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Abstract

The exceptional capabilities of large language models (LLMs) have substantially
accelerated the rapid rise and widespread adoption of agents. Recent studies have
demonstrated that generating Python code to consolidate LLM-based agents’ ac-
tions into a unified action space (CodeAct) is a promising approach for developing
real-world LLM agents. However, this step-by-step code generation approach often
lacks consistency and robustness, leading to instability in agent applications, par-
ticularly for complex reasoning and out-of-domain tasks. In this paper, we propose
a novel approach called Tree-of-Code (ToC) to tackle the challenges of complex
problem planning and execution with an end-to-end mechanism. By integrating key
ideas from both Tree-of-Thought and CodeAct, ToC combines their strengths to
enhance solution exploration. In our framework, each final code execution result is
treated as a node in the decision tree, with a breadth-first search strategy employed
to explore potential solutions. The final outcome is determined through a voting
mechanism based on the outputs of the nodes. Experimental results on complicated
task datasets demonstrate that our method provides more stable results compared
to Tree-of-Thought and achieves higher accuracy than CodeAct.

1 Introduction

In recent years, the application of code generation techniques to complex task planning and execution
has garnered significant attention [11, 22, 24], particularly with the emergence of CodeAct [20]
approaches. CodeAct has demonstrated remarkable efficiency in generating executable code for
complex tasks, improving overall performance in terms of speed and accuracy. However, the lack
of consistent reasoning in CodeAct leads to frequent interruptions during multi-step generation,
causing fragmented and stalled thinking. Additionally, this process accumulates significant model
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hallucinations [13], with increasing randomness, which ultimately undermines the robustness required
for reliably solving complex problems.

To address this challenge, we developed an end-to-end thought-code-execution pipeline that enables
models to autonomously generate plans and decompositions for complex tasks, with clear reasoning.
Post planning, the model produces implementation code that references earlier reasoning and leverages
its innate code processing capabilities, making implicit reasoning explicit through code. Execution
of this code yields results. Inspired by the Tree-of-Thought paradigm, our approach emphasizes
structured solution exploration using decision trees and incorporates continuous code reflection. The
main approach can be summarized into three parts:

1. End-to-End Code Generation: By producing complete code solutions end-to-end, we mini-
mize the need for intermediate reflection on execution results, thus enhancing stability, and
design a long thought-code reasoning process. We introduce ‘llm-function‘ to enable large
models to generate prompts and summarize corresponding outcomes.

2. Exploration of Incomplete Nodes: Leveraging the Tree-of-Thought methodology, we explore
nodes with incomplete execution results by varying prompts, large language models, and
model temperatures to improve result stability.

3. Majority Voting for Final Results: large language models perform majority voting on all
successfully executed nodes to determine the outcome.

The contribution of this paper: 1) We propose the Tree-of-Code method, enhancing stability in
complex task execution through efficient model integration. 2) Our approach can integrate various
large language models without the need to do fine-tuning. 3) empirical validation of improved
problem-solving performance.

2 Related Work

LLM Reasoning: Enhancing reasoning capabilities is a crucial step toward improving general
LLMs. The current mainstream approaches focus on training techniques—such as pretraining [10],
SFT [6], prompt-tuning [10], model editing [18], and reinforcement learning [17, 26]—as well
as the widely used method of prompt engineering to reduce output hallucinations and improve
reasoning [5]. The latter primarily involves designing various frameworks for structured chains of
thought. Longer thought chains seem to always yield better results [26, 21]. The recent success of
GPT-o1 has also highlighted the importance of extended chains of thought (CoT) [21]. Notably,
existing CoT method, even with simple prompts like "let’s think step by step," can achieve over a
30% improvement. The Tree of Thoughts (ToT) framework [25] further enhances LLM reasoning
by generating and evaluating intermediate steps, employing search algorithms to systematically
explore and backtrack thought paths, enabling more effective problem-solving. Other emerging
frameworks, like Graph-of-Thought [4] and Algorithm-of-Thought [16], are also contributing to
this area of research. Code Generation: It is widely accepted that training LLMs with codes can
significantly enhance their reasoning abilities [6, 1, 7, 9, 27]. Furthermore, research has shown that
code, as a formal programming language, closely mirrors logical structures, inherently containing
flow control mechanisms that can stimulate reasoning capabilities. For instance, [20, 9, 19] argue that
code serves as an effective medium for representing reasoning processes. Recent works combining
code with agents have mainly focused on task completion in purely programming-related domains,
such as software development [19, 14] and assisting humans in competitive programming tasks
[23, 12]. However, these models do not use code as a scalable language, such as JSON, for direct
communication in everyday tasks. CodeAct [20] attempted to use code directly to solve entire tasks,
but the granularity of each step was too small, leading to error accumulation during function calls.

