to their higher
frequency of day-to-day use. In Section 5.2, we explore how these distinct serving descriptions can
significantly influence the performance of LLMs and retrieval-based methods.

Direct vs. Indirect Retrieval Subsets To evaluate the performance of RAG based methods, we use
RETRI-DB introduced in Section 3.4 to provide relevant external nutrition information to the models.
We divide NUTRIBENCH into two equal parts: one containing ‘Direct Retrieval’ food items, where
the food items can be directly retrieved from RETRI-DB with exact food name matches but different
serving descriptions, and the other with ‘Indirect Retrieval’ food items, where no direct match exists
between the queried food item and those in RETRI-DB. The Direct Retrieval subset is used to assess
the model’s ability to convert metric servings retrieved from the database (e.g., “100g of rice”) to
natural servings used in meal descriptions (e.g., “1 cup of rice”). In contrast, the Indirect Retrieval
subset evaluates the model’s capability to retrieve similar food items from the RETRI-DB and use
them as nutrition context for knowledge-grounded carbohydrate estimation.

3.5.1 Commonness-based Sampling
To ensure our NUTRIBENCH includes both common and uncommon foods, we propose commonness-
based sampling for constructing Indirect Retrieval subsets 2. Specifically, we quantify the common-
ness score using the embedding similarity of food names: the higher the similarity to other food items,
the more common the food. We employ OpenAI’s “text-embedding-3-large” model to extract food
name embeddings and compute a similarity matrix against all other food items in our database. The
second-highest similarity score (the highest being 1 for the item itself) is used as the commonness
score. We set a threshold of 0.75 to distinguish between uncommon and common foods and then
randomly sample from these two groups equally for Indirect Retrieval subsets. Further details of our
commonness-based sampling process are presented in Appendix C.

3.5.2 Generating Natural Language based Meal Descriptions
GPT-3.5 Based Generation We instruct GPT-3.5 to generate natural language meal descriptions
(aka queries) from the sampled food items to create NUTRIBENCH . To encourage diversity, we
prompt the LLM to produce five varied meal descriptions for each food item in a single generation,
from which we randomly select one as the final query. When increasing the number of food items
in a query, we instruct the LLM to combine two or three single-item queries into a combined meal
description. Details of the prompts used can be found in the Appendix.
Two-Round Human Verification Although GPT-3.5 can generate meal descriptions, it may occa-
sionally produce outputs with incorrect food names or missing serving sizes. To this end, we conduct
two rounds of human verification. First, a human evaluator reviews each generated meal description
to manually correct the accuracy of the food name and serving size. In the second round, another
evaluator re-examines the entire dataset. This ensures NUTRIBENCH contains high-quality natural
language meal descriptions. Examples are displayed in Figure 1 and the Appendix.

4 Experimental Setup
4.1 LLM Models
In this work, we conduct a comprehensive evaluation of seven state-of-the-art large language models
(LLMs) using our proposed NUTRIBENCH. The evaluation spans models of varying sizes, ranging
from small-scale models with 7 billion parameters to large-scale models with 175 billion parameters.
Additionally, we compare models with integrated general medical knowledge to those without such
specialized information. The evaluated LLMs are introduced as follows:

2Commonness-based sampling is not necessary for Direct Retrieval subsets since the food names can be
directly retrieved from RETRI-DB.
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• GPT-3.5 [7]: GPT-3.5-Turbo from OpenAI is a closed-source model, accessible via an API.
• Llama2-7B and Llama2-70B [38]: Llama-2-7B-chat and Llama-2-70B are open-source

instruction-tuned models from Meta.
• Llama3-8B and Llama3-70B [3]: We also evaluate the advanced Llama models, Llama-3-8B-

Instruct and Llama-3-70B. Notably, Llama-3-70B competes with GPT-3.5 in human evaluations.
• Alpaca-7B [33]: Alpaca-7B, developed by Stanford, fine-tunes Llama-7B with 52K instruction-

following examples
• MedAlpaca-7B [17]: In comparison to Alpaca-7B, MedAlpaca-7B fine-tunes Llama with medical

data including established medical NLP tasks as well as various internet resources.

4.2 Prompt Methods
In this section, we introduce how we adapt four existing prompting methods with carefully designed
prompts tailored for carbohydrate estimation. They are:
• Base: The first baseline involves instructing LLMs to estimate the carbohydrate content based on

the meal description provided in the query with basic instructions.
• Chain-of-Thought (CoT) [39]: Since our data includes complex queries with multiple items in

varying quantities for a meal description, we hypothesize that the step-by-step reasoning induced
by chain-of-thought prompting would reduce model errors by enabling the model to identify and
reason about individual query components required to make the overall decision.

• Retrieval-Augmented Generation (RAG) [21]: To further enhance the reliability of LLM, we
use RAG to ground their predictions with nutrition knowledge retrieved from RETRI-DB. First,
for a given meal query, we prompt the model to parse it into individual food components. Next,
we retrieve nutrition information about each food item in the query through a nearest neighbor
semantic similarity search and concatenate the results to form a comprehensive set of facts about
the food components in the query. Finally, we provide this retrieved context along with the original
prompts for LLMs.

• RAG+CoT: We combine the nutrition retrieval capability of RAG with step-by-step reasoning in
CoT by concatenating the retrieved nutrition context with the CoT prompting for LLMs.

In all the cases mentioned above, we instruct the models to respond with ‘-1’ if they don’t know the
answer to reduce the risk of potentially harmful predictions. Figure 1 shows different outputs of GPT-
3.5 using the four different paradigms. We apply RAG and RAG+CoT on GPT-3.5, Llama3-8B, and
Llama3-70B only due to computation constrain. The prompts for each method are in the Appendix.

4.3 Evaluation Metrics

We calculate the mean absolute error (MAE) to measure the deviation of the model responses from
the true carbohydrates. In addition, we report accuracy (Acc@7.5) by considering the model output
as ‘correct’ if the predicted value is within ±7.5g of the ground truth. This is based on the insulin-to-
carbohydrate ratio, which indicates the grams of carbohydrates one unit of insulin can cover. While
this ratio varies among individuals, it is generally considered 1:15 as a rule of thumb 3. Since we
aim to improve insulin management and avoid even half-unit insulin dosage errors, we maintain a
conservative threshold of 7.5g on the absolute error to measure accuracy.

Finally, since we allow the models not to provide an estimate if uncertain, we also report the answer
rate (AR), indicating the percentage of answered questions. Overall, the models should have a high
AR and Acc@7.5, and a low AE.

5 Evaluating LLMs on NUTRIBENCH

In this section, we evaluated the performance of seven LLM models and four prompt methods on our
natural language description based nutrition benchmark: NUTRIBENCH. We specifically focused
on carbohydrate estimation due to its pivotal role in blood glucose management for diabetes. We
anticipate that the insights derived from carbohydrate estimation will be applicable to other nutritional
components, such as proteins, fats, and calories, included in NUTRIBENCH.

We begin by summarizing the general guidelines that apply across all 15 subsets in NUTRIBENCH.
As shown in Figure 2, we find that:

3https://www.tidepool.org/blog/optimizing-insulin-to-carb-ratios
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• Among seven LLMs, GPT-3.5 generally outperforms the others, with Llama3-70B ranking second.
• There is a trade-off between accuracy and answer rate. For instance, GPT-3.5 with CoT achieves a

51.48% acc@7.5, outperforming all other methods, but tends to be more conservative in carbohy-
drate estimation, resulting in a lower answer rate.

