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Abstract

Video Scene Graph Generation (VidSGG) is an impor-
tant topic in understanding dynamic kitchen environments.
Current models for VidSGG require extensive training to
produce scene graphs. Recently, Vision Language Models
(VLM) and Vision Foundation Models (VFM) have demon-
strated impressive zero-shot capabilities in a variety of
tasks. However, VLMs like Gemini struggle with the dy-
namics for VidSGG, failing to maintain stable object iden-
tities across frames. To overcome this limitation, we pro-
pose SAMJAM, a zero-shot pipeline that combines SAM2’s
temporal tracking with Gemini’s semantic understanding.
SAM2 also improves upon Gemini’s object grounding by
producing more accurate bounding boxes. In our method,
we first prompt Gemini to generate a frame-level scene
graph. Then, we employ a matching algorithm to map each
object in the scene graph with a SAM2-generated or SAM2-
propagated mask, producing a temporally-consistent scene
graph in dynamic environments. Finally, we repeat this
process again in each of the following frames. We empir-
ically demonstrate that SAMJAM outperforms Gemini by
8.33% in mean recall on the EPIC-KITCHENS and EPIC-
KITCHENS-100 datasets.

1. Introduction

Understanding kitchen scenes from egocentric videos is
an important challenge in computer vision as it opens the
door to a wide range of applications, such as generating
recipes with precise caloric and nutritional values directly
from cooking footage [18], providing robotic systems with
the contextual awareness needed for culinary tasks [4], and
enabling more precise visual question answering for food-
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Figure 1. A video scene graph captures evolving relationships
between objects in a dynamic environment. Video Scene Graph
Generation (VidSGG) involves generating many frame-level scene
graphs, each containing a set of objects and relationships. Objects
that share a common ID across multiple frames are the same ob-
ject temporally.

related queries. One way of representing a scene is via a
scene graph. Scene graphs are structured representations
where nodes denote objects and directed edges denote the
relationships between them. Scene graphs offer high-level
semantic information that bridges vision and language, sup-
porting downstream tasks like image captioning, retrieval,
and visual question answering [7, 20].

Extending the scene graph concept to the temporal do-
main, Video Scene Graph Generation (VidSGG) seeks to
parse a video into a dynamic sequence of scene graphs that
captures objects and their evolving relationships over time
(see Figure 1). While static image-based scene graphs fo-
cus on snapshot-like relationships, VidSGG must account
for object motion, appearance changes, and interaction dy-
namics [6, 15, 20].

Modern VidSGG methods often employ deep neural net-
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works (e.g. CNNs and Transformers) to jointly track ob-
jects and infer relations while integrating temporal con-
text [6, 13, 19, 20]. More recently, Vision Language
Models (VLMs) have shown impressive zero-shot capabili-
ties [10, 16], making them attractive candidates for open-
vocabulary zero-shot VidSGG. While current VLMs like
Gemini 2.0 Flash demonstrate good performance in long
format video understanding – as shown in the EgoSchema
[9] and LongVideoBench [17] benchmarks – Gemini 2.0
Flash falls short when it comes to video scene graph gen-
eration. Specifically, Gemini has difficulty maintaining sta-
ble object identities across frames and producing precise
bounding boxes at each frame. For example, given the same
object in the video, Gemini could assign it an ID of 2 in
frame 1 but an ID of 5 in frame 2. The bounding box of the
object may also be too large or too small instead of being
fitted around the object itself.

To address these challenges, we present SAMJAM,
an innovative pipeline that integrates Segment Anything
Model 2 (SAM2) [14] with Gemini 2.0 Flash [3] to achieve
temporally-consistent video scene graph generation. SAM-
JAM leverages SAM2’s robust segmentation and track-
ing capabilities to enhance both the spatial and temporal
grounding of objects initially detected by Gemini. By merg-
ing Gemini’s zero-shot scene understanding with SAM2’s
refined mask propagation, our method significantly im-
proves VidSGG dynamics by maintaining stable object
identities, ensuring precise object grounding, and contin-
uously updating relationships throughout the video.

