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ABSTRACT
Complex video queries can be answered by decomposing them into

modular subtasks. However, existing video data management sys-

tems assume the existence of predefined modules for each subtask.

We introduce VOCAL-UDF, a novel self-enhancing system that sup-

ports compositional queries over videos without the need for prede-

fined modules. VOCAL-UDF automatically identifies and constructs

missing modules and encapsulates them as user-defined functions

(UDFs), thus expanding its querying capabilities. To achieve this,

we formulate a unified UDF model that leverages large language

models (LLMs) to aid in new UDF generation. VOCAL-UDF han-

dles a wide range of concepts by supporting both program-based
UDFs (i.e., Python functions generated by LLMs) and distilled-model
UDFs (lightweight vision models distilled from strong pretrained

models). To resolve the inherent ambiguity in user intent, VOCAL-

UDF generates multiple candidate UDFs and uses active learning

to efficiently select the best one. With the self-enhancing capabil-

ity, VOCAL-UDF significantly improves query performance across

three video datasets.

1 INTRODUCTION
The rapid advancement of video analytics has fueled the develop-

ment of innovative applications across various fields. In medical

education, surgery videos enhance students’ procedural knowledge

by illustrating complex temporal and spatial events [31]. In biology,

scientists use wildlife footage to study organism behaviors and in-

teractions in their natural habitats [1, 28]. In transportation, traffic

surveillance systems analyze and manage traffic flow, improving

urban mobility [35]. Across these applications, analysts seek to

query video databases for events characterized by spatio-temporal

and semantic interactions. For instance, an analyst might search for

“a motorcycle swerving near a silver Subaru and then colliding with

it” or “a doctor holding a scalpel and then placing it on a table.”

Though promising, answering video queries using frontier

vision-language models remains underwhelming. Although vision-

language models have demonstrated notable capabilities on diverse,

challenging tasks [57, 58, 76], they struggle to answer composi-
tional queries [63] that involve combinations of recognizing objects

(e.g., “car”, “truck”), reasoning about relationships (e.g., “behind”,

“holding”), and identifying attributes (e.g., “silver color”, “Subaru

make”). This challenge is further amplified when queries require

temporal reasoning [97] (e.g., “X then Y”, “X for at least 10 sec-

onds”). While new models continue to improve their ability to

reason spatially [14] and compositionaly [44], their performance

remains low [89]. Additionally, deploying large models at scale is

prohibitively expensive [73] and inference is slow [87]. For example,

current vision-language models can only achieve a throughput of

around 100 tokens per second [2, 6], making their use in large-scale

video analytics intractable.

Alternatively,workflow-oriented video datamanagement systems

(VDBMSs) answer compositional queries by decomposing them into

granular subtasks [4, 9, 32, 34, 65, 82, 85, 101]. Submodules identify

objects in frames, their locations, attributes, relationships, and track

them across frames. These individual elements—objects, attributes,

and relationships—form spatio-temporal scene graphs [45, 52],

which can expressively representationmany complex visual queries.

Various scene graph generation techniques [25, 100] have been pro-

posed to automatically extract scene graphs from images and videos.

In those systems, the subtasks, which extract scene graph elements,

are first solved individually (e.g., a system might leverage a relation-

ship classifier to identify relationships between objects in a frame)

and are then composed to answer a compositional query [60].

VDBMSs rest on a critical assumption: the existence of modules

capable of executing the subtasks that comprise a complex query.

Systems typically predefined a variety of modules to support its use

cases [34, 65, 82, 85, 101] and many support extensibility via user-

defined functions (UDFs) to address unsupported scenarios [46, 93,

101]. For example, to answer our initial motorcycle query, a system

might support built-in identification for cars but a user might need

to supply a UDF to filter for “silver” objects or determine when

objects are “near”.

Despite the availability of pre-trained computer vision models

that can be readily integrated as UDFs, there are many instances

where users require solutions for domain-specific applications or

seek to identify fine-grained object classes and subjective concepts

for which no off-the-shelf models exist. Identifying or adapting

domain-specific models in such cases may be possible, though te-

dious. Additionally, it may be necessary to—on a per-UDF basis—

curate datasets and perform extensive training to achieve satisfac-

tory performance [4].

To address these challenges, we present VOCAL-UDF (Figure 1),

a new self-enhancing video datamanagement system that empowers

users to flexibly issue and answer compositional queries, even when

the modules necessary to answer those queries are unavailable. To
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User query: 
”A silver Subaru car is 
initially behind a truck 
and then drives in close 
proximity to that truck 
side-by-side for at least 
10 seconds.”

Available UDFs 

car truck

silver

behind

…near

car 𝑜! , truck 𝑜" , behind 𝑜!, 𝑜" , silver 𝑜! , subaru 𝑜! ;	
Duration near 𝑜!, 𝑜" , 10

Parse query14
Build UDFs2

Execute query5

VOCAL-UDF

Program-based UDFs

near
Update 3

Matching video segments 

Distilled-model UDFs

silverVLM

Figure 1: Given a video dataset and a user query in natural language, VOCAL-UDF 1○ parses the query into a DSL notation. If
the query contains predicates that existing UDFs cannot answer, VOCAL-UDF 2○ automatically builds new UDFs, 3○ updates its
available UDF list, 4○ reparses the query, and 5○ executes the query to return matching video segments. VOCAL-UDF supports
both program-based UDFs (i.e., Python functions) and distilled-model UDFs (i.e., ML models) to cover a wide range of concepts.

use VOCAL-UDF, a user only needs to provide a video dataset

and a natural language (NL) description of the query. VOCAL-UDF

then automatically identifies and builds the necessary modules and

encapsulates them as new UDFs to expand its querying capabilities.

It then compiles the NL query into a declarative one that it executes

over the video dataset.

There are several challenges in building VOCAL-UDF. First,

given an NL query, VOCAL-UDF converts it into a declarative

one that it can execute. Unfortunately, existing methods assume

the existence of predefined modules that can be invoked to con-

struct the declarative query [26, 101]. The important challenge that

VOCAL-UDF addresses is the identification, during the compila-

tion process, of any semantic concepts that are not supported by

existing modules or UDFs. In such scenarios, new UDFs need to

be created. To address this challenge, VOCAL-UDF leverages an

LLM’s reasoning capabilities to determine when (and which) new

UDFs are needed.

The second challenge involves transforming the identified miss-

ing concepts into executable modules. Video queries depend on a

wide variety of semantic concepts and VOCAL-UDF must generate

UDFs that can accurately classify them (e.g., "near" or "holding").

While LLMs have been shown to produce useful code in various

contexts [5, 17, 21, 95], queries on video data are often highly am-

biguous and their performance varies significantly (see Section 6.3).

To address this challenge, VOCAL-UDF automatically implements

two types of UDFs—program-based UDFs and distilled-model UDFs—
enabling it to handle a wide range of concepts. Program-based

UDFs, which take the form of imperative Python functions in our

system, operate on relational tables and video pixels. This class of

UDFs can already classify many relationships and attributes with

high quality [18, 101]. However, we show in Section 4.3 the need

for distilled-model UDFs, which are lightweight ML models that

are trained on the fly to classify more nuanced concepts [86]. For

both classes, VOCAL-UDF again leverages LLMs: when generating

program-based UDFs, VOCAL-UDF uses an LLM’s programming

capability, whereas distilled-model UDF implementations rely on

the LLM’s ability to annotate and convert visual concepts into ma-

chine learning (ML) models [86]. Additionally, because an LLMmay

generate incorrect or erroneous UDFs in both cases, VOCAL-UDF

implements syntax and semantic verification steps.

The third challenge involves managing the inherit ambiguity in

user intent when articulating a query. This is especially important

for specialized and subjective concepts that are difficult to resolve

without user feedback. For example, users may have different in-

terpretations of the “near” relationship. Additionally, in different

contexts either a program-based or distilled-model UDF maybe

produce the best results. Finally, for the most challenging semantic

concepts, no UDF may perform well, risking the overall query per-

formance. To address this combination of challenges, rather than

producing a single, one-size-fits-all UDF to match a semantic con-

cept, VOCAL-UDF instead generates multiple candidate UDFs with
different semantic interpretations, implementations, and properties.

VOCAL-UDF then employs active learning to efficiently identify

the implementation that best matches the user’s intent.

Finally, the self-building nature of our system necessitates a con-

sistent and unified UDF model. Typically, a UDF can be an arbitrary

function that operates on database tuples. However, one challenge

lies in modeling UDFs in a structured way to handle concepts of

objects, relationships, and attributes while seamlessly integrating

and interacting with various system components. To address this,

we formulate a unified UDF scheme for different semantic concepts,

which enables the LLM to generate UDFs in a structured format

and simplifies the compilation process. By incrementally growing

the database, future UDFs can be constructed from existing ones.

In summary, VOCAL-UDF makes the following contributions:

• We propose a unified scheme of UDFs for objects, relation-

ships, and attributes in videos (Section 3).

• We propose a self-building framework that leverages LLMs

to automatically expand VOCAL-UDF’s querying capabili-

ties over time. To do so, VOCAL-UDF parses NL queries and

turns unseen semantic concepts into either program-based

UDFs or distilled-model UDFs (Sections 4.2 and 4.3).

• We develop a method to effectively manage both the am-

biguity in semantic concepts and the error-prone nature

of LLMs to generate a diverse set of candidate UDFs and

efficiently determine the one that best aligns with the user’s

intent (Section 4.4).

