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Abstract

Recent advancements in large language models (LLMs) have demon-
strated promising capabilities in code generation tasks. However,
most existing benchmarks focus on isolated functions and fail to
capture the complexity of real-world, class-level software struc-
tures. To address this gap, we introduce a large-scale, Python class-
level dataset curated from 13,174 real-world open-source projects.
The dataset contains over 842,000 class skeletons, each including
class and method signatures, along with associated docstrings when
available. We preserve structural and contextual dependencies crit-
ical to realistic software development scenarios and enrich the dataset
with static code metrics to support downstream analysis. To evalu-
ate the usefulness of this dataset, we use extracted class skeletons
as prompts for GPT-4 to generate full class implementations. Re-
sults show that the LLM-generated classes exhibit strong lexical
and structural similarity to human-written counterparts, with av-
erage ROUGE@L, BLEU, and TSED scores of 0.80, 0.59, and 0.73,
respectively. These findings confirm that well-structured prompts
derived from real-world class skeletons significantly enhance LLM
performance in class-level code generation. This dataset offers a
valuable resource for benchmarking, training, and improving LLMs
in realistic software engineering contexts.
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1 Introduction

Recent advancements in large language models (LLMs) have led
to the development of various code generation benchmarks [9, 10,
13, 23, 27, 29, 30, 32, 52]. However, these benchmarks often fail to
capture the complexity inherent in real-world software develop-
ment. In practice, functions typically rely on class attributes (i.e.,
variables and methods defined within a class that influence its be-
havior), external libraries (third-party or built-in modules such as
NumPy), and project-specific dependencies (custom modules, con-
figurations, or APIs unique to a software project). Without account-
ing for these factors, existing benchmarks provide only a partial
assessment of LLMs’ ability to generate realistic and structurally
coherent code.

CoderEval [53] addresses this issue by including non-standalone
functions that depend on contextual information from surround-
ing code, such as variables, functions, or classes within the same
file or project. However, it remains limited to function-level evalu-
ation and does not assess LLMs’ ability to generate complete, cohe-
sive class structures—an essential aspect of software engineering.

To bridge this gap, ClassEval [15] introduced a benchmark for
class-level code generation. The results reveal that LLMs perform
significantly worse on class-level tasks than on function-level ones.
Nevertheless, ClassEval is limited by its small scale, consisting of
only 100 handcrafted tasks, which restricts its generalizability to
real-world development. Furthermore, the class docstrings in Clas-
sEval are complete and well-structured, including example (input,
output) pairs. In contrast, real-world open-source projects rarely
contain such detailed documentation. Understanding the efficiency
and limitations of LLMs in class-level code generation for real-
world tasks has thus become increasingly important.

Several recent studies have explored the limitations of LLMs in
handling more complex code generation tasks, such as those in-
volving hierarchical dependencies (e.g., multiple inheritance), be-
yond simple function implementation [22, 28]. These studies re-
port poor LLM performance due to limited reasoning capabilities [25]
and the intricate dependency structures typical of real-world soft-
ware systems [12]. However, to date, no systematic study has eval-
uated LLMs’ capabilities in class-level code generation across real-
world projects—likely due to the lack of a robust dataset designed
for such analysis.

To address this gap, we propose a new dataset of Python classes
curated from real-world open-source projects. We focus on Python,
as it is currently the most widely used programming language, as
evidenced by several existing benchmarks [9, 10, 13, 15, 29, 32,
52] and studies [18, 43, 48]. Unlike manually crafted datasets, our
benchmark provides complex and diverse class structures, enabling
a realistic and scalable assessment of LLMs’ ability to generate
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context-aware class-level code. This dataset contributes to the lit-
erature in the following ways:

e Ttis the first benchmark dataset derived from real-world projects
specifically for LLM-assisted class-level code generation.

o Both the dataset and the scripts used for its curation are publicly
available [11] to support reproducibility and facilitate future re-
search.

e We outline a set of potential research questions that can be ex-
plored using this dataset.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2
describes the data curation process, including how class skeletons
are extracted and processed from real-world projects. Section 3
details the evaluation methodology, where LLM-generated classes
are compared against human-written counterparts. Section 4 dis-
cusses the implications of the dataset and outlines possible research
questions. Sections 5 and 6 cover the dataset’s limitations and re-
view related work in LLM-based code generation benchmarks, re-
spectively. Finally, Section 7 concludes the paper and suggests di-
rections for future research.