2. Method

2.1. Problem Formulation
We make slight adjustments to the problem formulation pre-
sented in papers [5, 11]. Formally, VidSGG expects an
input video sequence v = {f1, f2, ..., fn}, where each fi
represents a single frame from the video. For each frame,
the model is expected to generate a separate scene graph
Gi = (O,R). Each ok ∈ O represents an object with
a class label and bounding box coordinates obk ∈ N4, and
each rq ∈ R represents a triplet ⟨os, pq, ot⟩ that denotes the
relationship predicate pq between subject os and object ot.
We further specify a set of global object IDs I across all
frames, such that each frame-level object ok is associated
with an ID oIk ∈ I . This ID is used to indicate that objects
on different frames are the same object temporally. More-
over, we expect such object IDs to be consistent in dynamic
environments.

2.2. Pipeline Overview
For each frame, the SAMJAM pipeline is characterized by
5 stages: 1) mask propagation, 2) mask generation & filter-
ing, 3) frame-level scene graph generation, 4) object-mask

matching, and 5) temporally-consistent scene graph synthe-
sis. A visualization of the pipeline can be found in Figure
2.

Given an input frame, Gemini produces a semantically-
consistent scene graph that contains all relevant objects and
relationships in the frame. However, without temporal con-
text, Gemini-assigned object IDs are meaningless across
different frames. Additionally, Gemini often fails to pro-
duce tight bounding boxes when grounding objects. SAM2
solves these issues by offering consistent video-level object
tracking and precise frame-level object segmentation. Cru-
cially, SAM2 dependably tracks objects even in dynamic
environments. At a high level, we use SAM2 to propa-
gate previous masks to the current frame, sample a new set
of masks in the current frame, then filter out any overlap.
Matching Gemini objects to the resulting masks produces a
scene graph that takes advantage of both SAM2’s refined
bounding boxes and its temporally-consistent object IDs.
This is our temporally-consistent scene graph.

Before arriving at SAMJAM, we considered many other
approaches. For instance, an alternative solution begins
with generating a set of SAM2 masks at each frame, then
feeding the mask segmentations with the original image to
Gemini. The hope was for Gemini to identify objects and
relationships based on multi-image inputs that share a com-
mon spatial context. However, this approach yielded poor
results, partly due to Gemini’s inability to reason spatially
over multiple images. Other approaches that rely solely on
Gemini (or other VLMs) fail as well; see Sec. 3.3 for a more
in-depth discussion.

2.3. Base Scene Graph Generation
Consider the first frame f1. Since there are no masks to
propagate from earlier frames, we consider f1 as the base
case in our SAMJAM pipeline. Here, we outline a trimmed
version of the 5-stage process (shown in Figure 2) to build
a foundation for mask-propagated VidSGG in later frames.

To start, we skip mask propagation in stage 1 and move
directly to mask generation in stage 2. We use SAM2’s au-
tomatic mask generator class to generate a large set of (pos-
sibly overlapping) masks M . This is done via grid-based
sampling over the image. For each SAM2-generated mask,
we assign a temporal object ID (tID) that is unique to the
mask both in the frame and across all previous frames. In-
tuitively, each mask can be thought of as possibly a new
temporal object to be tracked.

As there are no propagated masks, we ignore the mask
filtering step in stage 2 and move to frame-level scene graph
generation in stage 3. Formally, given only the input frame
f1, Gemini produces a complete frame-level scene graph
G1 = (O,R). Each object ok ∈ O is identified by a
Gemini-assigned ID, a class label (e.g. bottle, hand, table),
and bounding box coordinates. Each relationship rq ∈ R
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Figure 2. SAMJAM is a 5-stage pipeline at every frame. Given matched masks from earlier frames, SAM2 propagates masks to the current
frame in stage 1. In stage 2, SAM2 generate a set of new masks and combines them with propagated masks, filtering out any overlap. In
stage 3, Gemini independently produces a frame-level scene graph. We employ a matching algorithm in stage 4 that maps each Gemini
object to a SAM2 mask, and finally synthesize a temporally-consistent scene graph in stage 5. To illustrate the transition from Gemini to
SAM2, we also zooms in on two scene graphs produced along the pipeline. See Sec. 2.3 and Sec. 2.4 for details.

is denoted by the subject’s ID, a predicate label (e.g. on, in,
holding), and the object’s ID.