• We evaluate VOCAL-UDF on three video datasets from

different domains [30, 45, 96] and show that it signifi-

cantly improves query performance, in terms of F1 score,

by automatically selecting, implementing, and executing

its automatically-generated UDFs (Section 6).
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Table 1: Relational schema representation of data model.

Frames(vid, fid, pixels)

Objects(vid, fid, oid, oname, 𝑥1, 𝑦1, 𝑥2, 𝑦2)

Relationships(vid, fid, rid, oid1, rname, oid2)

Attributes(vid, fid, oid, aname)

Overall, thanks to its self-enhancing capability, VOCAL-UDF

is an important step toward making VDBMSs more practical to

deploy and use in a variety of applications.

2 BACKGROUND

VOCAL-UDF adopts the scene graphs data model and query

language presented in EQUI-VOCAL [101], which models the com-

positional video events as spatio-temporal scene graphs. This

approach draws from cognitive foundations in human percep-

tion [10, 53, 99] and has been shown to enable a variety of com-

positional queries [101]. This section summarizes key background

information about these concepts.

Data model. In VOCAL-UDF, each video comprises a series of

𝑁 frames {𝑓1, . . . , 𝑓𝑁 }. The visual content of each frame is repre-

sented by a scene graph 𝑔𝑖 = (o𝑖 , r𝑖 ), capturing all objects o𝑖 and
all relationships r𝑖 between those objects within the frame at some

time. Objects may also possess attributes. While a relationship links

two objects, an attribute is attached to one object. A region graph 𝑔𝑖 𝑗
is a subgraph of 𝑔𝑖 , i.e., 𝑔𝑖 𝑗 ⊆ 𝑔𝑖 , that contains information critical

for identifying an event. Finally, an event 𝑒 is a sequence of region
graphs 𝑒 = {𝑔1, . . . , 𝑔𝑘 }, where region graphs with a smaller index

occur earlier in time than those with a larger index, but they do not

need to be contiguous or distinct. The relational schema in Table 1

captures the scene graphs data model.

DSL. VOCAL-UDF adopts EQUI-VOCAL’s domain-specific lan-

guage (DSL) [101]. This DSL encapsulates the logical structure of

a query while abstracting away the full details inherent to SQL.

EQUI-VOCAL’s query executor compiles these DSL queries into

SQL, allowing them to be executed over relational tables. As an

example, the query “A car is initially far from a truck, then moves

close to the truck for more than 10 seconds” might be expressed as

(assuming a frame rate of 24 frames per second):

(Car(𝑜1), truck(𝑜2), far(𝑜1, 𝑜2); Duration(near(𝑜1, 𝑜2), 240)

In this DSL, the variable 𝑜 represents an arbitrary object in a query,

with distinct subscripts indicating objects with different 𝑜𝑖𝑑’s. All

predicates in a region graph are separated by commas. Region

graphs are then sequenced in temporal order using semicolons.

Each region graph can persist for multiple frames and there can

be other frames between two adjacent region graphs. Finally, the

notation Duration(𝑔,𝑑) is employed to stipulate that the region

graph 𝑔 exists in at least 𝑑 consecutive frames. The query returns a

set of video segment identifiers.

3 A UDF-BASED DATA MODEL

In this section, we formalize the types of UDFs supported by

VOCAL-UDF (Section 3.1). These UDFs allow users to define custom

Listing 1: SQL query to identify frames where a silver car is
behind a truck.
SELECT DISTINCT f.vid, f.fid, o1.oid, o2.oid

FROM frames f, objects AS o1, objects AS o2

WHERE f.vid = o1.vid AND f.fid = o1.fid

AND o1.vid = o2.vid AND o1.fid = o2.fid AND o1.oid <> o2.oid

AND car(o1.oname) = TRUE AND truck(o2.oname) = TRUE

AND behind(o1.y1, o1.y2, o2.y1, o2.y2) = TRUE

AND silver(f.pixels, o1.x1, o1.y1, o1.x2, o1.y2) = TRUE;

objects, relationships, and attributes. We then describe how UDFs

are compiled and executed in VOCAL-UDF (Section 3.2).

3.1 An extensible video-UDF framework

Table 1 shows the relational schema of VOCAL-UDF. The Frames
relation includes a virtual column pixels that stores the pixel

values of each video frame in a 3D array with dimensions 𝐻 ×
𝑊 × 3, where 𝐻 ,𝑊 , and 3 are the height, width, and the three

color channels of the frame. The Objects, Relationships, and
Attributes relations store the detected objects, relationships, and

attributes in the videos, respectively.

A user-defined function (UDF) is a function that the user creates

and a database engine executes to extend the functionality of the

system. A typical UDF input is zero or more columns, and it returns

a scalar value or a row set per invocation. Once created, a UDF can

be used in expressions in SQL statements, e.g., in WHERE clauses.

When querying video databases, VOCAL-UDF supports execut-

ing and generating UDFs that can be used to identify custom objects,

relationships, and attributes in videos. Including UDFs in the query

statement enables users to find complex, compositional events in

videos. Listing 1 shows an example SQL query with UDFs for the

objects car and truck, the relationship behind, and the attribute

silver. VOCAL-UDF supports imperative and declarative UDFs;

our implementation uses Python. UDFs in VOCAL-UDF are catego-

rized into the following classes:

A relationship UDF or attribute UDF is a scalar, predicate

function that classifies whether a pair of objects (for relationships)

or an object (for attributes) exhibits the specified relationship or

attribute. It operates on domains of existing columns and/or frame

pixels to identify a new relationship or attribute. The UDF accepts

zero (i.e., a dummy UDF; see Section 4.4.2) or more columns as input

and returns a boolean value. The input arguments can include any

of the following columns from each table in the FROM clause of the

SQL query: pixels, oname, x1, y1, x2, y2, rname, and aname.

bool rel_or_attr_udf(a1, a2, ..., an)

VOCAL-UDF restricts UDFs to be frame-level, i.e., they operate

on object(s) within the same frame. Therefore, input arguments (a1,
a2, . . . , an) are all from the same video frame (identified by vid and
fid) and are associated with one or two distinct objects.

As an example, we can define a relationship UDF to check

whether object 𝑜1 is behind another object 𝑜2 by comparing their

centroid 𝑦-coordinates.

def behind(o1_y1, o1_y2, o2_y1, o2_y2):
return (o1_y1 + o1_y2) / 2 < (o2_y1 + o2_y2) / 2

3



We can also define an attribute UDF to check whether a detected

car is silver by running an ML model over the crop of the video

frame pixels:

def silver(pixels, x1, y1, x2, y2):
cropped_img = pixels[y1:y2, x1:x2]
is_silver = awesome_color_classifier(cropped_img)
return is_silver

An Object UDF requires localizing, classifying, and tracking

objects in videos. Instead of returning a boolean value, it is a table-

valued function that takes a video segment video_pixels, as input.
A video segment comprises frames with the same vid concatenated
into a 4D array with an additional dimension for the frame index.

An object UDF detects and tracks objects of a specific class. Given

a video segment, the UDF makes calls to a custom object detec-

tion and tracking model and returns a row set, which follows the

Objects schema listing the detected and tracked objects in the

video segment.

table object_udf(video_pixels)

As a concrete example, we can define an object UDF that detects

all cars in a video:

def car(video_pixels):
obj_tuples = []
car_detector, tracker = load_models()
for frame in video_pixels:

detected_cars = car_detector(frame)
tracked_objs = tracker.update(detected_cars)
obj_tuples.extend(tracked_objs)

return obj_tuples

In this paper, we assume that object UDFs are given and focus

on proposing and generating relationship and attribute UDFs. We

leave the extension to object UDFs for future work.

AValue-lookup UDF is a class of UDFs that simply encapsulate

a predicate over existing column values.

bool value_udf(a1)

As an example, suppose the value “car” is in the domain of the

object oname. Then, a value-lookup UDF can be defined as:

def car(oname):
return oname == 'car'

While value-lookup UDFs are not strictly necessary, as they can

be directly and easily expressed in SQL statements, we wrap all

predicates of our DSL queries in UDFs to simplify the compilation

from the DSL to SQL.

3.2 Compilation and optimization.
Object, relationship, and attribute UDFs can be expensive to evalu-

ate, since they can operate on image pixels and invoke ML models.

To optimize query execution, VOCAL-UDF caches the results of

invoking expensive UDFs and replaces them with value-lookup

UDFs. When executing any object, relationship, or attribute UDF

over the video corpus for the first time, VOCAL-UDF automatically

materializes the results to make it available as a value in the corre-

sponding column and replaces the UDF with a value-lookup UDF

with the same function name. If an object has multiple attribute en-

tries or a pair of objects has multiple relationship entries, multiple

tuples will be generated and added to the table. For example, when

running a query with the silver attribute UDF for the first time,

Query Parser Query Executor

Textual 
Question

DSL

Matching 
Videos

Storage Manager

Raw videosRelational 
data

🤖
UDFs

UDF Generator

Program-based

Distilled-model 🤖

Figure 2: VOCAL-UDF system overview.

VOCAL-UDF evaluates the UDF for each object in the video corpus.