3 Tree-of-Code: Code Generation Through Tree-Structured Reflection

The Tree-of-Code (ToC) method combines the structured exploration of Tree-of-Thought with
the efficient task planning of CodeAct. ToC introduces a tree-based generation and exploration
mechanism that utilizes various code generation strategies and models, enhancing the robustness
of execution results. By treating code as a form of reasoning, ToC capitalizes on the unique
characteristics of code, such as consistency and determinism, to develop a more effective agent
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Figure 1: An Overview of our method ToC and CodAct comparisons. (a) CodeAct receives input
and performs a cycle of execution and correction, but the process is carried out in an iterative,
round-by-round manner. (b) ToC applies execution-level reflection in the decision-tree structure.
At each layer, different nodes are executed in parallel; if executed correctly, they are stored in the
candidate pool for voting, if a node fails, it requires further reflection. Yellow blocks mean continued
reflection. Both red and green blocks are done: red blocks are discarded by LLM voting, while green
blocks are collected and accepted.

system with improved interpretability and reduced AI hallucinations. This approach acknowledges
that well-structured planning does not inherently ensure correct code execution. Unlike traditional
reasoning methods, which rely on pre-organized plans, code necessitates a distinct methodology.
Therefore, the code-reasoning process is decomposed into a structured framework that emphasizes
reflection from post-execution feedback to inform iterative improvements. However, this direct
treatment of code as logical reasoning introduces two significant challenges. 1) Limited diversity:
Code generation tends to follow a single path, lacking exploration of alternative branches due to
the inertia of models. 2) Limited strategy: Code generation lacks a systematic approach to evaluate
various options or apply feedback to refine them.

To address these shortcomings, we introduce the Tree of Code (ToC), a framework that allows
models to explore multiple solution paths using a variety of strategies and models, with reflection on
post-generation execution built into the process.

3.1 Overview the Tree-of-Code System

The Tree-of-Code (ToC) framework presents a comprehensive code reasoning process comprising
four key stages: thought, code generation, execution, and reflection. We represent this reasoning
process as a tree T = (N,L) In contrast to the thought chain series, where thought steps are
organized into nodes (N ), our approach emphasizes end-to-end generation. Here, we define nodes as
the combination of code generation and its corresponding execution. This tight coupling between
code and execution results ensures logical consistency and correctness while facilitating high-quality
outcomes for subsequent model training. To enhance post-generation reflection through iterative
refinement, we model the reflection process as lines (L), which can encompass various strategies
for improvement: 1) System-level reflection: Sampling from diverse models to explore multiple
solutions. 2) Operation-level reflection: Modifying evaluation and reflection strategies to iterative
enhance output. This structured approach guarantees that the final output is both accurate and diverse,
striking a balance between correctness and a variety of reasoning pathways to yield robust solutions.
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3.2 Thought And Code Generator

Code generation is a critical component of code-as-reasoning. In our framework, the thought and code
generation stage integrates interactions between the user, environment, and agent: The user provides
the task queries. The environment executes the generated code, providing execution feedback. The
agent synthesizes information from the user, environment, and history, translating this into codes,
which it then executes. The process of transforming thought into executable codes can be formalized
as:

Execution(i) = Code(FC(i),FR(i),Thought(i),Functions) ∀i ∈ {1, . . . , n} (1)
where Thought(i) represents the agent’s internal reasoning at step i, and Code (FC(i), FR(i) and
Thought(i), Functions) converts that reasoning into Python code for execution. FC(i) represents
the code of father node of the current node. FR(i) represents the code execution result of father node
of the current node. Functions represent all the tools that current task can use.