Because we are only interested in objects identified from
the Gemini scene graph, we employ a matching algorithm
to map each Gemini object ok ∈ O with a SAM2 mask
mj ∈ M . This is object-mask matching in stage 4. That is,
for each ok, we find an m̂k satisfying

m̂k = max
mj

{IoU(obk,m
b
j)}

where IoU denotes the Intersection over Union algorithm,
and obk and mb

j are bounding boxes for object ok and mask
mj . To address false matches, we also threshold the IoU
of ok and m̂k to be above 0.1. Otherwise, we discard ok
and all incident relationships that contain ok as a subject
or object. For example, suppose the frame depicts a small
phone on a kitchen counter such that their bounding boxes
have IoU < 0.1. If Gemini correctly grounds a phone ob-
ject but SAM2 fails to segment a phone mask, we would
ignore the Gemini phone object and its relationships in-
stead of attempting to match it with SAM2’s kitchen counter
mask. In other words, although this matching algorithm
typically removes irrelevant masks, we occasionally remove
objects (and their relationships) as well to avoid bad object-
mask matches. At this point, we have produced a subset of
matched objects O′ ⊂ O, matched masks M ′ ⊂ M , and
relationships R′ ⊂ R.

Since SAM2 draws more accurate bounding boxes than
Gemini, we transition to SAM2 masks as the basis for ob-
jects in our synthesized scene graph. To do so, we express
the matching algorithm above as the surjective function

f : O′ → M ′

such that each o′k ∈ O′ has f(o′k) = m̂k. This allows us to
define the pseudo-inverse function as

f−1 : M ′ → O′

such that each m̂k ∈ M ′ has f−1(m̂k) = o′k, for some ar-
bitrary o′k among all such {o′k : f(o′k) = m̂k}. Observe
f−1 is not a true inverse because f is not necessarily in-
jective. In context, this means that a SAM2 mask that is
matched with multiple Gemini objects will only prioritize
one of those objects.

We are now ready to perform temporally-consistent
scene graph synthesis in stage 5. Since each SAM2 mask
m̂k ∈ M ′ is already associated with a bounding box and
tID, we extend m̂k to a new object o∗k by adding the class
label from a matched object f−1(m̂k) = o′k. Addition-
ally, for each relationship rq ∈ R′ that is associated with
triplet ⟨o′s, pq, o′t⟩, we replace objects o′s and o′t with masks
f(o′s) = m̂s and f(o′t) = m̂t. As above, we extend
these masks to o∗s and o∗t in order to obtain new relationship
r∗q = ⟨o∗s, pq, o∗t ⟩. In practice, this is equivalent to replacing
the Gemini-assigned object IDs with the tIDs of matching
masks. We finally return the set of all such objects o∗k and
relationships r∗q as the temporally-consistent scene graph in
frame 1.

2.4. Mask-Propagated Scene Graph Generation
For each of the following frames, we begin with mask prop-
agation in stage 1. Denoting the current frame as fi+1, we
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inductively suppose that all frames f1, ..., fi have already
produced sets of matched masks M ′

1, ...,M
′
i . We add the

tID, mask segmentation, and frame index of each matched
mask m̂k ∈

⋃i
j=1 M

′
j to the inference state of SAM2’s

video predictor class. In reality, we speed this step up by
only adding newly matched masks M ′′

j ⊂ M ′
j at every

frame. SAM2 then propagates these masks to the current
frame, obtaining a set of propagated masks P . Observe that
each propagated mask pl ∈ P has the same tID as some
previous mask m̂l ∈

⋃i
j=1 M

′
j .

We now move to mask generation & filtering in stage 2.
SAM2 first generates a set of masks M := Mi+1. Recall
that each mj ∈ M has a completely unique tID among all
masks in frames f1, ..., fi+1. In the filtering step, we com-
bine P and M , then remove any generated mask mj ∈ M
that overlaps significantly with masks in P . We reason that
this maintains temporal consistency because SAM2 masks
now include both new temporal objects (generated masks in
M ) and existing temporal objects (propagated masks in P ).
Concretely, we define the produced set of masks to be

Mnew = P ∪ {mj ∈ M : overlap(mj , Pmask) < 0.5}

where Pmask denotes the bitwise OR of all propa-
gated masks in P . Here, overlap is calculated as the
segmentation-based formula area of mj∩Pmask

area of mj
.