If an object OID1 in a frame F1 of a video segment V1 is classified
as silver, VOCAL-UDF inserts a new row with values (V1, F1, OID1,
‘silver’) into the Attributes relation. Then, VOCAL-UDF replaces

the silver attribute UDF with a value-lookup UDF of the same

function name that checks whether the aname is ‘silver’. In our

implementation, we materialize the results by executing the UDF

over the entire dataset. Executing UDFs that invoke ML models

can be accelerated through batch inference. Reusing the results

of predicate evaluation for query optimization is a long-standing

research topic [29, 67, 78, 93], which is not the focus of this paper.

4 PROPOSING AND GENERATING NEW UDFS

To use VOCAL-UDF, users provide a video dataset and optionally

a set of UDFs. Users can then issue natural language queries to

identify compositional events within these videos. VOCAL-UDF

translates these textual queries into our DSL notation using the

available UDFs and then executes queries to find matching video

segments.When needed, VOCAL-UDF automatically generates new

UDFs to process the query.

Following the same example, the traffic engineer loads the traffic

surveillance videos into VOCAL-UDF and provides an object detec-

tion and tracking model that can detect and track cars and trucks as

the UDF. To effectively answer the user’s query, VOCAL-UDF can

automatically propose and generate new UDFs to classify “near”,

“silver color”, and “Subaru make” and use them together with the

existing UDF to execute the query.

Figure 2 shows the architecture of VOCAL-UDF. The Query
Parser takes a user query described in natural language and a set of

available UDFs as input and parses the query into the DSL notation

described in Section 2. If successful, the DSL query is passed to

the Query Executor for execution over the video dataset to find all

matching videos. If the query contains predicates that cannot be

resolved using available UDFs, the UDF Generator is invoked to

build new UDFs. The Query Parser can then re-parse the query with

the updated UDFs. The Storage Manager maintains the raw videos,

extracted relational information, and available UDFs.

VOCAL-UDF needs to address the following challenges. First, it

must determine whether existing UDFs can adequately parse a user
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query, or if new UDFs must be created (C1). Second, VOCAL-UDF

should have the capability to implement UDFs across a diverse

range of semantic concepts (C2). Third, since VOCAL-UDF utilizes

LLMs to generate UDFs, which can be prone to errors, it is crucial to

maintain high quality in the final UDFs it produces (C3).We now dis-

cuss our solutions in the following subsections. Section 4.1 presents

how VOCAL-UDF translates queries and proposes new UDFs. Sec-

tion 4.2 and Section 4.3 discuss how VOCAL-UDF supports both

program-based UDFs and distilled-model UDFs to manage diverse

semantic concepts. Finally, we discuss UDF selection in Section 4.4.

4.1 Query parsing and UDF proposal

The Query Parser is responsible for converting natural language

queries into our DSL format and determining if new UDFs need

to be created. User queries can range from detailed and explicit

descriptions to highly subjective ones (e.g., a dangerous traffic situ-

ation). Conversely, the resulting DSL queries must adhere strictly

to the DSL grammar and use only the existing UDFs. VOCAL-UDF

must understand the semantics of both the user’s query and the

available UDFs, mapping each part of the query to an existing UDF

or suggesting the creation of a new one. Moreover, VOCAL-UDF

needs to be resilient to the linguistic ambiguities and synonymous

terms in natural language queries.

To convert from a rich and diverse natural language to a con-

sistent DSL format, VOCAL-UDF utilizes LLMs. LLMs have shown

strong capabilities in SQL and program generations [34, 72, 88]

using only in-context learning without fine-tuning. They excel

at understanding and performing natural language tasks due to

their training on vast datasets. To ensure generated DSL queries

strictly follow the DSL grammar, we incorporate domain-specific

constraints when prompting LLMs and conduct post-verification

to ensure syntax correctness.

Inspired by Wang et. al. [88] whose method provides a formal

grammar during in-context learning for DSL generation and Hsieh

et. al. [42] whose approach showcases LLMs’ potential for zero-shot

tool-usage through tool documentation, VOCAL-UDF combines

both prompting techniques to provide the DSL definition, UDF

format, and descriptions of available UDFs as natural language

documentations. This enables VOCAL-UDF to generate DSL queries

that adhere to the grammar, determine whether new UDFs need to

be created, and interact with LLMs in a zero-shot manner. Figuring

out the optimal prompting strategy is not the focus of the paper.

An example prompt is shown in Figures 6 and 7.

To enhance the reliability of LLM’s response, VOCAL-UDF per-

forms a post-verification of the generated DSL query. Specifically,

VOCAL-UDF interprets the DSL string to ensure it follows the gram-

mar rules and all predicates are resolved by the available UDFs. If

parse errors are encountered, VOCAL-UDF appends the error mes-

sage to the context and asks the LLM to make another attempt.

When the query contains predicates that cannot be resolved

using the available UDFs, the LLM identifies this and proposes new

UDFs. The output from this process is the function signature and

textual description of the proposed UDF generated by the LLM. In

case of a query with multiple missing UDFs, VOCAL-UDF returns a

list of proposed UDFs and will generate them one by one. Listing 2

shows an example proposed UDF of behind.

Listing 2: An example of a proposed UDF
{

"signature": "behind(o0, o1)",

"description": "Whether o0 is behind o1"

}

We show the effectiveness of our approach empirically in Sec-

tion 6 for queries with detailed and explicit descriptions. However,

semantic parsing is still an open problem and even the most effec-

tive models are still far from human performance [56].

4.2 Program-based UDF generation

The task of the UDF Generator is to implement executable UDFs

based on the proposed function’s type signatures and descriptions

(Listing 2) generated by the LLM. As discussed, VOCAL-UDF should

produce high-quality UDFs (C3) for a wide range of semantic con-

cepts (C2). VOCAL-UDF, again, leverages the programming capa-

bilities of LLMs [11, 15, 19, 79] to implement proposed UDFs as

Python programs. However, this does not solve all the problems.

First, some concepts require understanding the visual content of

the image, such as determining whether the make of a car is Sub-

aru, which is difficult to solve by writing Python programs. Second,

even the most advanced LLMs today are still error-prone, and their

programming performance in complex and nuanced tasks is still

not on par with humans.

To address the first problem, VOCAL-UDF supports two types

of UDF implementations: Program-based UDFs, which are Python

programs generated by LLMs (Section 4.2), and distilled-model

UDFs, which are lightweight vision models distilled from strong

pretrained models (Section 4.3). To improve generated UDF quality,

VOCAL-UDF uses a two-step approach by verifying both syntax

correctness (Section 4.2.2) and semantic correctness (Section 4.4).

Given a UDF signature ℎ and description 𝑑 , a video database

instance 𝐼 over schema 𝑅, VOCAL-UDF performs the following

steps to generate a UDF 𝑝:

1. UDF generation with LLMs: Given ℎ, 𝑑 , 𝐼 , and 𝑅, VOCAL-UDF

prompts an LLM to generate a list of 𝑘 candidate Python func-

tions {𝑝1, · · · , 𝑝𝑘 }.
2. Syntax verification (only for program-based UDFs): For each

candidate program 𝑝𝑖 , VOCAL-UDF executes it on a small set

of data sampled from 𝐼 to verify the syntax correctness, correct

errors, and filter out invalid programs after a few trials.

3. Semantic verification: VOCAL-UDF evaluates the semantic cor-

rectness of the remaining candidates and selects the best one

(Section 4.4).

We describe each step in detail below.

4.2.1 Program generation with LLM.
In its most basic form, VOCAL-UDF prompts the LLM to gen-

erate a program 𝑝 based on the UDF signature ℎ and description

𝑑 . To ensure 𝑝 can be integrated as a UDF in SQL, VOCAL-UDF

rewrites ℎ in the DSL format to ℎ′ that accepts columns from the

schema 𝑅 as inputs. For example, the behind function is rewritten

from behind(o0, o1) to behind(o1_y1, o1_y2, o2_y1, o2_y2),
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def behind(o1_y1, o1_y2, o2_y1, o2_y2):
    o1_center_y = (o1_y1 + o1_y2) / 2
    o2_center_y = (o2_y1 + o2_y2) / 2
    return o1_center_y < o2_center_y

def behind(o0_aname, o1_aname):
    return o0_aname == 'location_top'
    and o1_aname == 'location_bottom'

def behind(o1_y1, o1_y2, o2_y1, o2_y2, 
**kwargs):
    thresh = kwargs.get('threshold', 50)
    o1_cy = (o1_y1 + o1_y2) / 2
    o2_cy = (o2_y1 + o2_y2) / 2
    return o2_cy - o1_cy > thresh

Interpretation 𝒔𝟑: 
Uses the respective positions 
of the two objects to determine 
if o0 is behind o1.

Interpretation 𝐬𝟐: 
check if the center of o0 is 
behind the center of o1 along 
the y-axis, based on a 
threshold distance. 

Interpretation 𝒔𝟏: 
check if the center of o0 is 
positioned behind the center 
of o1 along the y-axis.

1

2

3

Program 𝒑𝟏: 

Program 𝒑𝟐: 

Program 𝒑𝟑: 

Figure 3: Program candidates, using behind as an example.

where o1_y1, o1_y2, o2_y1, o2_y2 are columns from 𝑅. The gen-

erated Python program’s input is a set of attribute values that

correspond to one or two objects in the video database, depending

on the number of variables in ℎ. It generates code that operates on

those values, including the pixels column, and returns a boolean

indicating if the predicate is satisfied or not. Figure 3 (program 𝑝1)

shows an example program UDF for the behind() predicate.

To generate UDFs with good quality, VOCAL-UDF must resolve

three challenges. First, natural language descriptions are often am-

biguous and may not capture all the details of a user’s intent [54].