To generate an end-to-end solution for current task, we add a llm-function tool into Functions set.
With llm-function, our code generation LLMs will generate prompt from the current context and call
llm-function to generate final results.

3.3 Tree Expansion and State Evaluation

We initialize from a root node and do tree expansion recursively based on termination criteria. Every
time a node’s code is executed, state evaluation will be executed based on the code execution results.
The process is as follows: 1) The process starts at the root node, expanding the tree incrementally,
with each node representing generated thoughts, code, and execution results. 2) Generated codes of
each leaf node will be executed in a Python environment. When errors are detected, child nodes are
expanded from the erroneous node to analyze specific issues and explore alternative solutions. 3)
This expansion continues until all leaf nodes execute successfully or a maximum depth is reached.
This strategy effectively manages complexity and ensures correct and efficient code execution results.

3.4 Final Result Generator

After candidate outputs from all executed nodes are collected, these results undergo a majority vote
and tragic summarization process to determine the most likely single answer. Explanations of the
final answer are not included, just the precise answer to the question is shown.

4 Experiment and Analysis
Our experiments evaluated the effectiveness of the ToC framework, comparing its performance
primarily against the CodeAct framework. We used the M3ToolEval, a newly curated benchmark
for evaluating performance across complex multi-scene tasks, the same used in CodeAct [20], to
benchmark ToC. We evaluated the input samples from M3ToolEval. The context window was fixed at
3k tokens, and the generation depth was set at 3 for consistency in computational costs. To highlight
the superiority of our method, we directly compared it to the best-performing model in CodeAct,
which is based on GPT-4. In the tests, ToC achieved a 7.2% higher accuracy than CodeAct in tasks,
and it reduced interaction steps significantly, demonstrating overall effectiveness and robustness in
task completion, as Table 1 shows.

To ensure diverse outputs, we applied a multi-level sampling strategy: 1) Model Diversity: A range of
generative models (e.g., GPT-4 [2], ERNIE-4.0-Turbo [15], DeepSeek Coder [8], and Claude 3.5 [3])
was utilized to introduce variability at the model level. 2) Temperature Variability: Adjustments
to generation temperatures were made within specified bounds to encourage content variation. 3)
Prompt Variation: Different role instructions and adaptive strategies were explored to further enhance
adaptive diversity.

Further analysis compared ToC against both the JSON-based and thought-based modes of CodeAct.
Across all criteria, ToC consistently outperformed other traditional reasoning frameworks, particularly
in managing complex reasoning tasks.
5 Conclusion
In this paper, we introduced the Tree-of-Code (ToC) method, which combines the strengths of
Tree-of-Thought and CodeAct to enhance model robustness and accuracy. Both thought and code
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Table 1: Performance Comparison

Model Name Action Mode Average Turns Correct %

ToC1 code_as_reasoning 2.3 81.60%

CodeAct2
code_as_reasoning 5.5 74.40%
json_as_reasoning 7.6 52.40%
text_as_reasoning 7.7 53.70%

1 Mix-modal sampling for Toc.
2 GPT-4, best performance model for CodeAct.

generation in our approach might intrigue internal processes of reasoning, while the decision-tree
structured exploration enables reflection based on external execution. With efficient model integration
and prompt optimization, we achieved results significantly surpassing the baselines on complex task
datasets. Furthermore, our ongoing, yet unpublished, work suggests that this approach will yield
similarly promising results in real-world applications and better performance after few-shot SFT.
These results will be shared in future work—stay tuned.
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NeurIPS Paper Checklist

The checklist is designed to encourage best practices for responsible machine learning research,
addressing issues of reproducibility, transparency, research ethics, and societal impact. Do not remove
the checklist: The papers not including the checklist will be desk rejected. The checklist should
follow the references and follow the (optional) supplemental material. The checklist does NOT count
towards the page limit.

Please read the checklist guidelines carefully for information on how to answer these questions. For
each question in the checklist:

• You should answer [Yes] , [No] , or [NA] .
• [NA] means either that the question is Not Applicable for that particular paper or the

relevant information is Not Available.
• Please provide a short (1–2 sentence) justification right after your answer (even for NA).