2 Dataset Curation
In this section, we describe the process followed to curate the dataset.

e Step 1 - Project Selection: To construct a comprehensive class-
level dataset, we began by identifying all projects from the Code-
SearchNet [26] dataset. CodeSearchNet consists of functions rep-
resented as (comment, code) pairs extracted from real-life open-
source projects on GitHub. A comment refers to a top-level func-
tion docstring [1], and the coderefers to the corresponding human-
written function. Since our goal is to extract classes from real-
world software, we selected CodeSearchNet as our source of projects.
Moreover, CodeSearchNet is a widely adopted and reliable dataset,
having been used in several prior works [7, 17, 20, 35, 38, 44, 49—
51, 55] in the software engineering domain. This selection en-
sured diversity in software projects, covering different coding
styles and application domains, thus making the dataset more
representative for evaluating class-level code generation. This
step returned 13,590 projects.

o Step 2 - Repository Analysis: After identifying the projects, we
cloned each repository, preserving the complete structure and
dependencies of the codebases. This step ensured that all rel-
evant files were available for analysis and maintained the in-
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Step 3 - Class Extraction: We used Python’s ast [3] library to
generate Abstract Syntax Trees (ASTs) by parsing all .py files
within the cloned repositories. This approach enabled structured
access to syntactic elements and allowed for systematic extrac-
tion of class structures without relying on brittle, string-based
parsing. Working at the AST level ensured accurate identifica-
tion of class definitions, method signatures, and associated com-
ponents. From each . py file, we extracted class skeletons, includ-
ing class and method signatures along with their correspond-
ing docstrings. These skeletons provide a structured representa-
tion of the code, preserving essential class-level design patterns,
method interactions, and documentation practices. In Table 1,
we show an example class (first row) and the corresponding
skeleton extracted from it (middle row).

Step 4 - Post-processing: After extracting class skeletons, we per-
formed a post-processing step to refine the dataset. First, we re-
moved all classes that were either (1) partially processed or (2)
caused an exception during the skeleton extraction phase. Qual-
itative analysis revealed that these issues typically arose when
code snippets did not adhere to Python 3 standards, such as us-

ing a print statement without parentheses (e.g., print "...")—cases

where AST generation failed. We filtered out these problematic
classes, resulting in 842,656 correctly processed classes. No fur-
ther filtration was applied; all of these classes are included in the
final dataset.

Next, we counted the number of program units within each class
skeleton. Program units include classes and methods, which form
the structural foundation of object-oriented code. We also deter-
mined how many of these units had associated docstrings. Since
not all program units in real-world projects are documented,
this analysis provides a key metric for assessing dataset quality.
Based on these counts, researchers can easily filter out classes
where all program units are documented (i.e., total program units
= total docstrings) to focus on cleaner subsets. This helps ensure
that LLMs receive consistent and meaningful documentation to
guide code generation. This post-processing step improves dataset
usability by allowing researchers to selectively work with better-
structured, well-documented class skeletons. Table 2 presents
descriptive statistics for various class properties, while Table 3
provides a structured overview of the dataset.

tegrity of the original repositories while enabling large-scale pro-
cessing. During this step, we found that 416 repositories were no
longer available!, so we proceeded with the remaining 13,174

3 Evaluation

In this section, we evaluate the quality of the curated dataset in

supporting class-level code generation with LLMs by using the ex-

itories. T tract stati ft trics [16 d Un-
repositories. To extract static software metrics [16], we used Un tracted class skeletons as part of structured prompts.

derstand™ by SciTools [4], a widely used tool for static code anal-
ysis. This analysis provided detailed insights into class complex-
ity, inheritance depth, method cohesion, and other structural

properties of the code. These metrics help characterize the dataset
and provide valuable metadata for evaluating the complexity

of class-level code generation [33, 34, 47]. As a result of this

step, we identified 1,000,032 Python classes across the analyzed

projects.