For example, one user can interpret the “far” relationship between

two objects as a distance greater than 10 meters, while another user

may interpret it as a distance greater than three times the size of

the larger object. Second, predicates in video compositional queries

often include parameters that need to be tuned [65, 66] for different

datasets and user intents, e.g., determining the threshold distance

for the “far” relationship, or the color range for the “color-silver”

attribute. Lastly, as VOCAL-UDF expands its collection of UDFs

and database incrementally, it is essential that new UDFs be able to

utilize results from previously established ones.

To address the challenge of linguistic ambiguity, instead of asking

the LLM to generate one program 𝑝 , we provide the LLM with

ℎ′ and 𝑑 and ask it to generate a list of 𝑘 candidate programs

with different semantic interpretations to cover a wide range of

possible implementations: 𝐶 = {(𝑝1, 𝑠1), · · · , (𝑝𝑘 , 𝑠𝑘 )}, where 𝑝𝑖
and 𝑠𝑖 denote the Python program and the semantic interpretation

of the 𝑖-th candidate. Figure 8 shows an example prompt used by

VOCAL-UDF in this step. Later, VOCAL-UDF will verify and select

one program for each proposed UDF. Figure 3 shows three example

candidate programs, each with a different semantic interpretation.

To resolve the second challenge of parametric predicates,

we extend the prompt to further allow the LLM to gener-

ate UDFs with optional numeric parameters, which are passed

as arguments to the UDF. When allowing parameters, the

LLM also generates a (possibly empty) list Θ of parameter

names with associated default, minimum, and maximum val-

ues, Θ = {(𝜃1, df𝜃1 ,min𝜃1 ,max𝜃1 ), · · · , (𝜃𝑖 , df𝜃𝑖 ,min𝜃𝑖 ,max𝜃𝑖 )},
and the list of 𝑘 candidate programs is now extended to 𝐶 =

{(𝑝1, 𝑠1,Θ1), · · · , (𝑝𝑘 , 𝑠𝑘 ,Θ𝑘 )}. In later steps, VOCAL-UDF instanti-

ates each parameter with the default value as well as values sampled

from the range and then selects the best program. Figure 3 2○ shows

an example program with parameters.

To resolve the final challenge of incrementally building the video

database, our approach is to include in the LLM prompt, the current

active domain of all attributes populated by UDFs, which include

oname, rname, and aname. This additional information enables the

LLM to leverage existing UDFs as building blocks to construct more

complex UDFs dynamically. Figure 3 3○ shows an example program

utilizing existing UDFs.

Overall, program-based UDFs are well-suited for concepts in-

volving bounding box-like spatial relationships. In addition, other

attributes as well as the pixels column can also be used to reason

about existing concepts and perform statistical analysis of frames

pixels. With frame pixels, a program-based UDF can also invoke

pretrained models, but they are expensive and slow in general. As

discussed in Section 4.3, distilled-model UDF is a more efficient

approach for concepts that require visual understanding of videos.

4.2.2 Syntax verification.
Prior works have proposed various approaches to improve the

performance of LLM-generated programs: The first line of work

uses unit tests to verify the functional correctness of generated pro-

grams [13, 17, 22, 44]. This approach is not suitable for VOCAL-UDF

because users do not know in advance what UDFs will be gener-

ates, and thus cannot provide labeled data before issuing a query.

Another line of work leverages LLMs to automatically generate

test cases [15], evaluate the generated programs [19, 83], and select

the best one [90]. However, the ambiguity of semantic concepts in

video queries means that the correct program is not always unique

and often many of the generated programs are reasonable. As a

result, the best program cannot be easily identified without user

feedback and a working dataset.

VOCAL-UDF uses a two-step approach to verify and select the

best program: syntax verification and semantic verification. In the

first step, VOCAL-UDF focuses solely on the syntax correctness of

the programs. VOCAL-UDF executes each candidate program on a

small sample of data from the database 𝐼 and checks: (i) whether the

number and types of inputs and outputs are correct, (ii) whether the

program can be executed with the data samples, and (iii) whetherΘ,
if any, can be parsed successfully. If the verification fails, VOCAL-

UDF appends the error message to the context and prompt the

LLM to make another attempt. A sample is a tuple that contains

attributes values corresponding to two objects from the database

if the target concept is a relationship, or to one object if the target

concept is an attribute. If the program still fails after a few trials,

VOCAL-UDF discards the program. In our prototype, we empirically

set the number of trials to five. In the second step, VOCAL-UDF

utilizes user labels to select the program that best align with user

intent, which we discuss in Section 4.4.

4.3 Distilled-model UDF generation

As discussed, while program-based UDFs are powerful and flex-

ible for predicates that reason about existing concepts, bounding

box coordinates, or perform a simple statistical analysis of pixel val-

ues, they struggle with tasks that require understanding the visual

contents of frames. Even though pretrained models like VLMs can
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❌

Q: Whether car o0 at (191, 77, 247, 
134) in the red box is behind truck o1 
at (11, 36, 119, 156) in the blue box?

I:

❌

✅
VLM

Figure 4: Data labeling by a VLM, using behind as an example.

be used in a program-based UDF to classify relationships and at-

tributes in a zero-shot manner, running such models over the entire

video dataset is prohibitively expensive. For instance, the estimated

expense of sequentially processing the CLEVRER [96] dataset of

10,000 videos with GPT-4V for the “color-red” attribute amounts

to $2,826 and would take 24 years. The goal of VOCAL-UDF is

to generate cheaper UDFs with visual understanding capabilities.

However, training a lightweight image classifier from scratch would

require the user to spend a lot of time labeling for just one concept.

Model distillation is a common technique in machine learning to

transfer knowledge from a large model to a smaller, more efficient

model [12, 16, 40, 41, 86]. Modeling Collaborator [86] is a newly pro-

posed framework that leverages foundation models to train image

classifiers for visual concepts using minimal user effort and it goes

through the following steps. Given a target concept and descrip-

tion, the system (i) mines relevant images from the public domain,

(ii) uses a mixture of foundation models to annotate sampled im-

ages, (iii) trains a lightweight image classifier using image features

extracted from a pretrained model (e.g., CLIP) and image labels

annotated by the foundation models, and (iv) performs multiple

rounds of active learning to further improve its performance.

In VOCAL-UDF, we adopt a similar approach to automatically

construct lightweight image classifiers for new relationships and

attributes without any user labeling effort, but with the necessary

modifications to resolve three unique challenges presented in our

compositional query setting. First, random sampling of the user

dataset might not give enough positive samples for training, espe-

ciallywhen the target concept is less common. Second, VOCAL-UDF

generates UDFs for relationships and attributes, which differ from

the concepts in [86]. An image usually includes multiple objects,

and VOCAL-UDF needs a different prompting strategy to guide

VLMs in classifying specific objects or pairs of objects. Finally, for

the same reason, simply extracting features from the entire image

is insufficient for training a good classifier.

4.3.1 Image sampling. By default, to generate a distilled-model

UDF, VOCAL-UDF randomly samples frames from the user’s video

dataset for annotation. However, when the target visual concept

is infrequent in the dataset, random sampling does not effectively

collect enough positive samples for training. For instance, only

0.83% human-object pairs have an “eating” relationship in the Cha-

rades [45] dataset. Our solution is object-aware sampling to boot-

strap the sampling process. Since all objects of interest are already

detected and tracked in the video dataset, VOCAL-UDF can filter

out objects that are not relevant to the target concept and only

sample objects that can possibly be involved in the concept. For

example, when labeling the “eating” relationship, object classes like

“food” and “person” are more relevant than “car” and “window”. To

do this, VOCAL-UDF first asks an LLM for relevant object classes,

and then only samples objects belonging to these classes.

4.3.2 Data labeling. VOCAL-UDF uses vision-language models

(VLMs) to automatically label sampled video frames as positive

or negative based on a UDF description. A VLM takes as input an

image-text pair and outputs a textual response. However, using

a video frame as the image input and the UDF description as a

direct query is ineffective, since the concepts we are interested in

target specific objects or pairs of objects in the frame, rather than

the frame as a whole. Thus, VOCAL-UDF applies the following

prompting strategy for attributes and relationships, with the goal

of encouraging the VLM to focus on particular objects or interac-

tions between two objects. For attribute concepts, we use the UDF

description proposed in Section 4.1 as the text input, and create the

image input by sampling an object from the Objects relation and

cropping the video frame to include only the object. For relation-

ship concepts, VOCAL-UDF augments the text input with the class

names and bounding box coordinates of the relevant objects in the

video frame to provide more context to the VLM. It then generates

an image patch cropped from the video frame that includes a pair of

objects in the same frame from the Objects relation. VOCAL-UDF

further augments the image patch by overlaying a red box around

the subject and a blue box around the target, thereby providing the

VLM with directional information about the relationship. Figure 4

shows an example prompt for labeling the behind relationship.
4.3.3 Model training. Similar to [27, 84, 86], VOCAL-UDF lever-

ages a pretrained vision model (e.g., CLIP) as the feature extractor

and uses the feature-label pairs to train a multi-layer perceptron

(MLP). However, for relationship classification, directly extracting

image features from the image patch containing two objects would

lead to poor performance, as the feature extractor is not aware

of the locations of the objects. Also, many relationships are direc-

tional and will not be captured by the feature extractor (e.g., 𝑜1
holding 𝑜2 is different from 𝑜2 holding 𝑜1). To address these two

problems, VOCAL-UDF concatenates image features from three

versions of an image patch: the original one containing both objects,

one wherein everything except the subject is masked out, and one

wherein everything except the target is masked out. For attribute

UDFs, VOCAL-UDF simply extracts features from the image patch

containing the object. In addition, since we also have the class name

of each object from the Objects relation, VOCAL-UDF extracts

text features of object classes as input to the MLP as well.