The checklist answers are an integral part of your paper submission. They are visible to the
reviewers, area chairs, senior area chairs, and ethics reviewers. You will be asked to also include it
(after eventual revisions) with the final version of your paper, and its final version will be published
with the paper.

The reviewers of your paper will be asked to use the checklist as one of the factors in their evaluation.
While "[Yes] " is generally preferable to "[No] ", it is perfectly acceptable to answer "[No] " provided a
proper justification is given (e.g., "error bars are not reported because it would be too computationally
expensive" or "we were unable to find the license for the dataset we used"). In general, answering
"[No] " or "[NA] " is not grounds for rejection. While the questions are phrased in a binary way, we
acknowledge that the true answer is often more nuanced, so please just use your best judgment and
write a justification to elaborate. All supporting evidence can appear either in the main paper or the
supplemental material, provided in appendix. If you answer [Yes] to a question, in the justification
please point to the section(s) where related material for the question can be found.

IMPORTANT, please:

• Delete this instruction block, but keep the section heading “NeurIPS paper checklist",
• Keep the checklist subsection headings, questions/answers and guidelines below.
• Do not modify the questions and only use the provided macros for your answers.

1. Claims
Question: Do the main claims made in the abstract and introduction accurately reflect the
paper’s contributions and scope?
Answer: [Yes]
Justification: The paper claims main contributions and scope in the abstract and introduction.
Guidelines:

• The answer NA means that the abstract and introduction do not include the claims
made in the paper.

• The abstract and/or introduction should clearly state the claims made, including the
contributions made in the paper and important assumptions and limitations. A No or
NA answer to this question will not be perceived well by the reviewers.

• The claims made should match theoretical and experimental results, and reflect how
much the results can be expected to generalize to other settings.

• It is fine to include aspirational goals as motivation as long as it is clear that these goals
are not attained by the paper.

2. Limitations
Question: Does the paper discuss the limitations of the work performed by the authors?
Answer: [Yes]
Justification: Yes, the paper discusses the limitations of the work.

7



Guidelines:
• The answer NA means that the paper has no limitation while the answer No means that

the paper has limitations, but those are not discussed in the paper.
• The authors are encouraged to create a separate "Limitations" section in their paper.
• The paper should point out any strong assumptions and how robust the results are to

violations of these assumptions (e.g., independence assumptions, noiseless settings,
model well-specification, asymptotic approximations only holding locally). The authors
should reflect on how these assumptions might be violated in practice and what the
implications would be.

• The authors should reflect on the scope of the claims made, e.g., if the approach was
only tested on a few datasets or with a few runs. In general, empirical results often
depend on implicit assumptions, which should be articulated.

• The authors should reflect on the factors that influence the performance of the approach.
For example, a facial recognition algorithm may perform poorly when image resolution
is low or images are taken in low lighting. Or a speech-to-text system might not be
used reliably to provide closed captions for online lectures because it fails to handle
technical jargon.

• The authors should discuss the computational efficiency of the proposed algorithms
and how they scale with dataset size.

• If applicable, the authors should discuss possible limitations of their approach to
address problems of privacy and fairness.

• While the authors might fear that complete honesty about limitations might be used by
reviewers as grounds for rejection, a worse outcome might be that reviewers discover
limitations that aren’t acknowledged in the paper. The authors should use their best
judgment and recognize that individual actions in favor of transparency play an impor-
tant role in developing norms that preserve the integrity of the community. Reviewers
will be specifically instructed to not penalize honesty concerning limitations.

3. Theory Assumptions and Proofs
Question: For each theoretical result, does the paper provide the full set of assumptions and
a complete (and correct) proof?
Answer: [NA]
Justification: Our paper mainly works on method and experiments and do not include
complete proof about the method.
Guidelines:

• The answer NA means that the paper does not include theoretical results.
• All the theorems, formulas, and proofs in the paper should be numbered and cross-

referenced.
• All assumptions should be clearly stated or referenced in the statement of any theorems.
• The proofs can either appear in the main paper or the supplemental material, but if

they appear in the supplemental material, the authors are encouraged to provide a short
proof sketch to provide intuition.