• Increasing the model size of LLMs generally improves both accuracy and answer rate, as observed
when comparing Llama models with 7 or 8 billion parameters to those with 70 billion.

• The medical LLM, such as Medalpaca, performs better than its non-medical counterpart, Alpaca,
but does not surpass more advanced LLMs. We hypothesize that while medical data can help
nutritional estimation, more advanced LLMs possess a stronger ability to comprehend natural
language based meal descriptions.

In the following sections, we compare performance on specific NUTRIBENCH subsets to analyze
how different LLMs and prompt methods affect carbohydrate estimation.

5.1 CoT Improves both Answer Rate and Accuracy, Especially on Challenging Queries
In this section, we investigate how step-by-step reasoning induced by CoT helps LLMs in carbohydrate
estimation. First, we discover that CoT consistently improves both answer rate and accuracy across
15 subsets and 7 LLMs, as demonstrated in Table 3. We further analyze the queries answered by CoT
but not by Base, and observe a higher MAE compared to queries answered by both, shown in Table 4.
This indicates that CoT enables LLMs to answer challenging queries, aligned with the observations
in [39] that step-by-step reasoning can effectively help LLMs tackle difficult problems.

Table 3: CoT improves both Answer Rate and
Acc@7.5. Accuracy and answer rate are aver-
aged over 15 subsets and 7 models for Base and
CoT, and over 3 models (GPT-3.5, Llama3 8B,
and Llama3 70B) for RAG and RAG+CoT.

Base CoT RAG CoT+RAG

Answer Rate 79.21 96.75 97.91 97.17
Acc@7.5 30.70 35.88 42.08 45.49

Table 4: CoT enables LLMs to answer chal-
lenging queries as the MAE of queries that CoT
Answered Only is higher than those both an-
swered. We report the MAE of GPT-3.5 where
CoT significantly improves the answer rate.

Base CoT

Both Answered 15.92 13.34
CoT Answered Only NA 15.92

Error Analysis Since the intermediate steps with chain-of-thought prompting add a layer of
interpretability to the models’ reasoning process, we manually reviewed failure examples with high
MAE errors. Approximately 80% of model errors come from erroneous carbohydrate predictions,
possibly due to incorrect prior knowledge or hallucinations by the model. The remaining errors arise
from misidentifying either individual food items or the serving size in a query. Notably, none of the
errors were due to mathematical calculation mistakes. This indicates that CoT is sufficient to handle
the mathematical complexity of nutrition estimation. Detailed error analysis is in the Appendix.

5.2 RAG only Helps with Aligned Serving Descriptions
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Indirect Retrieval Metric Serving

Base, GPT-3.5
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Figure 4: RAG only helps on queries with metric serving. We
average the results across various food items and serving sizes.
Direct retrieval does not improve ACC@7.5 compared to indirect
retrieval, indicating that LLMs struggle to convert one serving
description to another. However, when both the query and context
contain metric servings, RAG improves accuracy.

In this section, we investigate
how external nutrition knowl-
edge retrieved by RAG aids
LLMs in making predictions. We
compare results for natural and
metric servings in Figure 4. Sur-
prisingly, despite direct retrieval
providing nutrition information
with exact food names for differ-
ent serving descriptions, it still
degrades performance. This sug-
gests that LLMs struggle to con-
vert one serving description to
another, particularly from met-
ric to natural serving, even when
our designed prompt explicitly
instructs the model to convert the
servings. In contrast, RAG consistently improves both Acc@7.5 and AR for metric serving queries,
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even without directly retrieving the exact food names from RETRI-DB. Considering most food items
in RETRI-DB only have metric serving descriptions, we conclude that RAG can provide LLMs with
useful nutrition knowledge by retrieving similar, but not necessarily identical, food items, as long
as the serving descriptions are aligned. Based on these findings, a promising future direction is to
augment RETRI-DB with more natural servings for RAG to support knowledge-grounded predictions
with LLMs.

5.3 LLMs Excel in Multi-item Queries but Struggle with Multi-Serving Queries
Multi-Item Analysis We compare the average model performance across the single, double, and
triple food subsets with single servings in NUTRIBENCH. As shown in Table 5, the unnormalized
MAE increases with the number of food items in a query as the task becomes more challenging. We
also measure the normalized MAE corresponding to a single food item with a single serving. For
each query in a multiple food subset, if all food items are answered in the corresponding single food
subset, we average the MAE of each item from the single food subset. Additionally, we divide the
unnormalized MAE by the number of food items in double or triple food subsets. Surprisingly, we
observe an opposite trend - the models exhibit a lower normalized MAE over multi-item subsets
compared to single-item subsets. We hypothesize pairing foods together provides additional context
for predictions.4 This suggests that providing complete descriptions of meals, including all items in a
single query, can be more accurate than prompting LLMs multiple times for each individual item.

Table 5: Multi-item subsets have lower normal-
ized MAE, averaged over 7 LLMs and 4 methods.

Single Double Single Tripple

Unnormalized 18.85 27.24 18.85 38.78
Normalized 18.81 13.65 19.06 13.18

Table 6: Multi-serving subsets have higher normal-
ized MAE, averaged over 7 LLMs and 4 methods.

Single Multiple

Unnormalized 28.26 19.63
Normalized 28.29 34.62

Multi-Serving Analysis We compare prediction errors across subsets containing single food items
with either single or multiple serving sizes. In Table 6, we present both the unnormalized MAE
corresponding to each meal description, and the normalized MAE, which divides the error of multiple
serving queries by the serving multiplication factor. Although we observe a lower unnormalized
MAE for multiple serving subsets, the normalized MAE is higher compared to single serving subsets.
In our error analysis in the Appendix, we observed that the majority of errors for multiple serving
subsets stem from inaccurate initial predictions rather than calculation mistakes. Based on this, we
hypothesize that the higher normalized error observed for the multiple servings set is due to the
uncommon serving sizes. Online nutrition databases, like FDC, typically provide nutrition estimates
for standardized serving sizes, such as per 100g. Therefore, LLMs are likely trained on data featuring
nutrition estimates for 100g servings. However, when tasked with carbohydrate estimation for
variable serving sizes, LLMs may struggle to effectively use this prior knowledge.

5.4 High-carbohydrate Foods Lead to Large Prediction Error
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Figure 5: Food with high car-
bohydrates has large MAE.

We examined the relationship between the prediction error and the
true carbohydrate content. Figure 5.3 shows the histogram of the true
carbohydrate content for single-item, single-serving queries. For each
bin, we measure and plot the average MAE (in red). We observe a
positive correlation: the MAE increases as the ground truth carbohy-
drate content rises. This indicates that LLM predictions are likely to
be more accurate for individuals with a generally low-carbohydrate
diet compared to those with a high-carbohydrate diet.