After training an initial model, VOCAL-UDF follows the same

approach as [84, 86] to perform several rounds of active learning

to select new samples for labeling and retrain the model to further

improve its performance. During each active learning iteration, the

trained MLP is run over the unlabeled dataset, VOCAL-UDF selects

a batch of samples with the highest uncertainty, and these samples

are then labeled by the VLM. VOCAL-UDF then retrains the MLP

with the updated set of labeled samples.

4.4 UDF Selection
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Algorithm 1: UDF selection using active learning.

Input :𝑈 - set of unlabeled data

𝐶 - set of UDF candidates

𝑏, 𝑛𝑠 , 𝑡𝑛 - hyperparameters

Output : selected UDF with highest score

1 𝐿𝑝 ← {}, 𝐿𝑛 ← {}
2 𝑊 ← {𝑤𝑖 | 𝑤𝑖 = 1/|𝐶 |, 𝑖 = 1, 2, . . . , |𝐶 | }
3 for 𝑖 = 1 to 𝑏 do
4 if |𝐿𝑝 | < |𝐿𝑛 | then
5 𝐿′𝑝 , 𝐿

′
𝑛 ← PickPositive(𝑈 ,𝐶,𝑛𝑠 )

6 else if |𝐿𝑛 | < 𝑡𝑛 then
7 𝐿′𝑝 , 𝐿

′
𝑛 ← PickNegative(𝑈 ,𝐶,𝑛𝑠 )

8 else
9 𝐿′𝑝 , 𝐿

′
𝑛 ← PickDisagreed(𝑈 ,𝐶,𝑛𝑠 )

10 𝐿𝑝 ← 𝐿𝑝 ∪ 𝐿′𝑝 , 𝐿𝑛 ← 𝐿𝑛 ∪ 𝐿′𝑛 ,𝑈 ← 𝑈 − (𝐿′𝑝 ∪ 𝐿′𝑛 )
11 𝑊 ← ComputeScore(𝐿𝑝 , 𝐿𝑛,𝐶 )

For a given UDF, VOCAL-UDF can generate both program-based

and distilled-model UDFs; when generating program-based UDFs,

a set of candidate programs may be implemented. When there are

multiple implementation candidates, VOCAL-UDF needs to select

the best one. We describe the UDF selection process in this section.

4.4.1 UDF selection and active learning. When more than one UDF

candidate is generated for a proposed UDF, VOCAL-UDF needs to

select one. VOCAL-UDF strives to select the UDF that yields the

best F1 score for a given set of user labels, as a way of selecting the

UDF that best aligns with the user’s intent. To reduce the number

of labeled examples needed from the user, VOCAL-UDF uses ac-

tive learning [70, 101], which is summarized in Algorithm 1. The

algorithm includes several hyperparameters, including a labeling

budget 𝑏, the minimum number of negatives 𝑡𝑛 to collect before ini-

tiating active learning, and the number of tuples 𝑛𝑠 sampled in each

iteration. During each iteration, it randomly samples a set of tuples

from the database, each containing attribute values corresponding

to either one or two objects. If the labeled samples for a class are

considered insufficient, VOCAL-UDF selects the sample most likely

to belong to that class for labeling (line 4–7). Otherwise, VOCAL-

UDF picks the sample with the greatest disagreement among the

UDF candidates to help distinguish between them [101] (line 9).

More specifically, when selecting a sample that is most likely to be-

long to a class, VOCAL-UDF priorities the use of VLM annotations

over the majority vote of UDF candidates because VLM labels are

empirically more reliable than UDF candidates. When selecting a

sample with the greatest disagreement, VOCAL-UDF computes a

score for a sample of unlabeled data𝑈 from the database over the

set of UDF candidates 𝐶 and then picks the sample with the largest

disagreement. The score of each sampled data is computed as the

weighted disagreement between the UDF candidates. The weight

of each UDF candidate is initialized to 1/|𝐶 | (line 2) and set to its

performance over the labeled set (𝐿𝑝 and 𝐿𝑛) after each iteration

(line 11). At the end of each iteration, VOCAL-UDF updates 𝐿 and

𝑈 given the new user labels (line 10).

4.4.2 Dummy UDF. Several factors can contribute to the unsatis-

factory performance of generated UDFs, including the complexity

of the target concept, the low quality of VLM labels, and an insuffi-

cient number of positive training samples for rare events. When no

UDF candidate performs well, VOCAL-UDF should not generate

a UDF that can hurt the performance and instead should generate

a sub-query with the predicate removed. For this, VOCAL-UDF

adds a dummy UDF to the list of UDF candidates. The dummy UDF

simply returns True and is equivalent to removing the predicate

from the query. When all generated UDF candidates perform poorly,

VOCAL-UDF can detect this situation and fall back to using the

dummy UDF during the UDF selection process.

4.4.3 UDF generation strategy. Program-based UDFs and distilled-

model UDFs offer different trade-offs in terms of performance, inter-

pretability, generation cost and inference throughput. VOCAL-UDF

provides the following four strategies based on the user’s preference

and the system’s performance requirements: program only gener-

ates program-based UDFs, model only generates distilled-model

UDFs, llm asks the LLM to decide whether to generate program-

based or distilled-model UDFs, and both generates both classes of

UDFs. Depending on the user specification, one or more program-

based UDFs may be generated for each proposed UDF, and one

distilled-model UDF is generated for each proposed UDF. By de-

fault, VOCAL-UDF uses the both strategy to maximize query per-

formance. In Section 6.5, we also evaluate the performance of using

the llm strategy to automatically choose UDF types.

5 IMPLEMENTATION
VOCAL-UDF is implemented in Python using the AutoGen frame-

work [91]. The Query Executor converts queries in DSL notations

into SQL and uses a relational engine (DuckDB [75] in our proto-

type) to execute them. We apply the same query translation algo-

rithm as in [101] to optimize query execution.

The user comes to VOCAL-UDF with a video dataset, and op-

tionally a set of UDFs. If the set of UDFs includes object detection

and tracking models, VOCAL-UDF uses these user-provided models

to populate the Objects relation. Otherwise, VOCAL-UDF uses a
pre-defined object detection and tracking model to detect and track

common objects in the video dataset.

VOCAL-UDF also executes the currently available UDFs ahead

of time to populate the Relationships and Attributes relations,

so that we have an initial view of the active domains of the oname,
rname, and aname columns. The pre-populating happens as soon as

VOCAL-UDF receives the videos and UDFs and before the user is-

sues any queries. If the user provides no UDFs, the Relationships
and Attributes relations will be empty.

Similarly, when a new UDF is later created, our prototype exe-

cutes it over the entire dataset and materializes the results in the

database. It then converts the UDF into a value-lookup UDF. All

UDFs are implemented in Python.

There is preprocessing overhead in the initial setup. The cost of

running object detection and tracking models is relatively modest

compared to that of LLMs and VLMs, and they can be run on local

machines. The cost of executing UDFs depends on their implemen-

tation. In this paper, we materialize all results in the video dataset

before issuing new user queries. Several works have focused on

optimizing the execution of queries with UDFs [46, 93], which could

be integrated into our system.

6 EVALUATION
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Baselines. We compare VOCAL-UDF against VisProg [34] and

EQUI-VOCAL [101], both of which can only utilize predefined UDFs

to answer queries. VisProg uses a different set of modules for differ-

ent tasks, so we manually write new modules for the system to be

able to answer compositional queries, which includes both logical

modules (e.g., Eval, Event, Before) and concept modules (e.g., Red,
Holding). VisProg also requires in-context examples, which we cre-

ate separately from the evaluation queries. EQUI-VOCAL does not

need such examples. EQUI-VOCAL also does not handle NL queries,

so we add a query interface that converts NL to the EQUI-VOCAL

DSL using an LLM, which is the same as VOCAL-UDF.

Metrics.We evaluate query answering performance using F1 scores.

We propose and generate UDFs using training data and report query

F1 scores over the test data. We evaluate each dataset using 30

queries, and each query is run three times.

Evaluation setup. We conduct all experiments on a compute clus-

ter. For each experiment, we request one node with eight Intel Xeon

Gold 6230R CPUs at 2.10GHz, 200GB of RAM, and one NVIDIA A40

GPU. We use the GPT-4 Turbo model (gpt-4-turbo-2024-04-09)
as the LLM and VLM across all systems. We configure VOCAL-UDF

as follows. For the CLEVRER dataset, we use a labeling budget of 20

for each UDF during selection. In program-based UDF generation,

10 candidate programs are generated, and numeric parameters and

frame pixels are allowed as function inputs. Each parameter is then

instantiated with the default value as well as five random values

during the UDF selection stage. When generating distilled-model

UDFs, we ask the VLM to annotate 100 sampled frames per UDF. For

the CityFlow-NL and Charades datasets, we set the labeling budget

of each UDF selection to 50 and the number of VLM-annotated

frames to 500 per UDF, since the datasets are more challenging.