• Inversely, any informal proof provided in the core of the paper should be complemented
by formal proofs provided in appendix or supplemental material.

• Theorems and Lemmas that the proof relies upon should be properly referenced.
4. Experimental Result Reproducibility

Question: Does the paper fully disclose all the information needed to reproduce the main ex-
perimental results of the paper to the extent that it affects the main claims and/or conclusions
of the paper (regardless of whether the code and data are provided or not)?
Answer: [Yes]
Justification: the paper will open source code on github for other researchers to reproduce
experiments.
Guidelines:

• The answer NA means that the paper does not include experiments.
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• If the paper includes experiments, a No answer to this question will not be perceived
well by the reviewers: Making the paper reproducible is important, regardless of
whether the code and data are provided or not.

• If the contribution is a dataset and/or model, the authors should describe the steps taken
to make their results reproducible or verifiable.

• Depending on the contribution, reproducibility can be accomplished in various ways.
For example, if the contribution is a novel architecture, describing the architecture fully
might suffice, or if the contribution is a specific model and empirical evaluation, it may
be necessary to either make it possible for others to replicate the model with the same
dataset, or provide access to the model. In general. releasing code and data is often
one good way to accomplish this, but reproducibility can also be provided via detailed
instructions for how to replicate the results, access to a hosted model (e.g., in the case
of a large language model), releasing of a model checkpoint, or other means that are
appropriate to the research performed.

• While NeurIPS does not require releasing code, the conference does require all submis-
sions to provide some reasonable avenue for reproducibility, which may depend on the
nature of the contribution. For example
(a) If the contribution is primarily a new algorithm, the paper should make it clear how

to reproduce that algorithm.
(b) If the contribution is primarily a new model architecture, the paper should describe

the architecture clearly and fully.
(c) If the contribution is a new model (e.g., a large language model), then there should

either be a way to access this model for reproducing the results or a way to reproduce
the model (e.g., with an open-source dataset or instructions for how to construct
the dataset).

(d) We recognize that reproducibility may be tricky in some cases, in which case
authors are welcome to describe the particular way they provide for reproducibility.
In the case of closed-source models, it may be that access to the model is limited in
some way (e.g., to registered users), but it should be possible for other researchers
to have some path to reproducing or verifying the results.

5. Open access to data and code
Question: Does the paper provide open access to the data and code, with sufficient instruc-
tions to faithfully reproduce the main experimental results, as described in supplemental
material?

Answer: [Yes]

Justification: the paper will provide the open source code.

Guidelines:

• The answer NA means that paper does not include experiments requiring code.
• Please see the NeurIPS code and data submission guidelines (https://nips.cc/
public/guides/CodeSubmissionPolicy) for more details.

• While we encourage the release of code and data, we understand that this might not be
possible, so “No” is an acceptable answer. Papers cannot be rejected simply for not
including code, unless this is central to the contribution (e.g., for a new open-source
benchmark).

• The instructions should contain the exact command and environment needed to run to
reproduce the results. See the NeurIPS code and data submission guidelines (https:
//nips.cc/public/guides/CodeSubmissionPolicy) for more details.

• The authors should provide instructions on data access and preparation, including how
to access the raw data, preprocessed data, intermediate data, and generated data, etc.

• The authors should provide scripts to reproduce all experimental results for the new
proposed method and baselines. If only a subset of experiments are reproducible, they
should state which ones are omitted from the script and why.

• At submission time, to preserve anonymity, the authors should release anonymized
versions (if applicable).
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• Providing as much information as possible in supplemental material (appended to the
paper) is recommended, but including URLs to data and code is permitted.