Substituting Mnew for M , we finish stage 2. As we did
in frame 1 (see Sec. 2.3), we continue to frame-level scene
graph generation in stage 3, object-mask matching in stage
4, and temporally-consistent scene graph synthesis in stage
5 . Frame-by-frame, we repeat these 5 stages of the pipeline
until all temporally-consistent scene graphs are produced.

3. Experiments
In this section, we conduct both qualitative and quantitative
experiments. Qualitatively, we compare how different mod-
els track the ID of a moving cup in a short, dynamic video.
The models evaluated can be broadly split up into Gemini
2.0 Flash (using different input strategies) and SAMJAM.
Specifically, these models are (1) Gemini using the entire
video, (2) Gemini using only the current frame, (3) Gemini
using the current frame plus the last scene graph, (4) Gemini
using the current frame plus all previously generated scene
graphs, and (5) SAMJAM (our method). Furthermore, we
empirically evaluate 4 of the 5 models above on egocentric
kitchen videos and report our findings.

3.1. Dataset
We evaluate our method on 3 video clips taken from the
EPIC-KITCHENS and EPIC-KITCHENS-100 datasets [1,
2]. 11 frames are sampled from each clip to capture the
course of an action. From easy to hard, the actions being

evaluated are pick up cereal bag, throw milk carton in bin,
and cut bell pepper.

3.2. Metric
Recall@K, which considers the the top-K confident rela-
tionship predictions, is the conventional metric for evalu-
ating SGG [7] and VidSGG [12] models. We note that
precision-based metrics, such as Mean Average Precision
(mAP), are pessimistic since it is infeasible to exhaustively
annotate all possible relationships in our ground truth [8].
In our case, the absence of explicit confidence scoring in
VLMs makes it difficult to select K. Thus, we calculate the
standard recall, which takes into account all predicted rela-
tionship at every frame. Averaging out the recall across all
videos arrives us at the mean recall.

We define a true positive prediction to satisfy 3 criteria,
subject to human judgment. First, each relationship must be
a correctly labelled triplet, i.e. 〈subject, predicate, object〉.
Second, each object must be contained in a reasonably tight
bounding box. Third, each object must be assigned a con-
sistent ID, with regards to the object’s assigned ID at time
of first correct identification. This ID must also be unique.

3.3. Results
We start by reading Figure 3, which provides valuable qual-
itative insights into the performance of Gemini 2.0 Flash
and SAMJAM. This will also help explain the quantitative
results later. From top to bottom, the models from Figure 3
are:

Gemini (Video): We remark that Gemini completely
fails to ground the mug, which is indicative of its poor
bounding box generation in general. This behaviour is pos-
sibly due to Gemini being primarily trained on video sum-
marization when fed video inputs, with limited emphasis
on frame-level object grounding. We note that because of
its poor object grounding performance, we do not run ex-
periments on Gemini (Video) in Table 1.

Gemini (Current Frame): This approach assigns differ-
ent IDs to the mug in all frames where the mug is present.
In fact, ID instability is a common theme with the cur-
rent frame input strategy: without knowledge of any other
frame, Gemini has no temporal context and assigns random,
meaningless IDs to objects in each scene graph.

Gemini (Current Frame + Last Scene Graph): We re-
mark that the ID of the mug is now consistent across the first
2 frames but changes in the 4th frame. While this method
outperforms inputting the current frame alone, we still lose
temporal context in cases where an object disappears from
view then reappears some frames later (e.g. the mug’s ID
is forgotten in frame 4 because it goes out of view in frame
3). At other times, objects that have disappeared from view
can cause previously assigned IDs to be repurposed for new
objects, creating temporal inconsistency.
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Figure 3. Qualitative results. We evaluate VidSGG models using a brief video clip taken from EPIC-KITCHENS [1] that shows a mug
being moved. Illustrated above are the trimmed scene graph outputs on 4 frames from the clip, with bounding boxes for the mug highlighted
in red. For Gemini (Video), object grounding of the mug completely fails. For all other methods, we display the object IDs assigned to the
mug at each frame. Notably, SAMJAM is the only method that produces a consistent object ID across all 4 frames.