5.5 LLMs Outperforms Nutritionist in Accuracy, Speed and Stress Reduction
We conduct a voluntary human study on carbohydrate estimation involving 10 non-expert laypersons
and 1 nutritionist. Among the ten laypersons, we include 1 patient with Type-1 diabetes for over
10 years, individuals with a general understanding of nutrition (including calorie awareness but
not carbohydrates), and others without any particular focus on nutrition knowledge. We randomly
sample 6 meal descriptions from each subset to create a final test set of 90 queries. To make a fair

4We eliminate the impact of ensemble by predicting single foods multiple times and then averaging the
results, but we do not observe a difference compared to a single prediction.
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comparison with LLMs, we explicitly instruct the participants: Do not search online or use nutrition
apps for carbohydrates. Additionally, we provide all participants with three meal descriptions with
corresponding carbohydrates, identical to the few-shot examples given in the LLM prompts.

The results show an interesting finding: the professional nutritionist could not outperform advanced
LLMs in carbohydrate estimation,5 as illustrated in Figure 2. In addition, it takes the nutritionist in
total of 50 minutes to complete all 90 queries 6 However, LLMs can answer all 90 queries within
minutes , e.g., GPT-3.5 completed them in 2 minutes. Lastly, when the meal description becomes more
complicated, participants experience significantly heightened stress in processing the information. In
contrast, there is no difference when LLMs process longer meal descriptions. Taken together, we
conclude that LLMs exhibit significant potential in addressing this challenging yet critical task.

6 Conclusion
In this study, we presented NUTRIBENCH, the first publicly available benchmark for evaluating the
performance of LLMs on nutrition estimation from natural language meal descriptions. NUTRIBENCH
contains 15 distinct subsets with in total 5,000 human-verified meal descriptions, representing various
challenging scenarios likely to be encountered in the real world. We conducted 300 experiments
to evaluate seven state-of-the-art LLMs on the NUTRIBENCH and discover that GPT-3.5 with CoT
achieves the highest accuracy, significantly outperforming even human experts with professional
nutritional knowledge. Our benchmark not only highlights the capabilities of existing LLMs but also
provides a robust platform for future studies in this vital area. A limitation of our study is that the
scale of the dataset may not be large enough, which we plan to address in future iterations. We hope
the insightful findings in this work will inspire researchers to develop domain-specific LLMs for
nutrition estimation, ultimately contributing to improved dietary choices and overall health outcomes.
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A Data Distribution

A.1 Dataset Documentation and Intended uses.

We document the data using the Datasheets for Datasets framework [15] available at https:
//github.com/DongXzz/NutriBench/blob/main/NutriBench_Datasheet.pdf. The docu-
mentation is also attached at the end of the Appendix.

A.2 URLs to data and Croissant metadata.

Data URL: https://github.com/DongXzz/NutriBench/tree/main
Croissant Metadata URL: https://github.com/DongXzz/NutriBench/blob/main/
croissant.json

A.3 Author statement.

We confirm that we bear all responsibility for any rights violations that may occur during dataset
construction or other aspects of this work. We also confirm the dataset is under Creative Commons
Attribution Non Commercial Share Alike 4.0 (CC BY-NC-SA 4.0) license.

B More Examples of Generated Meal Descriptions

In this section, we give more examples of meal descriptions in NUTRIBENCH.

B.1 Natural Serving Direct Retrieval

1. Enjoying a delicious cooked and broiled bison ribeye steak for lunch. (Single Food Item
Single Serving)

2. For dinner, I am having 2 servings of cooked, broiled bison ribeye steak. (Single Food Item
Multiple Serving)

3. Indulging in a pouch of caramel filled chocolate candy and using one tbsp dried rosemary to
enhance the taste of my meal. (Double Food Item Single Serving)

4. Treating myself to half regular size pouch of chocolate candy with caramel filling and 3 tbsp
of dried rosemary. (Double Food Item Multiple Serving)

5. Having a cup of great northern beans as my meal tonight, followed by a slice of dried mango
for a tasty treat and a cookie filled with peanut butter and coated in chocolate. (Triple Food
Item Single Serving)

B.2 Natural Serving Indirect Retrieval

1. Having a refreshing Kamikaze cocktail. (Single Food Item Single Serving)

2. I am having 2 Kamikaze drinks. (Single Food Item Multiple Serving)

3. For breakfast, I am having a cup of Okara and a cup of reduced fat (2%) milk.(Double Food
Item Single Serving)

4. Okara is the star of my dish, and I am using 3 cups of it along with 3 cups of reduced fat
(2%) milk as a mid-morning snack. (Double Food Item Multiple Serving)

5. Treating myself to one cubic inch decadent creme brulee, served with a sprig of raw epazote
in my soup and a cup of spoonbread for breakfast. (Triple Food Item Single Serving)

B.3 Metric Serving Indirect Retrieval

1. Today’s dinner includes 100g of ground pork. (Single Food Item Single Serving)

2. Savoring a 120g serving of ground pork. (Single Food Item Multiple Serving)

3. Indulging in 100g Kerala mixture for a flavorful treat with 100g of CASEY’S GENERAL
STORE gummi candy.(Double Food Item Single Serving)
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Name   Unit       Carb    Protein..
         …

Name   Unit       Carb    Protein..
 Rice    0.5 cup     70g        6g
 Corn    100g       12.8g     0.8g

         …Name   Unit       Carb    Protein..
 Corn    100g       12.8g     0.8g

         …

Nutrition Database

Name   Unit       Carb    Protein..
         …

Name   Unit       Carb    Protein..
 Rice    0.5 cup     70g        6g    

       …

Food name-based 
embedding

Similarity 
Matrix

Commonness 
Score

<0.75

>=0.75

Common Subset

Name   Unit       Carb    Protein..
         …

Name      Unit     Carb    Protein..
Carambola 100g   6.73   1.04

       …

Uncommon Subset

Figure 6: Commonness-based sampling pipeline

4. Enjoying a small portion of 45.0g Kerala mixture for a quick bite with savoring 90.0g of
CASEY’S GENERAL STORE gummi candy as a sweet treat. (Double Food Item Multiple
Serving)

5. Indulging in 100g Kerala mixture, 100g of CASEY’S GENERAL STORE gummi candy,
and a 100g portion of fresh caught fish for my meal. (Triple Food Item Single Serving)

C Details on Commonness-Based Sampling
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Figure 7: Histogram of Commonness-Score in Filtered FDC
DataBase.

As shown in Figure 6, we first use Ope-
nAI’s ’text-embedding-3-large’ model
to extract embeddings for all the food
names. Next, we calculate a similar-
ity matrix and determine the second
largest value in each row as the com-
monness score. A higher commonness
score indicates a more similar food in
the database. Finally, we perform ran-
dom sampling: foods with a common-
ness score greater than 0.75 form the
common subset, while those with a
score less than 0.75 form the uncom-
mon subset.

Compared to random sampling,
commonness-based sampling ensures
the inclusion of uncommon foods in
NUTRIBENCH. As shown in Figure 7, almost 95% of the foods have a commonness score greater
than 0.9. If we apply random sampling naively, most of the selected foods would be common,
resulting in a lack of diversity in NUTRIBENCH.

D Details on Meal Description Generation

In this section, we provide details about the generation of meal descriptions, including the prompts
used for creating these descriptions and human verification examples.

D.1 Prompts for Meal Description Generation

In Figure 8, we show the prompts used for generating meal descriptions for the single food item subset.
After creating the single food item subset, we randomly combine two or three meal descriptions
to form the double and triple food item subsets. The prompts for these combinations are shown in
Figure 9.