6. Experimental Setting/Details
Question: Does the paper specify all the training and test details (e.g., data splits, hyper-
parameters, how they were chosen, type of optimizer, etc.) necessary to understand the
results?
Answer: [Yes]
Justification: Yes, the paper used open sourced dataset and include all the details of the
datasets.
Guidelines:

• The answer NA means that the paper does not include experiments.
• The experimental setting should be presented in the core of the paper to a level of detail

that is necessary to appreciate the results and make sense of them.
• The full details can be provided either with the code, in appendix, or as supplemental

material.
7. Experiment Statistical Significance

Question: Does the paper report error bars suitably and correctly defined or other appropriate
information about the statistical significance of the experiments?
Answer: [Yes]
Justification: Yes, the paper reported error bars properly.
Guidelines:

• The answer NA means that the paper does not include experiments.
• The authors should answer "Yes" if the results are accompanied by error bars, confi-

dence intervals, or statistical significance tests, at least for the experiments that support
the main claims of the paper.

• The factors of variability that the error bars are capturing should be clearly stated (for
example, train/test split, initialization, random drawing of some parameter, or overall
run with given experimental conditions).

• The method for calculating the error bars should be explained (closed form formula,
call to a library function, bootstrap, etc.)

• The assumptions made should be given (e.g., Normally distributed errors).
• It should be clear whether the error bar is the standard deviation or the standard error

of the mean.
• It is OK to report 1-sigma error bars, but one should state it. The authors should

preferably report a 2-sigma error bar than state that they have a 96% CI, if the hypothesis
of Normality of errors is not verified.

• For asymmetric distributions, the authors should be careful not to show in tables or
figures symmetric error bars that would yield results that are out of range (e.g. negative
error rates).

• If error bars are reported in tables or plots, The authors should explain in the text how
they were calculated and reference the corresponding figures or tables in the text.

8. Experiments Compute Resources
Question: For each experiment, does the paper provide sufficient information on the com-
puter resources (type of compute workers, memory, time of execution) needed to reproduce
the experiments?
Answer: [Yes]
Justification: Yes, the paper includes all the computational resources information.
Guidelines:

• The answer NA means that the paper does not include experiments.
• The paper should indicate the type of compute workers CPU or GPU, internal cluster,

or cloud provider, including relevant memory and storage.
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• The paper should provide the amount of compute required for each of the individual
experimental runs as well as estimate the total compute.

• The paper should disclose whether the full research project required more compute
than the experiments reported in the paper (e.g., preliminary or failed experiments that
didn’t make it into the paper).

9. Code Of Ethics
Question: Does the research conducted in the paper conform, in every respect, with the
NeurIPS Code of Ethics https://neurips.cc/public/EthicsGuidelines?
Answer: [Yes]
Justification: Yes, the research conducted in the paper conform, in every respect, with the
NeurIPS Code of Ethics.
Guidelines:

• The answer NA means that the authors have not reviewed the NeurIPS Code of Ethics.
• If the authors answer No, they should explain the special circumstances that require a

deviation from the Code of Ethics.
• The authors should make sure to preserve anonymity (e.g., if there is a special consid-

eration due to laws or regulations in their jurisdiction).
10. Broader Impacts

Question: Does the paper discuss both potential positive societal impacts and negative
societal impacts of the work performed?
Answer: [Yes]
Justification: Yes, the paper discussed the issue.
Guidelines:

• The answer NA means that there is no societal impact of the work performed.
• If the authors answer NA or No, they should explain why their work has no societal

impact or why the paper does not address societal impact.
• Examples of negative societal impacts include potential malicious or unintended uses

(e.g., disinformation, generating fake profiles, surveillance), fairness considerations
(e.g., deployment of technologies that could make decisions that unfairly impact specific
groups), privacy considerations, and security considerations.

• The conference expects that many papers will be foundational research and not tied
to particular applications, let alone deployments. However, if there is a direct path to
any negative applications, the authors should point it out. For example, it is legitimate
to point out that an improvement in the quality of generative models could be used to
generate deepfakes for disinformation. On the other hand, it is not needed to point out
that a generic algorithm for optimizing neural networks could enable people to train
models that generate Deepfakes faster.

• The authors should consider possible harms that could arise when the technology is
being used as intended and functioning correctly, harms that could arise when the
technology is being used as intended but gives incorrect results, and harms following
from (intentional or unintentional) misuse of the technology.

• If there are negative societal impacts, the authors could also discuss possible mitigation
strategies (e.g., gated release of models, providing defenses in addition to attacks,
mechanisms for monitoring misuse, mechanisms to monitor how a system learns from
feedback over time, improving the efficiency and accessibility of ML).