3.1 Approach

e Step 1- Random Sampling: We randomly select 100 classes from
the dataset using a threshold based on the Comment To Code Ra-
tio. Specifically, only classes with a ratio above the dataset’s av-
erage are considered. The rationale behind this criterion is that
a higher Comment To Code Ratio typically indicates richer docu-
mentation, which provides LLMs with more contextual informa-

Repositories were cloned between March 8 and March 11, 2025. tion to guide code generation.
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Table 1: An Example Python Class from codenerix/django-codenerix [2]: from Human-written Class to Class Skeleton to
LLM-generated Class.

class SubdomainMiddleware(object):

A middleware class that adds a ~“subdomain *° attribute to the current request.

def get_domain_for_request(self, request):
Returns the domain that will be used to identify the subdomain part
for this request.

return get_domain()

def process_request(self, request):

Human-written -
Adds a *‘subdomain * attribute to the “‘request ' parameter.
Class ¢ P
domain, host = map(lower,
(self.get_domain_for_request(request), request.get_host()))

pattern = r'*(?:(?P<subdomain>.*?)\.)?%s(?::.%)?$' % re.escape(domain)
matches = re.match(pattern, host)

if matches:
request.subdomain = matches.group('subdomain')
else:
request.subdomain = None
logger.warning('The_host_%s_does_not_belong_.to._the_domain_%s,."
'unable_to_identify_the_subdomain_.for_this_request',
request.get_host(), domain)

class SubdomainMiddleware(object):

A middleware class that adds a " “subdomain *° attribute to the current request.

def get_domain_for_request(self, request):

ClaSS Returns the domain that will be used to identify the subdomain part
Skeleton for this request.
pass
def process_request(self, request):
Adds a " “subdomain * attribute to the "‘request ' parameter.
pass
class SubdomainMiddleware(object):
A middleware class that adds a " “subdomain *° attribute to the current request.
def get_domain_for_request(self, request):
LLM_generated Returns the domain that will be used to identify the subdomain part
for this request.
Class
return request.get_host().split(':')[@] # Get the domain without port
def process_request(self, request):
Adds a " “subdomain * attribute to the "‘request ' parameter.
domain = self.get_domain_for_request(request)
subdomain = domain.split('.')[@] if domain.count('.') > 1 else None
request.subdomain = subdomain
Table 2: Summary Statistics of Extracted Classes
| Property || Average | Standard Deviation | 25% Percentile | Median | 75% Percentile |
No. of Methods 3.82 14.36 0.00 2.00 4.00
No. of Lines 79.18 377.37 8.00 25.00 69.00
No. of Code Lines 52.25 277.13 6.00 15.00 45.00
No. of Comment Lines 17.79 106.87 0.00 3.00 13.00
No. of Blank Lines 10.54 43.77 1.00 3.00 9.00
Comment To Code Ratio 0.45 1.33 0.00 0.13 0.56
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Table 3: Data Dictionary for the Curated Class-level Dataset

Field

Description

id An index for each data point starting at 0.

repository_name

Name of the GitHub repository.

file_path

Path to the file which holds the class in the repository.

class_name Name of the class in the file.

comment_to_code_ratio

Comment to code ratio of the class.

human_written_class

Code snippet that implements the class, including all docstrings.

class_skeleton
strings (if available).

Extracted class skeleton, including class and method signatures along with corresponding doc-

total_program_units

The number of classes and methods in the extracted class skeleton.

total_doc_str

The number of program units in the class skeleton that have associated docstrings.

Additional 27 static code metrics obtained from Understand™ by SciTools [4].