D.2 Human Verification

After generating five meal descriptions with GPT-3.5 for each food item, we randomly choose one
meal description as the final meal description. However, these descriptions still require refinement
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Prompts for GPT-3.5 to generate meal descriptions, natural serving:

For the given food item along with their serving size, create a meal description, mimicking natural language.
Generate five diverse meal descriptions for each food item. Here's examples of one output:
Note: only include information that will affect carbohydrates estimation.

Example input- Food list: {{"description": "sandwich, turkey, whole wheat bread, lettuce, tomato, mayonnaise", "unit": "1.0 serving"}}
Example output- For lunch, I am having a turkey sandwich with whole wheat bread, lettuce, tomato, and mayonnaise.

Example input- Food list: {{"description": ”Alcoholic beverage, beer, regular, BUDWEISER“, "unit": 1.0 fl oz}}
Example output- I have a 1 FL.OZ BUDWEISER beer.

Example input- Food list: {{"description": "smoothie, made with spinach, banana, almond milk, protein powder", "unit": "1.0 glass"}}
Example output- My breakfast usually consists of a glass of smoothie made with spinach, banana, almond milk, and protein powder.

Example input- Food list: {{"description": “Beverages, NESTEA, tea, black, ready-to-drink, lemon”, "unit": "1.0 serving (8 fl oz)"}}
Example output- 8 fl oz NESTEA black lemon tea.

Return only the meal descriptions without additional information. Provide the five descriptions separated by a new line.
Food list: {food_list}

Prompts for GPT-3.5 to generate meal descriptions, metric serving:

For the given food item along with their serving size, create a meal description, mimicking natural language.
Generate five diverse meal descriptions for each food item. Here's examples of one output:
Note: only include information that will affect carbohydrates estimation.

Example input- Food list: {{"description": "sandwich, turkey, whole wheat bread, lettuce, tomato, mayonnaise", "unit": "100g"}}
Example output- For lunch, I am having 100g sandwich with whole wheat bread, lettuce, tomato, and mayonnaise.

Example input- Food list: {{"description": ”Alcoholic beverage, beer, regular, BUDWEISER“, "unit": "100g"}}
Example output- I have a 100g BUDWEISER beer.

Example input- Food list: {{"description": "smoothie, made with spinach, banana, almond milk, protein powder", "unit": "100g"}}
Example output- My breakfast usually consists of 100g of smoothie made with spinach, banana, almond milk, and protein powder.

Example input- Food list: {{"description": “Beverages, NESTEA, tea, black, ready-to-drink, lemon”, "unit": "100g"}}
Example output- 100g NESTEA black lemon tea.

Return only the meal descriptions without additional information. Provide the five descriptions separated by a new line.
Food list: {food_list}

Figure 8: Prompts for meal description generation.

before practical application. Here are some examples of the raw generated descriptions and the
descriptions after human verification:

Not Follow Instruction:
Before human verification: ULTRA PERFORMANCE FOOD RELEASE meal description 1: 100g
ULTRA PERFORMANCE FOOD RELEASE.
After human verification: For a quick snack, I have 100g ULTRA PERFORMANCE FOOD
RELEASE.

Missing Serving Size:
Before human verification: Using dried rosemary to enhance the taste of my meal.
After human verification: Using one tbsp dried rosemary to enhance the taste of my meal.

Before human verification: Indulging in a slice of dried mango for a tasty treat and having
a delicious meal of braised select brisket.
After human verification: Indulging in a slice of dried mango for a tasty treat and having a delicious
meal of 1 oz braised select brisket.

Before human verification: Enjoying some SHAMI KABAB ground chicken patties for
dinner.
After human verification: Enjoying 100g SHAMI KABAB ground chicken patties for dinner.
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Prompts for GPT-3.5 to combine two meal descriptions, natural serving:

Combine two meal descriptions into one, creating a natural-sounding sentence as if spoken by a person. If two queries describe different 
meals, merge them into a single meal description.

Example queries: ['For breakfast, I am having a large banana.', 'My lunch consists of a piece of refrigerated whole wheat naan bread.']
Example output: For lunch, I am having a large banana and a piece of refrigerated whole wheat naan bread.

Return only the combined meal descriptions, excluding any additional information.

Queries: {query}

Prompts for GPT-3.5 to combine three meal descriptions, natural serving:

Combine three meal descriptions into one, creating a natural-sounding sentence as if spoken by a person and maintaining the unit for 
each description. If two queries describe different meals, merge them into a single meal description.
        
Example queries: ['I had a classic burger with cheddar cheese and crispy bacon', 'Enjoyed one serving of seasoned fries', 'For breakfast, 
I am having a side of coleslaw']
Example output: I had a classic burger with cheddar cheese and crispy bacon, served with one serving of seasoned fries and a side of 
coleslaw for breakfast.

Example queries: ['I had a fresh green salad with a slice of garlic bread on the side.', 'For lunch, I had one serving of grilled chicken with 
steamed vegetables.', 'I enjoyed a bowl of tomato soup for lunch.']
Example output: For lunch, I enjoyed a fresh green salad with a slice of garlic bread, followed by a hearty bowl of tomato soup and one 
serving of grilled chicken with steamed vegetables.

Return only the combined meal descriptions, excluding any additional information.

Queries: {query}

Prompts for GPT-3.5 to combine two meal descriptions, metric serving:

Combine two meal descriptions into one, creating a natural-sounding sentence as if spoken by a person. If two queries describe different 
meals, merge them into a single meal description.

Example queries: ['For lunch, I am having 100g sandwich with whole wheat bread, lettuce, tomato, and mayonnaise.', 'I have a 100g 
BUDWEISER beer.']
Example output: For lunch, I am having 100g sandwich with whole wheat bread, lettuce, tomato, and mayonnaise with 100g 
BUDWEISER beer.

Return only the combined meal descriptions, excluding any additional information.

Queries: {query}

Prompts for GPT-3.5 to combine three meal descriptions, metric serving:

Combine three meal descriptions into one, creating a natural-sounding sentence as if spoken by a person and maintaining the unit 
"100g" for each description. If two queries describe different meals, merge them into a single meal description.

Example queries: ['I had 100g classic burger with cheddar cheese and crispy bacon', 'Enjoyed 100g of seasoned fries', 'For breakfast, I 
am having a side of 100g coleslaw']
Example output: I had 100g classic burger with cheddar cheese and crispy bacon, served with 100g of seasoned fries and a side of 
100g coleslaw for breakfast.

Example queries: ['I had a fresh green salad with 100g of garlic bread on the side.', 'For lunch, I had 100g grilled chicken with steamed 
vegetables.', 'I enjoyed 100g of tomato soup for lunch.']
Example output: For lunch, I enjoyed a fresh green salad with 100g of garlic bread, followed by 100g of tomato soup and 100g grilled 
chicken with steamed vegetables.

Return only the combined meal descriptions, excluding any additional information.

Queries: {query}

Figure 9: Prompts for meal description combination.

Incorrect Serving Size:
Before human verification: Lunch today consists of a whole grain white bagel.
After human verification: For breakfast, I am enjoying half a piece of whole grain white bagel.