11. Safeguards
Question: Does the paper describe safeguards that have been put in place for responsible
release of data or models that have a high risk for misuse (e.g., pretrained language models,
image generators, or scraped datasets)?
Answer: [NA]
Justification: We mainly use open sourced models and commercialized model API. These
models commonly have safeguards in their own license description.
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Guidelines:
• The answer NA means that the paper poses no such risks.
• Released models that have a high risk for misuse or dual-use should be released with

necessary safeguards to allow for controlled use of the model, for example by requiring
that users adhere to usage guidelines or restrictions to access the model or implementing
safety filters.

• Datasets that have been scraped from the Internet could pose safety risks. The authors
should describe how they avoided releasing unsafe images.

• We recognize that providing effective safeguards is challenging, and many papers do
not require this, but we encourage authors to take this into account and make a best
faith effort.

12. Licenses for existing assets
Question: Are the creators or original owners of assets (e.g., code, data, models), used in
the paper, properly credited and are the license and terms of use explicitly mentioned and
properly respected?
Answer: [Yes]
Justification: Yes, our open sourced code will be licensed properly.
Guidelines:

• The answer NA means that the paper does not use existing assets.
• The authors should cite the original paper that produced the code package or dataset.
• The authors should state which version of the asset is used and, if possible, include a

URL.
• The name of the license (e.g., CC-BY 4.0) should be included for each asset.
• For scraped data from a particular source (e.g., website), the copyright and terms of

service of that source should be provided.
• If assets are released, the license, copyright information, and terms of use in the

package should be provided. For popular datasets, paperswithcode.com/datasets
has curated licenses for some datasets. Their licensing guide can help determine the
license of a dataset.

• For existing datasets that are re-packaged, both the original license and the license of
the derived asset (if it has changed) should be provided.

• If this information is not available online, the authors are encouraged to reach out to
the asset’s creators.

13. New Assets
Question: Are new assets introduced in the paper well documented and is the documentation
provided alongside the assets?
Answer: [Yes]
Justification: We introduced a new method for the problem and will release our code on
github if accepted.
Guidelines:

• The answer NA means that the paper does not release new assets.
• Researchers should communicate the details of the dataset/code/model as part of their

submissions via structured templates. This includes details about training, license,
limitations, etc.

• The paper should discuss whether and how consent was obtained from people whose
asset is used.

• At submission time, remember to anonymize your assets (if applicable). You can either
create an anonymized URL or include an anonymized zip file.

14. Crowdsourcing and Research with Human Subjects
Question: For crowdsourcing experiments and research with human subjects, does the paper
include the full text of instructions given to participants and screenshots, if applicable, as
well as details about compensation (if any)?
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Answer: [NA]
Justification: Our paper does experiment on existing open sourced dataset and the evaluation
code of the method is on github.
Guidelines:

• The answer NA means that the paper does not involve crowdsourcing nor research with
human subjects.

• Including this information in the supplemental material is fine, but if the main contribu-
tion of the paper involves human subjects, then as much detail as possible should be
included in the main paper.

• According to the NeurIPS Code of Ethics, workers involved in data collection, curation,
or other labor should be paid at least the minimum wage in the country of the data
collector.

15. Institutional Review Board (IRB) Approvals or Equivalent for Research with Human
Subjects
Question: Does the paper describe potential risks incurred by study participants, whether
such risks were disclosed to the subjects, and whether Institutional Review Board (IRB)
approvals (or an equivalent approval/review based on the requirements of your country or
institution) were obtained?
Answer: [NA]
Justification: We did not crowsourcing our research experiments.
Guidelines:

• The answer NA means that the paper does not involve crowdsourcing nor research with
human subjects.

• Depending on the country in which research is conducted, IRB approval (or equivalent)
may be required for any human subjects research. If you obtained IRB approval, you
should clearly state this in the paper.

• We recognize that the procedures for this may vary significantly between institutions
and locations, and we expect authors to adhere to the NeurIPS Code of Ethics and the
guidelines for their institution.

• For initial submissions, do not include any information that would break anonymity (if
applicable), such as the institution conducting the review.
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