Step 2 - Code Generation: The extracted class skeletons are used
as part of the prompts provided to an LLM to generate the com-
plete class implementation. In this study, we use GPT-4 [6], as it
was the most cost-efficient among the top three best-performing
models for programming tasks at the time of evaluation? [5]. The
following prompt is used to generate the code:

You are an expert Python programmer who can correctly implement
complete Python classes based on the provided class skeletons. Imple-
ment the following class. Do not explain the code. The given class skele-
ton is as follows:

[CLASS SKELETON]

We generate the entire class at once using a holistic generation
approach, which has been reported to be the most effective class-
level code generation strategy for GPT-4 [15]. In Table 1, we
present an example of a class skeleton (middle row) and the
corresponding complete implementation generated by the LLM
(last row).

Step 3 - Similarity Measure: The LLM-generated classes are com-
pared to the human-written reference implementations using
three metrics: BLEU, ROUGE, and TSED. Each of these metrics
ranges from 0 to 1, with higher values indicating greater sim-
ilarity between the generated and reference code. While BLEU
and ROUGE assess textual similarity, TSED captures structural
similarity based on abstract syntax tree (AST) transformations.
These metrics provide a well-rounded evaluation of the quality
of generated code. The metrics are described in further detail in
the following section.

3.2 Evaluation Metrics

3.2.1 Textual Similarity. n-gram language models have been used
to represent code in previous studies [8, 24]. Furthermore, they

have been used to evaluate LLM-generated code in the literature [21].
Therefore, we leverage this type of representation to measure the

textual similarities between LLM-generated classes and the corre-
sponding human-written classes, which are measured using the
following two metrics:

2Code generation was performed on March 15, 2025.

e BLEU: The BLEU (Bilingual Evaluation Understudy) score mea-

sures the similarity between a machine-generated text and a ref-
erence text by computing the precision of n-grams while apply-
ing a brevity penalty for shorter translations [36]. It is calculated
as:

N
BLEU = BP - exp ( wn logpn) (1)
n=1
where py is the precision of n-grams up to length N, and wy,
is the weight assigned to each n-gram (typically uniform). The
brevity penalty BP adjusts for short translations and is defined
as:

BP = 1, ifec>r @
T e ife <y

where c is the candidate translation length and r is the reference
length. In our findings, we report both individual precision val-
ues, pn as well as the overall BLEU score.

ROUGE: The ROUGE (Recall-Oriented Understudy for Gisting
Evaluation) score measures the quality of generated text by com-
paring it to reference text using recall-based metrics [31]. The
most common variant, ROUGE-N, computes the overlap of n-
grams between the candidate and reference text:

Y seRef Zgramn es Countpatch (gram,, )

ROUGE-N =
YseRef Zgramnes Count(gramn)

®)

where Countyaicn(gramy) is the number of overlapping n-grams,
and Count(gramy) is the total number of n-grams in the refer-
ence.

Another common variant, ROUGE-L, considers the longest com-
mon subsequence (LCS) between the candidate and reference:

LCS(Cand, Ref)

s @
ength (Ref)

where LCS(Cand, Ref) is the length of the longest common sub-

sequence between the candidate and reference text. ROUGE is

widely used for evaluating text summarization and other NLP

tasks.

ROUGE-L =
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Although both BLEU and ROUGE scores determine the textual
similarity between two bodies of text based on n-gram overlaps,
they complement each other. BLEU is a precision-oriented met-
ric while ROUGE is a recall-oriented metric. In our evaluation, we
chose n = 3 for the upper bound of n-grams since it is evident from
prior works [24, 42] that no additional information is gained with
the n-gram representation of code for n > 3.

3.2.2  Structural Similarity. Recent works [37, 42] claim that a struc-
tural representation, such as graphs and trees, is a better represen-
tation of code than n-grams. Therefore, to determine the quality of
the generated class from the code structure point of view, we com-
pare the AST of the LLM-generated code against the AST of the
corresponding human-written code. Following previous works [19,
21], we use a metric based on tree edit distance called the Tree Sim-
ilarity of Edit Distance (TSED) [46].