Before human verification: Fueling up with a bowl of Honey Bunches of Oats cereal.
After human verification: Enjoying 1.5 cup of Honey Bunches of Oats for breakfast.
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Base, GPT-3.5/Alpaca-7B/Medalpaca-7B:
For the given query including a meal description, calculate the amount of carbohydrates in grams. If the serving size of any item in the 
meal is not specified, assume it is a single standard serving based on common nutritional guidelines (e.g., USDA).
Respond with a dictionary object containing the total carbohydrates in grams as follows:
{{"total_carbohydrates": total grams of carbohydrates for the serving}}
For the total carbohydrates, respond with just the numeric amount of carbohydrates without extra text. If you don't know the answer, 
respond with:
{{"total_carbohydrates": -1}}.

Query: "This morning, I had a cup of oatmeal with half a sliced banana and a glass of orange juice."
Answer: {{"total_carbohydrates": 66.5}}

Query: "I ate scrambled eggs made with 2 eggs and a toast for breakfast"
Answer: {{"total_carbohydrates": 15}}

Query: "Half a peanut butter and jelly sandwich."
Answer: {{"total_carbohydrates": 25.3}}

Query: {query}
Answer:

CoT, GPT-3.5/Alpaca-7B/Medalpaca-7B:
For the given query including a meal description, think step by step as follows:
1. Parse the meal description into discrete food or beverage items along with their serving size. If the serving size of any item in the 
meal is not specified, assume it is a single standard serving based on common nutritional guidelines (e.g., USDA). Ignore additional 
information that doesn't relate to the item name and serving size.
2. For each food or beverage item in the meal, calculate the amount of carbohydrates in grams for the specific serving size.
3. Respond with a dictionary object containing the total carbohydrates in grams as follows:
{{"total_carbohydrates": total grams of carbohydrates for the serving}}
For the total carbohydrates, respond with just the numeric amount of carbohydrates without extra text. If you don't know the answer, 
set the value of "total_carbohydrates" to -1.

Follow the format of the following examples when answering

Query: "This morning, I had a cup of oatmeal with half a sliced banana and a glass of orange juice."
Answer: Let's think step by step.
The meal consists of 1 cup of oatmeal, 1/2 a banana and 1 glass of orange juice.
1 cup of oatmeal has 27g carbs.
1 banana has 27g carbs so half a banana has (27*(1/2)) = 13.5g carbs.
1 glass of orange juice has 26g carbs.
So the total grams of carbs in the meal = (27 + 13.5 + 26) = 66.5
Output: {{"total_carbohydrates": 66.5}}

Query: "I ate scrambled eggs made with 2 eggs and a toast for breakfast."
Answer: Let's think step by step.
The meal consists of scrambled eggs made with 2 eggs and 1 toast.
Scrambled eggs made with 2 eggs has 2g carbs.
1 toast has 13g carbs.
So the total grams of carbs in the meal = (2 + 13) = 15
Output: {{"total_carbohydrates": 15}}

Query: "Half a peanut butter and jelly sandwich."
Answer: Let's think step by step.
The meal consists of 1/2 a peanut butter and jelly sandwich.
1 peanut butter and jelly sandwich has 50.6g carbs so half a peanut butter and jelly sandwich has (25.3*(1/2)) = 25.3g carbs
So the total grams of carbs in the meal = 25.3
Output: {{"total_carbohydrates": 25.3}}

Query: {query}
Answer: Let's think step by step.

Figure 10: Prompts for carbohydrate estimation using GPT-3.5/Alpaca-7B/Medalpaca-7B without
RAG.

E Prompts for Carbohydrate Estimation

For Base and CoT methods, we query the LLM model with the meal description and some instructions
as shown in Figure 10. For Llama-2 and Llama-3, we follow the special format but keep the main
content the same, and Figure 11 shows the prompt for Llama-3 with Base and CoT. For RAG, we will
first parse the food description into food components. The parsing prompt is shown in Figure 12. Next,
we will retrieve the nutrition information about each food item and finally provide LLMs with the
retrieved context as well as the meal description. The RAG prompt GPT/Alpaca-7B/Medalpaca-7B is
shown in Figure 13.
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Base, Llama3-8B/70B:
<|begin_of_text|><|start_header_id|>system<|end_header_id|>

For the given query including a meal description, calculate the amount of carbohydrates in grams. If the serving size of any item in the 
meal is not specified, assume it is a single standard serving based on common nutritional guidelines (e.g., USDA).
Respond with a dictionary object containing the total carbohydrates in grams as follows without any additional text:
{{"total_carbohydrates": total grams of carbohydrates for the serving}}
For the total carbohydrates, respond with just the numeric amount of carbohydrates without extra text. If you don\'t know the answer, 
respond with:
{{"total_carbohydrates": -1}}.

Query: "This morning, I had a cup of oatmeal with half a sliced banana and a glass of orange juice."
Answer: {{"total_carbohydrates": 66.5}}

Query: "I ate scrambled eggs made with 2 eggs and a toast for breakfast"
Answer: {{"total_carbohydrates": 15}}

Query: "Half a peanut butter and jelly sandwich."
Answer: {{"total_carbohydrates": 25.3}}<|eot_id|><|start_header_id|>user<|end_header_id|>

Query: "{query}"
Answer:<|eot_id|><|start_header_id|>assistant<|end_header_id|>

CoT, Llama3-8B/70B:
<|begin_of_text|><|start_header_id|>system<|end_header_id|>

For the given query including a meal description, think step by step as follows:
1. Parse the meal description into discrete food or beverage items along with their serving size. If the serving size of any item in the 
meal is not specified, assume it is a single standard serving based on common nutritional guidelines (e.g., USDA). Ignore additional 
information that doesn\'t relate to the item name and serving size.
2. For each food or beverage item in the meal, calculate the amount of carbohydrates in grams for the specific serving size.
3. Respond with a dictionary object containing the total carbohydrates in grams as follows:
{{"total_carbohydrates": total grams of carbohydrates for the serving}}
For the total carbohydrates, respond with just the numeric amount of carbohydrates without extra text. If you don\'t know the answer, 
set the value of "total_carbohydrates" to -1.

Follow the format of the following examples when answering

Query: "This morning, I had a cup of oatmeal with half a sliced banana and a glass of orange juice."
Answer: Let\'s think step by step.
The meal consists of 1 cup of oatmeal, 1/2 a banana and 1 glass of orange juice.
1 cup of oatmeal has 27g carbs.
1 banana has 27g carbs so half a banana has (27*(1/2)) = 13.5g carbs.
1 glass of orange juice has 26g carbs.
So the total grams of carbs in the meal = (27 + 13.5 + 26) = 66.5
Output: {{"total_carbohydrates": 66.5}}

Query: "I ate scrambled eggs made with 2 eggs and a toast for breakfast."
Answer: Let\'s think step by step.
The meal consists of scrambled eggs made with 2 eggs and 1 toast.
Scrambled eggs made with 2 eggs has 2g carbs.
1 toast has 13g carbs.
So the total grams of carbs in the meal = (2 + 13) = 15
Output: {{"total_carbohydrates": 15}}

Query: "Half a peanut butter and jelly sandwich."
Answer: Let\'s think step by step.
The meal consists of 1/2 a peanut butter and jelly sandwich.
1 peanut butter and jelly sandwich has 50.6g carbs so half a peanut butter and jelly sandwich has (25.3*(1/2)) = 25.3g carbs
So the total grams of carbs in the meal = 25.3
Output: {{"total_carbohydrates": 25.3}}<|eot_id|><|start_header_id|>user<|end_header_id|>

Query: {query}
Answer: Let\'s think step by step.<|eot_id|><|start_header_id|>assistant<|end_header_id|>

Figure 11: Prompts for carbohydrate estimation using Llama3-8B/70B without RAG.