Frame pixels are disallowed during program-based UDF generation

due to the minimal performance improvement it offers compared

to the substantial increase in execution time. We assume objects

are already detected and tracked, so we can focus our evaluation

on relationships and attributes.

Datasets: CLEVRER: The CLEVRER [96] dataset consists of 10,000,

5-second synthetic videos of moving objects. To determine ground-

truth information, following [96], we use a Mask R-CNN [38] to

locate objects and predict their colors, shapes, and materials, since

the original dataset does not provide bounding box information

for objects. We consider eight colors, two material types, and three

shapes. Further, we write rule-based functions to extract spatial

relationships (Near, Far, LeftOf, RightOf, FrontOf, Behind) and
attributes (Left, Right, Top, Bottom). For our experiments, we use

the same Mask R-CNN and rule-based functions as UDFs, for a

total of six relationships and 17 attributes. Among them, we select

two relationships and nine attributes as the base UDFs (the user-
provided UDFs available to all systems during query evaluation).

We use templates to automatically generate 30 target queries with

seven predicates (three of which are from the supplemental UDFs,

which are the UDFs that will need to be generated, and the others

are from the base UDFs), up to three variables (i.e., three distinct

objects), up to three region graphs, and duration constraints with

three possible values. We ensure that there are at least 5% positive

examples in the dataset for each target query (we ensure the same

for all datasets). We then rewrite the DSL queries as NL queries

using GPT-4 and manually verify the correctness (translating NL to

DSL is not a contribution of this paper). To generate ground truth

labels, we run each target DSL query on the dataset.

CityFlow-NL: The CityFlow-NL [30] dataset contains traffic videos

captured from multiple cameras and NL descriptions for vehicle

tracks. Following [55], we extract colors and types of vehicles from

the NL descriptions. Since annotations are supplied only for sam-

pled vehicle tracks, we only consider annotated tracks in our evalu-

ation. We extract six spatial relationships (Above, Beneath, LeftOf,
RightOf, FrontOf, Behind) using rule-based predictors. We create

1473 non-overlapping 50-frame video segments from the original

dataset. To create UDFs for attributes, we train binary image classi-

fiers. We use half of the videos as training data and the rest as test

data. For relationships, we use the same rule-based functions as

UDFs. Then, we select three relationships and four attributes as base
UDFs. We automatically generate 30 target queries with up to four

predicates (two of which are from the supplemental UDFs), up to

three variables, up to three region graphs, and duration constraints

with three possible values.

Charades: The Charades [45] dataset contains 30-second videos of
daily indoor activities. Action Genome [45] provides scene graph

annotations for Charades on selected frames. In the evaluation, we

focus solely on these annotated frames, which preserves the relative

temporal order of the frames but means we cannot determine if

the frames are contiguous. Consequently, duration constraints are

not considered in the queries. The scene graph annotations encom-

pass humans, objects, and human-object relationships, but do not

cover attributes or object-object relationships. Thus, our evaluation

queries focus on humans’ interactions with objects in the scene. At

query time, only human-object pairs are sampled to collect more

positive examples. Since Action Genome is annotated by human

labelers, the annotations are incomplete, which is a common issue

in real-world datasets [14]. We therefore augment the dataset by au-

tomatically generating dense spatial relationship annotations using

rule-based predictors to replace the existing annotations for spatial

relationships. In total, we have 20 relationships (five spatial, 15

semantic) and 35 object classes. Among them, we select two spatial

relationships and seven semantic relationships as the base UDFs.

When generating queries, we need to restrict predicates to human-

object relationships. We automatically generate 30 target queries

with up to four predicates (one is always object(o𝑖,‘person’),
two are from the supplemental UDFs), up to three variables, and

up to two region graphs, but without any duration constraints.

6.1 End-to-end performance

We first evaluate the end-to-end performance of VOCAL-UDF

and baseline systems by varying the number of missing UDFs, from

zero (i.e., all required UDFs are available) to three missing UDFs. In

each experiment with 𝑋 missing UDFs, for each query separately,

all base UDFs are available, but 𝑋 supplemental UDFs are randomly

removed. Thirty distinct queries are each executed three times.

VOCAL-UDF achieves high F1 scores even when UDFs are
missing. Figure 5 shows the results. When all required UDFs are

available, all systems perform similarly. For CLEVRER, all prede-

fined UDFs are “perfect” since they are the same as the ones used for

generating the ground-truth scene graph annotations, so F1 scores
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Figure 5: F1 scores of generated queries with various number of missing UDFs.

Table 2: Proposing UDFs. FPs are incorrectly proposed UDFs,
and FNs are the missed UDFs that VOCAL-UDF fails to pro-
pose.

Dataset # New UDFs # proposed UDFs # FP # FN

CLEVRER 540 456 23 107

CityFlow-NL 270 267 4 7

Charades 270 235 9 44

with no missing UDFs are 1.0. In contrast, CityFlow-NL and Cha-

rades have predefined UDFs that include less accurate ML models,

leading to lower F1 scores compared to CLEVRER with no missing

UDFs. As expected, VisProg and EQUI-VOCAL see significant drops

in F1 scores when required UDFs are missing because they cannot

generate new UDFs. The F1 scores decrease further as more UDFs

are missing. VisProg performs worse than EQUI-VOCAL because

the former is more likely to include unavailable UDFs in the gener-

ated program, rendering it non-executable. VOCAL-UDF mitigates

F1 score degradation by generating new UDFs as needed. How-

ever, performance drops more for Charades, since its missing UDFs

involve complex semantic relationships that are more difficult to

generate with high quality.

In the following subsections, we drill down into the performance

of each component of VOCAL-UDF.

6.2 Proposing UDFs

Translating NL queries to DSL is not a contribution of this paper,

but that step affects the end-to-end performance, so we report it.

For this experiment, all UDFs are available, and we ask the LLM

to translate the same queries used in the end-to-end experiment,

running each query three times. We measure the F1 score of the

generated queries over the dataset. About 80% of the time, the

translated DSL returns the exact video segments intended by the

NL queries (76% for CLEVRER, 89% for CITIFLOW-NL, and 84%

for CHARADES), which increases to 93% if we consider an F1

score ≥ 0.98 (93% for CLEVRER, 96% for CITIFLOW-NL, and 97%

for CHARADES). Common translation errors include missing and

redundant predicates, misuse of UDFs with similar names, and

incorrect temporal ordering of predicates.

Next, we evaluate how well VOCAL-UDF proposes UDFs, con-

sidering the same set-up as in the end-to-end evaluation above. For

the experiments with missing UDFs, to determine the correctness

Table 3: Program-based UDFs performance.

Dataset

best = “program” best ≠ “program”

best UDFs all UDFs best UDFs all UDFs

CLEVRER 0.982 0.444 0.518 0.000

CityFlow-NL 1.000 0.679 0.359 0.142

Charades 0.998 0.080 0.172 0.009

of a proposed UDF, we compare its name to the list of UDF names

that are included in the target query but not in the list of avail-

able UDFs. When comparing the name, we manually inspect the

results to account for synonyms (e.g., “color_yellow” vs. “yellow”,

“in” vs. “inside”). As shown in Table 2, VOCAL-UDF proposes
fewer UDFs than expected and has more false negatives (FNs)
than false positives (FPs), because some of the new UDFs are
equivalent to the available UDFs (e.g., “above(o1, o2)” is equiva-
lent to “beneath(o2, o1)”). Specifically, there are 68, 5, and 20 missed

UDFs (FNs), respectively, in the three datasets due to equivalent

UDFs being available. However, this is beneficial as it avoids the

unnecessary cost of generating new UDFs when equivalent ones

are already available. For Charades, 13 FNs are for “holding”, which

VOCAL-UDF decides to approximate using other available UDFs

(e.g., “touching”). Most false positives arise from proposing
compositional UDFs. For instance, VOCAL-UDF might propose

“location_bottom_left” to cover both “bottom” and “left” simultane-

ously, or “behind_and_near” for “behind” and “near”.

6.3 Program-based UDFs generation

We now evaluate the performance of program-based UDFs. We

consider all correctly proposed program-based UDFs across the 270

experiments (3 datasets x 30 queries x 3 runs). We classify UDFs into

two categories, one where at least one of their best implementations

is program-based, and another where the best is not program-based.

Table 3 shows the median F1 score of the best generated pro-

gram for each UDF (best UDFs) and the median F1 score of all

generated programs for each UDF (all UDFs).When the best UDF
generation is program-based, VOCAL-UDF demonstrates the
ability to produce high-quality programs.However, not all gen-
erated UDF candidates are high quality; for instance, the median

F1 score of all program-based UDFs for the Charades dataset is

only 0.080. Therefore, VOCAL-UDF must carefully select the best

candidate during the UDF selection phase. When the best UDF is
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Table 4: Program-based UDF types.

Dataset

best = “program” best ≠ “program”

all reuse param pixel all reuse param pixel

CLEVRER 147 63 57 27 205 146 104 50

CityFlow-NL 24 9 15 — 241 215 77 —

Charades 72 10 62 — 200 35 140 —

Table 5: Model-based UDFs performance.

Dataset

best = “model” best ≠ “model”

model dummy model dummy

CLEVRER 0.844 0.521 0.472 0.664

CityFlow-NL 0.653 0.282 0.695 0.668

Charades 0.204 0.024 0.362 0.721

not program-based, the F1 scores of generated programs decrease

significantly, indicating that certain relationships or attributes may

not be well-suited for program-based UDFs.