Method Clip 1 Recall Clip 2 Recall Clip 3 Recall Mean Recall

Gemini (Current Frame) 12.5 2.08 5.61 6.73
Gemini (Current Frame + Last Scene Graph) 27.16 9.59 18.18 18.31
Gemini (Current Frame + All Previous Scene Graphs) 45.33 10.77 37.88 31.33
SAMJAM 53.73 35.42 29.84 39.66

Table 1. Experiment results. Recall is calculated for each clip, respectively ”pick up cereal bag”, ”throw milk carton in bin”, and ”cut bell
pepper”.

Gemini (Current Frame + All Previous Scene
Graphs): We expect this method to perform the best since
it is provided full temporal context. However, we observe
that Gemini still fails to track the mug’s ID in frame 4.
We reason that, since Gemini usually generates integer IDs
from 1 to |O| (size of object set) in each frame, the model
has trouble reconciling these new IDs with the old scene

graph IDs. Similar to Gemini (current frame + last scene
graph), this also leads to old IDs being repurposed for new
objects. Moreover, we note that inputting many previous
scene graphs degrades overall object detection compared to
inputting the current frame alone, as Gemini sometimes hal-
lucinates by tracking objects that have already disappeared
from view.

5



SAMJAM: Our proposed method. Not only do we con-
sistently track the mug’s ID across all frames, we also pro-
duce the tightest bounding box for the mug at each frame
compared to every other approach.

We briefly mention our experience with other VidSGG
methods that were not shown in Figure 3. For instance, in-
putting multiple images into Gemini causes object ground-
ing to fail completely. Additionally, we find that VideoL-
LaMA3 [21] – an open-source SOTA video-understanding
model – cannot generate an interpretable scene graph for
our purpose.

We are now ready to interpret the quantitative results.
Table 1 reports recall on three clips – “pick up cereal bag,”
“throw milk carton in bin,” and “cut bell pepper” – as well
as the mean recall across all clips. Recall improves for
Gemini when we provide more context in our input, with
the method that leverages all previous scene graphs yielding
markedly better performance than other Gemini configura-
tions. Nevertheless, SAMJAM attains the highest recall on
two of the three tasks and achieves the best overall mean re-
call (39.66%), outperforming the next-best method by over
8%.

3.4. Limitations
SAMJAM is limited by Gemini’s grounding accuracy.
While generating qualitative results in Figure 3, we no-
ticed instances where inaccurate bounding boxes produced
by Gemini led SAMJAM to match the mug with another
object instead (e.g. the spoon). In other words, while this
method rectifies small bounding box errors from Gemini,
large errors remain unaddressed and could result in false
matches for the synthesized scene graph. Another source
of error comes from mistakes in Gemini’s zero-shot object
classification. For example, the transparent cereal bag is
sometimes labelled as glass in our quantitative experiment.

With regards to efficiency, we note that SAMJAM is bot-
tlenecked by SAM2’s automatic mask generation in stage
2 (which takes over 20 seconds per frame). Although
mask generation parameters can be fine-tuned to acceler-
ate this process, we leave a comprehensive analysis of the
performance-efficiency trade offs for future work.

4. Conclusion
In this work, we addressed the challenge of generating accu-
rate, temporally-consistent scene graphs in dynamic kitchen
videos. While models such as Gemini 2.0 Flash excel at
zero-shot scene understanding, they struggle with main-
taining stable object identities across frames and produc-
ing tight bounding boxes. To overcome this limitations,
we introduced SAMJAM, a novel pipeline that combines
Gemini’s open-vocabulary detection with SAM2’s robust
video-level mask propagation and frame-level segmenta-
tion. By matching Gemini-detected objects with SAM2

masks, SAMJAM ensures stable object tracking and re-
fined spatial grounding – ultimately producing coherent
scene graphs throughout the video. Notably, our approach
achieves a 8.33% improvement in mean recall compared
to using Gemini alone. In the future, we plan to evaluate
our method more thoroughly on larger datasets, such as the
Panoptic Video Scene Graph Generation dataset [20], and to
extend its application to improve question-answering mod-
els for egocentric food videos.
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