F Commonness Score and Prediction Error

In this section, we compare the commonness score and the prediction error. We use the predictions
from the (Natural Serving, Indirect Retrieval) subset with single food item and single serving,
averaged across GPT-3.5, LLama3-8B, and LLama3-70B models using both Base and CoT methods.
From Figure 14, we average the MAE within each bin and observe no strong correlation between the
commonness score and the prediction errors.
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Parse, GPT-3.5:
For the given query including a meal description, parse the meal into a list of discrete food or beverage items. Ensure that all the items are 
strings enclosed in double quotes.

Follow the format of the following examples when answering

Query: "This morning, I had a cup of oatmeal with half a sliced banana and a glass of orange juice."
Answer: ["oatmeal", "banana", "orange juice"]

Query: "I ate scrambled eggs made with 2 eggs and a toast for breakfast."
Answer: ["scrambled eggs", "toast"]

Query: "Half a small peanut butter and jelly sandwich."
Answer: ["peanut butter and jelly sandwich"]

Query: "A large cup of cappuccino made with whole milk"
Answer: ["cappuccino made with whole milk"]

Query: {query}
Answer:

Parse, Llama3-8B/70B:
<|begin_of_text|><|start_header_id|>system<|end_header_id|>

For the given query including a meal description, parse the meal into a list of discrete food or beverage items. Ensure that all the items 
are strings enclosed in double quotes.

Follow the format of the following examples when answering

Query: "This morning, I had a cup of oatmeal with half a sliced banana and a glass of orange juice."
Answer: ["oatmeal", "banana", "orange juice"]

Query: "I ate scrambled eggs made with 2 eggs and a toast for breakfast."
Answer: ["scrambled eggs", "toast"]

Query: "Half a small peanut butter and jelly sandwich."
Answer: ["peanut butter and jelly sandwich"]

Query: "A large cup of cappuccino made with whole milk"
Answer: ["cappuccino made with whole milk"]<|eot_id|><|start_header_id|>user<|end_header_id|>

Query: "{query}"
Answer:<|eot_id|><|start_header_id|>assistant<|end_header_id|>

Figure 12: Prompts for parsing meal description into food items.

G Comparing Results Across All Experiments

Figure 15 presents a comparison of the MAE obtained for all models across all 15 data splits of
NUTRIBENCH . Our observations here reinforce the findings from Section 5.

Figure 15 shows that overall, GPT-3.5 has the lowest MSE across the data splits, followed by Llama3-
70B. We also observe LLMs with more parameters (e.g., Llama3-70B, Llama2-7B) generally have a
lower MAE than their counterparts with fewer parameters (e.g., Llama3-8B, Llama2-7B). Further,
the medical domain-tuned model, MedAlpaca, has a lower MAE compared to its general-domain
counterpart, Alpaca, when averaged across the different data splits.

Subfigures (a)-(c) show the effect of increasing the number of food items from 1 to 3 while keeping
the number of servings constant at 1 for the (Natural Serving, Direct Retrieval), (Natural Serving,
Indirect Retrieval), and (Metric Serving, Indirect Retrieval) splits respectively. In general, we observe
an increasing trend in the MAE across all models and methods with an increasing number of food
items. However, as shown in Section 5.3, models exhibit a lower normalized MAE for the multi-item
subsets compared to single-item subsets, indicating that providing complete meal descriptions by
including all items in a single query can be more accurate than prompting LLMs for each item.

Subfigures (d)-(f) show the effect of increasing the number of servings from single to multiple, as
well as simultaneously increasing the number of food items from 1 to 2 for the (Natural Serving,
Direct Retrieval), (Natural Serving, Indirect Retrieval), and (Metric Serving, Indirect Retrieval) splits
respectively. We observe that for the natural serving subsets, there is a general increasing trend of
MAE with an increasing number of servings and items in the meal. However, the MAE decreases
from single to multiple servings with a single food item in the metric serving split. We explore this
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RAG, GPT-3.5/Alpaca-7B/Medalpaca-7B:
Context: {context}
For the given query including a meal description, calculate the amount of carbohydrates in grams. If the serving size of any item in the 
meal is not specified, assume it is a single standard serving based on common nutritional guidelines (e.g., USDA).
Respond with a dictionary object containing the total carbohydrates in grams as follows:
{{"total_carbohydrates": total grams of carbohydrates for the serving}}
For the total carbohydrates, respond with just the numeric amount of carbohydrates without extra text. If you don't know the answer, 
respond with:
{{"total_carbohydrates": -1}}.

Query: "This morning, I had a cup of oatmeal with half a sliced banana and a glass of orange juice."
Answer: {{"total_carbohydrates": 66.5}}

Query: "I ate scrambled eggs made with 2 eggs and a toast for breakfast"
Answer: {{"total_carbohydrates": 15}}

Query: "Half a peanut butter and jelly sandwich."
Answer: {{"total_carbohydrates": 25.3}}

Query: {query}
Answer:

RAG+CoT, GPT-3.5/Alpaca-7B/Medalpaca-7B:
Context: {context}
For the given query including a meal description, think step by step as follows:
1. Parse the meal description into discrete food or beverage items along with their serving size. If the serving size of any item in the 
meal is not specified, assume it is a single standard serving based on common nutritional guidelines (e.g., USDA). Ignore additional 
information that doesn't relate to the item name and serving size.
2. For each food or beverage item in the meal, calculate the amount of carbohydrates in grams for the specific serving size.
3. Respond with a dictionary object containing the total carbohydrates in grams as follows:
{{"total_carbohydrates": total grams of carbohydrates for the serving}}
For the total carbohydrates, respond with just the numeric amount of carbohydrates without extra text. If you don't know the answer, 
set the value of "total_carbohydrates" to -1.

Follow the format of the following examples when answering

Query: "This morning, I had a cup of oatmeal with half a sliced banana and a glass of orange juice."
Answer: Let's think step by step.
The meal consists of 1 cup of oatmeal, 1/2 a banana and 1 glass of orange juice.
1 cup of oatmeal has 27g carbs.
1 banana has 27g carbs so half a banana has (27*(1/2)) = 13.5g carbs.
1 glass of orange juice has 26g carbs.
So the total grams of carbs in the meal = (27 + 13.5 + 26) = 66.5
Output: {{"total_carbohydrates": 66.5}}

Query: "I ate scrambled eggs made with 2 eggs and a toast for breakfast."
Answer: Let's think step by step.
The meal consists of scrambled eggs made with 2 eggs and 1 toast.
Scrambled eggs made with 2 eggs has 2g carbs.
1 toast has 13g carbs.
So the total grams of carbs in the meal = (2 + 13) = 15
Output: {{"total_carbohydrates": 15}}

Query: "Half a peanut butter and jelly sandwich."
Answer: Let's think step by step.
The meal consists of 1/2 a peanut butter and jelly sandwich.
1 peanut butter and jelly sandwich has 50.6g carbs so half a peanut butter and jelly sandwich has (25.3*(1/2)) = 25.3g carbs
So the total grams of carbs in the meal = 25.3
Output: {{"total_carbohydrates": 25.3}}

Query: {query}
Answer: Let's think step by step.