As described in Section 4.2.1, VOCAL-UDF supports program

generation with various enhanced features. Thus, we evaluate how

often VOCAL-UDF uses these features in its program generation.

We categorize program-based UDFs into four types: “all”, where

every generated program fits this category; “reuse”, which utilizes

results from existing UDFs; “param”, which takes numeric param-

eters as function inputs; and “pixel”, which accepts frame pixels

as function inputs. Table 4 counts the number of the best program

generations for each UDF in each category. The results show that

best generated programs exhibit a variety of types, suggesting that

numeric parameters, reusing results of existing UDFs, and
pixels input are all important features for generating high-
quality program-based UDFs.

6.4 Distilled-model UDFs generation

Next, and using the same method as above, we evaluate the

performance of distilled-model UDFs. UDFs are classified into two

categories, one where at least one of their best implementations is

distilled-model, and another where none are distilled-model. Table 5

shows the median F1 score for the distilled-model generation for

each UDF and the median F1 score for the dummy generation for

each UDF as the baseline. When the best UDF generation is dis-
tilled model, VOCAL-UDF shows a significant improvement
in F1 scores over the baseline.When the best UDF is not distilled

model, the F1 scores of distilled models are comparable or worse

than the baseline, indicating that certain relationships or attributes

may not be suitable for distilled-model UDFs. For the CityFlow-NL

and Charades datasets, the F1 scores are higher compared to UDFs

whose best implementations are distilled models, likely because the

latter are often complex semantic relationships and attributes that

are more difficult to classify.

We further examine the VLM’s labeling quality during distilled-

model UDF generation. We conduct this experiment on the

Table 6: VLM labeling quality.

CityFlow-NL Charades

suv 0.782 holding 0.563 sitting on 0.781

white 0.883 standing on 0.868 covered by 0.717

grey 0.762 carrying 0.718 eating 0.547

van 0.872 wiping 0.671 touching 0.536

sedan 0.797 leaning on 0.756 wearing 0.820

black 0.784 drinking from 0.574 lying on 0.804

red 0.801 writing on 0.803 above 0.356

blue 0.874 in front of 0.643 beneath 0.310

pickup truck 0.912 behind 0.606 in 0.483

Table 7: Thenumber of correctly selectedUDF types. The “No.”
columns represents the number of proposed UDF instances.

Dataset

best ≠ “dummy” best = “dummy”

No. both llm No. both

CLEVRER 233 212 (91%) 164 (70%) 9 5 (56%)

CityFlow-NL 174 144 (83%) 114 (66%) 2 1 (50%)

Charades 123 92 (75%) 76 (62%) 41 28 (68%)

CityFlow-NL and Charades datasets. We evaluate the labeling qual-

ity across 9 attributes in CityFlow-NL and 18 relationships
1
in

Charades. For each attribute or relationship, we use GPT-4V to

label a randomly-constructed, balanced set of 500 samples. Table 6

shows the average F1 score of each concept over three runs. GPT-
4V generally achieves high labeling quality for a wide range
of concepts. Of the 27 concepts evaluated, nine achieve F1 scores
of at least 0.8, and 17 attain F1 scores of at least 0.7. However, GPT-

4V struggles to label the five spatial relationships, suggesting that

VLMs like GPT-4V are still limited in spatial reasoning.

6.5 Choosing between program-based and
distilled-model UDFs

VOCAL-UDF supports four UDF generation strategies, as de-

scribed in Section 4.4.3. We evaluate how well “both” and “llm”
strategies can correctly determine the best type of a UDF, where

“both” generates both types of UDFs and then selects the best one,

and “llm” asks the LLM to decide ahead of time the type to gener-

ate. In cases where multiple UDF candidates with different types

achieve the same highest F1 score, any of these types is considered

correct. We analyze the results of the end-to-end experiment with

the largest number of new UDFs, which uses the “both” strategy,
and we only consider UDFs that are correctly proposed (Table 2).

Table 7 shows the number of correctly selected UDF types. The

results are divided into two categories: one where at least one of

the best UDF candidates is not of the “dummy” type, and another

where the best type is “dummy”. When the best UDF type is not

“dummy”, VOCAL-UDF correctly selects the UDF type at least
75% of the time with the “both” strategy, reaching up to a 91%

correctness rate on the CLEVRER dataset. Using “llm” results in
a lower correctness rate than using “both”, but still achieves
at least 62%.When the best UDF type is “dummy”, VOCAL-UDF

can also select the correct UDF type 50% to 68% of the time.

1
“have it on the back” and “twisting” are removed due to insufficient number of

positives.
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Table 8: Statistics of selected UDF types using “both” strategy.

Dataset program model dummy

CLEVRER 172 (71%) 55 (23%) 15 (6%)

CityFlow-NL 100 (57%) 64 (36%) 12 (7%)

Charades 79 (48%) 34 (21%) 51 (31%)

Table 9: UDF selection performance.

Dataset No. best 80% of best

CLEVRER 242 141 (58%) 221 (91%)

CityFlow-NL 176 130 (74%) 148 (84%)

Charades 164 110 (67%) 137 (84%)

Table 8 presents the distribution of UDF types selected by

VOCAL-UDF using the “both” strategy. To handle queries en-
compassing a wide range of semantic concepts, VOCAL-UDF
generates and selects UDFs of various types, underscoring the

necessity for VOCAL-UDF to support two different types of UDFs.

Notably, VOCAL-UDF selects more dummy UDFs (51 instances,

31%) on the Charades dataset compared to the other two datasets.

Among them, 19 instances are “behind”, which involves reasoning

about the distance of objects from the camera. VOCAL-UDF strug-

gles with this task due to the lack of access to depth maps of the

frames. Additionally, 18 instances are “in”, which our rule-based

predictor identifies by checking if the bounding boxes of two ob-

jects overlap. This method results in a significant number of object

pairs being classified as having this relationship, thereby allowing

even the dummy UDFs to perform exceptionally well in these cases.

6.6 UDF selection

Finally, we evaluate the performance of UDF selection. In Ta-

ble 9, the “best” column shows the number of UDFs selected by

VOCAL-UDF that achieve the highest F1 score among all UDF can-

didates, while the “80% of best” column represents the number of

selected UDFs that attain at least 80% of the best F1 score. Active
learning helps VOCAL-UDF select better-performing UDFs
from candidates with a labeling budget as low as 20. Although
VOCAL-UDF does not always pick the best UDF due to similar

scores for many candidate UDFs, it is still able to select a good UDF

implementation at least 84% of the time (with an F1 score of at least

80% of the best implementation).

7 RELATEDWORK
Video analytics. Numerous video analytics systems have been

developed to support a wide range of data management tasks [26,

27, 50, 51, 77]. Query execution over videos typically involves run-

ning expensive ML models. Thus, many techniques have been pro-

posed to accelerate query processing, including indexing [39, 43, 48],

sampling [7, 8, 69], pre-filtering frames [36, 37, 62, 92], reusing re-

sults [93], and building specialized models [3, 47]. VOCAL-UDF can

incorporate existing methods to optimize query execution.

Compositional video query processing. VOCAL-UDF is most

related to systems designed for compositional video queries [9, 20,

24, 32, 59, 65, 93, 94, 98, 101]. However, these systems often require

users to have a certain level of database expertise to manually

construct compositional queries [20, 32, 59, 93, 98] or to provide

a few examples for the system to learn a query from [65, 101]. In

contrast, VOCAL-UDF leverages the advances in LLMs and enables

users to express queries in natural language.

LLMs with tools. LLMs are widely used to tackle challenging

text tasks across a variety of applications [17, 21, 33, 49, 71, 81].

By integrating external tools, LLMs can address even more com-

plex reasoning tasks [61, 64, 74, 80, 102], including vision tasks [23,

34, 68, 82, 85]. However, these systems generally rely on the avail-

ability of existing tools or modules. For instance, VisProg [34] and

ProViQ [23] utilize LLMs to transform complex tasks into executable

programs that invoke predefined tools. VOCAL-UDF also employs

LLMs to handle compositional queries over videos but extends this

capability by generating new UDFs. Several systems explore the

capacity of LLMs to create new tools. LATM [13] generates reusable

code snippets for natural language tasks, while GENOME [22] gen-

erates and reuses code-based modules to solve visual tasks. VOCAL-

UDF distinguishes itself as an end-to-end video data management

system by supporting the generation of both program-based and

distilled-model UDFs, which we show can significantly enhance

query performance.

8 CONCLUSION
This paper presents VOCAL-UDF, a new system that supports com-

positional video queries with the capability to generate new UDFs.

VOCAL-UDF utilizes LLMs to parse natural language queries and

automatically determine the need for new UDFs. It supports both

program-based and distilled-model UDF generations and improves

UDF quality through syntax verification and semantic verification.
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A LLM PROMPTS
We provide a set of example prompts we use in VOCAL-UDF.

Prompt of query parsing

Legend: DSL definition, UDF definition, Registered UDF,

Instruction

Each video segment is a sequence of N frames. The

visual content of each frame is represented by a region

graph: A region graph contains a set of objects in a

frame, along with a set of relationships between those

objects. Objects can optionally have attributes. In our

DSL, we use a variable o to represent an object in a

query. Different variables represent different objects. All

predicates of a region graph are connected by commas.