Figure 13: Prompts for carbohydrate estimation using Llama3-8B/70B with RAG.

phenomenon further in Section 5.3, where we observe a lower normalized MAE for serving quantities
that are common and likely to be included in the training data for the LLMs.

H Normalized MAE Analysis

In Section 5.3, we find that multiple servings lead to higher normalized MAE compared to a single
serving with the metric serving (100g). We hypothesize that 100g servings are more likely to appear
in the training data for LLMs, resulting in better carbohydrate estimation for 100g servings. We
further validate this hypothesis for natural servings. As shown in Table 7, the normalized errors for
natural servings are similar between single serving and multiple servings. This similarity can be
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Figure 14: There is not a strong correlation between the commonness score and the MAE.
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Figure 15: MAE obtained for all models across all NUTRIBENCH data splits and all prompting
methods

attributed to the commonality of both single servings (e.g., 1 cup) and multiple servings (e.g., 2 cups),
making them more likely to be represented in the training data.
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Table 7: MAE for natural servings across subsets, models, and methods.

Single Multiple

Unnormalized 14.81 26.24
Normalized 14.86 14.88

I Error Analysis

To gain a deeper understanding of the challenges of using large language models for nutrition
estimation, we manually reviewed a sample of model outputs with a high error. For this analysis,
we focused on the CoT and RAG+CoT methods as the intermediate steps with chain-of-thought
prompting add a layer of interpretability to the models’ reasoning process. To gain insights across
various dimensions of query complexities, we randomly sampled 10 queries with an absolute error
greater than 15 from predictions made by GPT-3.5 from both the single food subset (with single
and multiple servings) and the double food subset (with single servings). Within these, we sampled
queries from the natural serving, direct retrieval, and metric serving, indirect retrieval subsets. Overall,
we analyzed 120 erroneous model outputs.

Based on our analysis in the CoT setting, we categorized model errors into three main types:

• Parsing Errors, which refer to mistakes in identifying individual food items in a query.
• Serving Size Errors, which denote errors in determining the serving sizes of food items
• Incorrect Predictions , which involve erroneous carbohydrate predictions, possibly due to

incorrect prior knowledge or hallucination by the model.

Figure 16 shows examples of each error type.

Error Type Query True Carbs Model Output Comments

Parsing 
Error

"Nothing beats a 

satisfying burrito bowl 

with beans and rice 

for dinner."

33.26g

"The meal consists of a burrito bowl with beans and rice. 1 serving of 

beans has 40g carbs. 1 serving of rice has 45g carbs. So the total 

grams of carbs in the meal = (40 + 45) = 85 Output: 

{"total_carbohydrates": 85}"

The model does not 
recognise “beans” and “rice” 
as ingredients in the burrito 
bowl, but rather estimates 
carbohydrates for each item 
individually

Serving 
Size Error

"For dinner, I am 

having a cup of light 

blue or roquefort 

cheese dressing."

24.01g

"The meal consists of 1 cup of light blue or roquefort cheese 

dressing. Since the specific serving size of the dressing is not 

provided, we will assume a standard serving size based on common 

nutritional guidelines. A standard serving of blue cheese dressing 

typically has around 2g of carbs. So the total grams of carbs in the 

meal = 2 Output: {"total_carbohydrates": 2}"

The model does not identify 
the correct serving size when 
making a prediction

Incorrect 
Predictions

"For dinner, I am 

enjoying 2 servings of 

CRACKER BARREL 

macaroni n' cheese."

54.64g

"The meal consists of 2 servings of CRACKER BARREL macaroni n' 

cheese. 1 serving of CRACKER BARREL macaroni n' cheese has 

47g carbs. So the total grams of carbs in the meal = 2 * 47 = 94 

Output: {"total_carbohydrates": 94}"

The model overestimates the 
carbohydrates in 1 serving of 
the food item

Figure 16: Examples of different types of errors identified in the error analysis. All model outputs are
generated by GPT-3.5 with the CoT prompt

Across all data subsets in this setting, 79.4% of errors were due to ‘Incorrect Predictions’, 14.7%
resulted from ‘Serving Size Errors’, and 5.9% came from ‘Parsing Errors’. In the double food subsets,
75% of the sampled queries contained an error in only one of the food items, while the other item
was estimated correctly. Notably, none of the errors were due to mathematical calculation mistakes,
including in double food and multiple serving queries.

In the RAG+CoT setting, we introduce 3 additional error categories specific to retrieval-based
generation:

• Serving Unit Conversion Errors, arising due to different serving units in the retrieved
context and query

• Misdirected Attention Error, which occur when the model focuses on incorrect context
• Misleading Context Error, which occur when retrieved contexts closely resemble the query

food item but have different carbohydrate values.
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Figure 17 shows examples of the error types introduced for the RAG-based prompt.

Error Type Query True 
Carbs Retrieved Context* Model Output Comments

Serving Unit 
Conversion 
Error

"For dinner, I am 

having a cup of 

dry rice mix with 

cheese flavor."

168.45g

Food: Rice mix, cheese 

flavor, dry mix, unprepared: 

0.25 cup dry rice mix 

(57.0g) has 42.11g carbs

“The meal consists of 1 cup of dry rice mix 

with cheese flavor. 1 cup of dry rice mix 

(57.0g) has 42.11g carbs. So the total grams 

of carbs in the meal = 42.11 Output: 

{"total_carbohydrates": 42.11}”

The model did not convert 
the estimate from the 
context for 0.25 cup to the 
serving size in the query 
(1 cup)

Misdirected 
Attention Error

"My afternoon 

snack consists of 

3 cups of 

grapefruit in 

water pack."

66.978

Food: RED GRAPEFRUIT 

IN WATER: 100g has 8.26g 

carbs

Food: GRAPEFRUIT 

WATER: 100g has 0.97g 

carbs

“The meal consists of 3 cups of grapefruit in 

water pack. 1 cup of grapefruit in water has 

0.97g carbs. So the total grams of carbs in 

the meal = (0.97 * 3) = 2.91 Output: 

{"total_carbohydrates": 2.91}”

The model focused 
attention on “grapefruit 
water” instead of 
“grapefruit in water”

Misleading 
Context Error

"My favorite side 

dish is 3 cups of 

canned sweet 

yellow corn."

58.59

Food: Corn, sweet, yellow, 

canned, vacuum pack, no 

salt added: 100g has 

19.44g carbs: 1.0 cup 

(210.0g) has 40.824g carbs

“The meal consists of 3 cups of canned 

sweet yellow corn. 1 cup of canned sweet 

yellow corn has 40.824g carbs. So the total 

grams of carbs in the meal = (40.824 * 3) = 

122.472 Output: {"total_carbohydrates": 

122.472}”

The food item in the 
context is very similar to 
the query, but has a very 
different carb estimate

Figure 17: Examples of different types of errors relevant with the RAG-based prompts. All model
outputs are generated by GPT-3.5 with the RAG+CoT prompt. * Only the relevant retrieved context
is shown in the figure for conciseness.

We split the analysis for the direct and indirect retrieval subsets. With the direct retrieval, natural
serving set, 74.28% of errors were ’Serving Unit Conversion Errors’. These errors occurred because
most retrieved contexts contained carbohydrate values for similar food items per 100g, leading the
model to use this value instead of converting to the provided serving amount and unit. ’Misdirected
Attention Errors’ accounted for 11.42% of errors, where the model returned carbohydrate values from
irrelevant items in the retrieved context. In rare cases, the model combined carbohydrate values from
different items in the context instead of focusing on the query. 5.7% of errors were due to ’Serving
Size Errors’, ’Parsing Errors’, ’Incorrect Predictions’, and ’Misleading Context’ comprised 2.86% of
the errors each.

In contrast, in the indirect retrieval set, 35.90% of errors were due to ’Misleading Context’, 23.08%
were ’Misdirected Attention Errors’, 17.95% were ’Serving Size Errors’, 15.38% were ’Parsing
Errors’, and ’Hallucination’ and ’Unit Conversion’ errors accounted for 5.12% and 2.56% of the total
errors, respectively.

Overall, the predictions exhibited a strong bias to the provided context, often deriving answers directly
from the context even when it was irrelevant or required further processing.

I.0.1 Critically High Error Examination

We perform a qualitative analysis of queries and model outputs leading to exceptionally high errors.
We restrict this analysis to GPT-3.5 with the CoT prompt as we want to monitor natural model failure
cases, without the model being influenced by possibly erroneous context in the RAG setting.

Across all data subsets in NUTRIBENCH , the model had a mean (std) absolute error of 12.68 (21.19)
g for the queries over which it made a prediction. To analyze the critically high error cases, we
examine the subset of model predictions with an absolute error exceeding two standard deviations
from the mean (i.e., absolute errors of 55g or more).

Our first observation is that for this subset, the average true carbohydrates in the queries is 118.66g,
indicating that queries with critically high errors typically include high-carb meals. This finding is
also consistent with our observations in Section 5.4. Further, 76.23% of these were underestimation
errors, where the predicted carbohydrates were significantly lower than the true carbohydrates.

We also qualitatively analyze these samples, separating our analysis into cases of overestimation
and underestimation, since incorrect insulin doses from either case can lead to hypoglycemia or
hyperglycemia, both serious problems that require separate handling.
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Query True Carbs Model Output

“For a snack, I am enjoying 5 strips of 

oven-heated shoestring french fries.”

3.32g

"The meal consists of 5 strips of oven-heated shoestring french fries. Since the serving size of the shoestring 

french fries is not specified, we will assume a standard serving size. A standard serving of shoestring french 

fries (3 oz) has approximately 25g of carbs. So the total grams of carbs in the meal = 25 * 5 = 125 Output: 

{"total_carbohydrates": 125}"

“For breakfast, I am having a slice of 

pumpkin bread and for dinner, I am 

having a 23 oz DIGIORNO Pizza with 

cheese topping and thin crispy crust.”

196.13g

"The meal consists of 1 slice of pumpkin bread and 1 DIGIORNO Pizza with cheese topping and thin crispy 

crust (serving size: 23 oz). 1 slice of pumpkin bread has 24g carbs. 1 DIGIORNO Pizza with cheese topping 

and thin crispy crust (23 oz) has 276g carbs. So the total grams of carbs in the meal = (24 + 276) = 300 

Output: {"total_carbohydrates": 300}"

“After dinner, I like to treat myself to 100g 

banana, blue raspberry, and vanilla 

flavored candy corn.”

90.32g

"The meal consists of 100g of banana, blue raspberry, and vanilla flavored candy corn.\n100g of banana has 

23g carbs.\n100g of blue raspberry candy corn has 87g carbs.\n100g of vanilla flavored candy corn has 88g 

carbs.\nSo the total grams of carbs in the meal = (23 + 87 + 88) = 198\nOutput: {\"total_carbohydrates\": 198}"

"End your meal with a cup of blueberry 

pie filling."
115.388

The meal consists of 1 cup of blueberry pie filling. 1 cup of blueberry pie filling has 58g carbs. So the total 

grams of carbs in the meal = 58 Output: {“total_carbohydrates": 58}

"For dinner, I am having a cup of dry rice 

mix with cheese flavor and a one ounce 

grilled ribeye filet."

168.49

"The meal consists of 1 cup of dry rice mix with cheese flavor and 1 ounce grilled ribeye filet. 1 cup of dry rice 

mix with cheese flavor has 45g carbs. 1 ounce of grilled ribeye filet has 0g carbs. So the total grams of carbs in 

the meal = (45 + 0) = 45 Output: {"total_carbohydrates": 45}"

"For lunch, I am having 100g of MILD 

SINGAPORE INSPIRED SAVORY RICE 

with a delicious 100g OPP CHILKAB 

NOODLE dish."

149.33

"The meal consists of 100g of MILD SINGAPORE INSPIRED SAVORY RICE and 100g of OPP CHILKAB 

NOODLE dish. 100g of MILD SINGAPORE INSPIRED SAVORY RICE has 22g carbs. 100g of OPP CHILKAB 

NOODLE dish has 25g carbs. So the total grams of carbs in the meal = (22 + 25) = 47 Output: 

{"total_carbohydrates": 47}"

Figure 18: Examples of model outputs with critically high error. The first three rows present cases of
carbohydrate overestimation, while the bottom three rows present underestimation. All outputs are
generated by GPT-3.5 using the CoT prompt.

The first three rows of Figure 18 show examples of critical overestimation by the model. The first
example is from the natural unit, multiple serving, single food subset. We observe that the model
accurately predicted the amount of carbs in 3 oz of the food item (corresponding ground truth: 26.9g).
However, it incorrectly assumed that 1 strip is a 3 oz serving whereas it is actually around 2.1 g
(0.074 oz). This shows that the model has knowledge about the carbohydrates in the item, but is
unable to generalize it to the serving amount in the query.

In the second example from the natural unit, single serving, single food subset, the model accurately
predicted the carbohydrates for the slice of pumpkin bread. However, it significantly overestimated
the carbohydrates in the pizza. This may be due to the model not taking the specific variation of the
pizza (cheese topping, thin crispy crust) into consideration when making a prediction. For instance,
the food item DIGIORNO Pizza with cheese topping and rising crust has 232g per pie, which is
closer to the model’s estimate.

In the third example from the metric unit, single serving, single food subset, the model significantly
overestimates the carbs in the meal as it does not recognize that the only food item in the query is
candy corn and the other items represent the flavors.

The bottom three rows in Figure 18 show examples of critical underestimation. In the first example
from the natural unit, single serving, single food subset, we observe that the model prediction aligns
more closely with the true carbohydrate content for 100g of the item (44.38g) rather than for 1
cup. In the second example from the natural unit, single serving, double food subset, we found
that the FDC website includes the nutrition estimates for 0.25 cups of the food item, containing
42.1g carbohydrates. In both these cases, it is possible that the model saw the nutrition estimates for
different serving quantities in the training data, but was unable to generalize to the query. In the third
example from the metric unit, single serving, double food subset, the model seems to hallucinate in
its predictions for both food items. As both are uncommon food items, we hypothesize that the model
made unsure predictions instead of refraining from answering.

Across the critically high error cases, a common pattern is the model possessing internal knowledge
of the nutrition estimates for a different serving amount, but struggling to generalize to the amount
in the query. This phenomenon was also observed in the previous section with RAG, where a
significant portion of the errors were ’serving unit conversion’ errors, arising when the model could
not convert the provided external knowledge to be consistent with the query. These observations
reveal a significant limitation of LLMs, which we plan to address in our future work.
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