Then, region graphs are connected in temporal sequence

with semicolons. Region graphs that appear earlier in

the sequence represent temporally earlier frames in the

video. We further use the notation Duration(g, d) to

require that the region graph g exist in at least d

consecutive frames. Negation operation is not supported

in our DSL. Remember to always add parentheses around

comma-connected predicates. Assume the video segments

capture 25 frames per second.

A function can take one of the following three formats,

depending on if it is a relationship predicate or an

attribute predicate:

- relationship predicate: relationshipName(o0, o1). For

example, jumping_in(o0, o1) checks whether o0 is

jumping in o1.

- attribute predicate: key_value(o0). For example,

color_bronze(o0) checks whether the color of o0 is

bronze.

You have access to the following functions:

left_of(o0, o1): Whether o0 is on the left of o1.

front_of(o0, o1): Whether o0 is in front of o1.

location_left(o0): Whether o0 is on the left of the frame.

location_top(o0): Whether o0 is at the top of the frame.

color_gray(o0): Whether the color of o0 is gray.

color_red(o0): Whether the color of o0 is red.

color_blue(o0): Whether the color of o0 is blue.

color_green(o0): Whether the color of o0 is green.

shape_cube(o0): Whether the shape of o0 is cube.

shape_sphere(o0): Whether the shape of o0 is sphere.

material_rubber(o0):Whether thematerial of o0 is rubber.

For text-to-DSL translation tasks, only use the functions

you have been providedwith. Reply PARSE_YESwhen the

text is successfully translated into the DSL and verified by

the provided function, or PARSE_NO if parsing the user

input requires new predicates that are not listed in the

current functions list. The predicates MUST be selected

from the provided functions.

Figure 6: Prompt of query parsing.

Prompt of UDF proposal

Legend: Instruction

For function proposal tasks, only use the functions

you have been provided with. Reply TERMINATE when

the task is done. Please propose the new functions

that are necessary to parse the user query, and also

include a brief description for each proposed function

that explains its purpose as described in the query. The

function description should always start with the word

“Whether” and not contain other comments, explanations,

or reasoning.

Let’s think step by step. Based on the existing functions,

determine what new functions are needed. The proposed

function must follow the format. Don’t propose functions

that contain changes in states. If you have those, propose

a separate function for each state instead. For example,

do not propose a function merge_from_A_into_B(o0) that

checks whether an object o0 merges from lane A to lane

B because it contains two states: o0 is in lane A and

o0 is in lane B. Instead, replace it with two separate

functions: in_lane_A(o0) and in_lane_B(o0). Propose as

few functions as possible while ensuring that the user’s

intent can be precisely captured.

Figure 7: Prompt of UDF proposal uses the same prompt as
in Figure 6, but with an updated instruction.

Prompt of program-based UDF generation

Legend: Instruction, Schema info, Output format

Generate 10 Python functions with different, diverse

semantic interpretations for the following Python

task. Each generation should include the semantic

interpretation and the Python function implementation,

formatted as a dictionary. The response should strictly

adhere to the formats described below:

- Task: Write a python function called ‘py_near(img,

o0_oname, o0_x1, o0_y1, o0_x2, o0_y2, o0_anames,

o1_oname, o1_x1, o1_y1, o1_x2, o1_y2, o1_anames,

o0_o1_rnames, o1_o0_rnames, height, width, **kwargs)’

that determines whether o0 is near o1.

- Each interpretation should offer a different but

reasonable understanding of the task, not just superficial

differences like variable names. Seek interpretations

that vary in logic and conceptual understanding of the

task. Consider geometric, visual, and spatial perspectives.

Include assumptions or constraints where relevant.

- Prioritize generating functions that are likely to see

frequent use, starting with the most common.

- The input to the function contains the following

parameters:

- img: np.ndarray of shape (H, W, C). The image is in the
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RGB color space, where H is the height, W is the width,

and C is the number of channels.

- o0_oname: str. The class name of object o0.

- o0_x1: int. The x-coordinate of the top-left corner of the

bounding box of object o0.

- o0_y1: int. The y-coordinate of the top-left corner of the

bounding box of object o0.

- o0_x2: int. The x-coordinate of the bottom-right corner

of the bounding box of object o0.

- o0_y2: int. The y-coordinate of the bottom-right corner

of the bounding box of object o0.

- o0_anames: List[str]. The list of attribute names of

object o0.

- o1_oname: str. The class name of object o1.

- o1_x1: int. The x-coordinate of the top-left corner of the

bounding box of object o1.

- o1_y1: int. The y-coordinate of the top-left corner of the

bounding box of object o1.

- o1_x2: int. The x-coordinate of the bottom-right corner

of the bounding box of object o1.

- o1_y2: int. The y-coordinate of the bottom-right corner

of the bounding box of object o1.

- o1_anames: List[str]. The list of attribute names of

object o1.

- o0_o1_rnames: List[str]. The list of relationship names

between object o0 and object o1, where object o0 is the

subject and object o1 is the target.

- o1_o0_rnames: List[str]. The list of relationship names

between object o1 and object o0, where object o1 is the

subject and object o0 is the target.

- height: int. The height of the frame.

- width: int. The width of the frame.

- **kwargs: Optional numeric parameters that can be

adjusted as needed.

- Available object names: [‘object’]

- Available attribute names: [‘location_left’, ‘location_top’,

‘color_gray’, ‘color_red’, ‘color_blue’, ‘color_green’,

‘shape_cube’, ‘shape_sphere’, ‘material_rubber’]

- Available relationship names: [‘left_of’, ‘front_of’]

- The origin (x, y) = (0, 0) is located at the top left corner.

The x axis is oriented from left to right; the y axis is

oriented from top to bottom.

- The function should return a boolean value, indicating

whether the relationship between the two objects is true

or false.

- Include ‘**kwargs’ in the function’s arguments only

if necessary. Only arguments of numeric data types are

allowed in ‘**kwargs’. String, boolean, or object data types

are not allowed in ‘**kwargs’.

- You can use any python packages you want (except for

sklearn). IT IS LIFE THREATENING THAT you do not use

sklearn library. You do not need to install but only import

them before using. You can not use supervised-learning

method as there is no training data. Though, you can use

frozen models if you want.

- The function should only contain the implementation

itself, with no other comments, inline comments, syntax

highlighter, explanations, reasoning, or dialogue.

- Use the following output format:

```json
{

"answer": [

{

"semantic_interpretation": "interpretation",

"function_implementation": "def py_near(img,

o0_oname, o0_x1, o0_y1, o0_x2, o0_y2, o0_anames,

o1_oname, o1_x1, o1_y1, o1_x2, o1_y2, o1_anames,

o0_o1_rnames, o1_o0_rnames, height, width,

**kwargs):\n # Your code here",

"kwargs": {

"arg_name1": {"min": minimum_value, "max":

maximum_value, "default": default_value},

// Add more arguments as needed.

},

},

// Add more functions as needed.

]}

```

Figure 8: Prompt of program-based UDF generation.

Prompt of deciding the UDF type

Legend: Instruction, Schema info

You are tasked with creating a solution to determine

“Whether o0 is behind o1”. You can choose to use either

a python function or a computer vision model.

1. Python function: This approach is suitable for tasks

that can be determined based on any of the following:

- Existing concepts of objects. You can only leverage

concepts from the following predefined list: [‘object’,

‘left_of’, ‘front_of’, ‘location_left’, ‘location_top’,

‘color_gray’, ‘color_red’, ‘color_blue’, ‘color_green’,

‘shape_cube’, ‘shape_sphere’, ‘material_rubber’]. These

concepts are pre-extracted for each object in the image.

Concepts not listed are not available.

- Bounding box coordinates of objects.

- Statistical analysis of pixel values in the image using

computer vision libraries.

2. Computer vision model: This approach is suitable for

tasks that require understanding the visual content and

contextual interpretation of the image.

Please specify your choice by responding with

’programUDF’ to use the Python function or ’modelUDF’

to use the computer vision model. Choose the approach

that you believe will achieve the highest accuracy for the

task. Consider only the effectiveness of each approach
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without concern for computational resources, time,

or other constraints. Please respond with the answer

only, and do not output any other responses or any

explanations.

Figure 9: Prompt of deciding the UDF type, utilized in the
llm UDF generation strategy.

Prompt of object-aware sampling

Legend: Instruction, Object classes, Output format

Given a list of object classes: [‘person’, ‘bag’, ‘bed’,

‘blanket’, ‘book’, ‘box’, ‘broom’, ‘chair’, ‘closet/cabinet’,

‘clothes’, ‘cup/glass/bottle’, ‘dish’, ‘door’, ‘doorknob’,

‘doorway’, ‘floor’, ‘food’, ‘groceries’, ‘laptop’, ‘light’,

‘medicine’, ‘mirror’, ‘paper/notebook’, ‘phone/camera’,

‘picture’, ‘pillow’, ‘refrigerator’, ‘sandwich’, ‘shelf’,

‘shoe’, ‘sofa/couch’, ‘table’, ‘television’, ‘towel’, ‘vacuum’,

‘window’], and a function "eating(o0, o1)" that determines

"Whether o0 is eating o1", assume that objects are chosen

from the object classes listed above. Your task is to

identify and list all object classes that can possibly be

involved in this concept. It’s LIFE THREATENING not

to remove object classes that can possibly be involved in

this concept.

Please format your answer in the JSON format shown

below:

```json
{"answer": [

"object_class1",

"object_class2",

// Add more object classes as needed.

]}

```

Figure 10: Prompt of object-aware sampling, utilized in
distilled-model UDF generation.
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