TSED is a novel metric for assessing code similarity [45]. It op-
erates in three stages: (1) converting code into ASTs, (2) comput-
ing the tree edit distance, and (3) normalizing the distance to a
0-1 scale. The tree edit distance measures the minimum number
of edit operations (insertion, deletion, renaming) required to trans-
form one AST (T3) into another (T3) defined as:

AT T) = rggg;wwo )

where ops is a sequence of edit operations and w(op;) is the
cost of each operation. Since the tree edit distance computation
is an NP-hard problem, the All Path Tree Edit Distance (APTED)
algorithm [40] is employed to optimize the process. APTED is a
tree edit distance algorithm that generalizes path strategies beyond
LRH (Left, Right, Heavy) by considering all possible path strategies.
Unlike existing approaches [14, 39, 54], APTED computes the op-
timal all-path strategy by incrementally computing cost sums in
a bottom-up manner, storing results in cost arrays, ensuring mini-
mal cost.

To ensure interpretability, the raw distance is normalized using
the largest AST node count:

A(Th, Ty) ©)
max(Nodes(T1), Nodes(T2))

The normalization accounts for the structural complexity of the
code, providing a robust measure of code similarity.

It is to be noted that none of the three metrics described above di-
rectly determine the quality of the extracted class skeletons; rather,
they determine the quality of the LLM-generated classes, which
were generated based on the provided class skeletons. A high-quality
LLM-generated code implies that the class skeleton provides enough
context for accurate code generation. This experiment provides in-
sights into LLM performance on class-level code generation, high-
lighting their ability to utilize structured documentation, such as
class skeleton, effectively.

TSED =

3.3 Findings

The results of our experiment are presented in Table 4. Our analy-
sis shows that most LLM-generated classes exhibit a high degree of
similarity to human-written ones across all three evaluation met-
rics. The best-performing classes closely resemble human-written
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implementations in both wording and structure, while the lower-
performing examples still maintain a reasonable level of similarity.
Notably, the lowest 25th percentile score across all three metrics
is 0.5, indicating that even the weakest outputs retain moderate
alignment with the reference implementations.

¢ ROUGE Scores: ROUGE@1-gram achieves the highest average
score (0.83), while ROUGE@3-gram yields the lowest (0.69), re-
flecting the expected decline in overlap as n-gram size increases.
The median value of 0.82, particularly strong in ROUGE-L, sug-
gests substantial lexical similarity. These results indicate that
the LLM-generated code captures many of the same tokens and
token sequences as the human-written versions. Shorter token
overlaps are more common, whereas longer sequences are slightly
less frequent.

e BLEU Scores: Precision@1-gram shows the highest average score
(0.85), with a gradual decrease as n-gram size increases, con-
sistent with the greater difficulty in matching longer token se-
quences exactly. The overall BLEU score averages 0.59, echo-
ing the ROUGE findings—LLMs tend to generate content with
strong token-level similarity, but exact longer-sequence matches
are less common.

o TSED Scores: The average TSED score is 0.73, with a standard
deviation of 0.11, indicating moderate structural similarity be-
tween the generated and reference classes. This suggests that
LLMs generally produce class structures that are close to the
original ones, with some degree of variation.

Overall, LLMs are effective at mimicking human-written classes,
particularly in terms of short token sequences, but they face chal-
lenges with longer, more complex or hierarchical contexts. This
observation aligns with prior findings that class-level code gener-
ation is significantly more difficult for LLMs due to longer context
windows and hierarchical dependencies [15, 41]. Since the quality
of LLM-generated code heavily depends on the provided prompt,
these findings highlight the value of incorporating extracted class
skeletons as context. This confirms that the curated dataset serves
as a valuable resource for advancing class-level code generation
with LLMs. Various potential use cases for this dataset are dis-
cussed in the next section.

4 Discussion

We discuss the implications and potential use cases of the curated
dataset below.

4.1 Implications

The curated class-level dataset offers significant benefits for both
researchers and practitioners in software engineering and LLM-
based code generation.

o For researchers, this dataset provides a benchmark for evaluat-
ing LLMs on class-level code generation, addressing a critical
gap in function-level benchmarks. By incorporating real-world
class structures and documentation, it enables the study of context-
aware code synthesis and object-oriented design principles.

e For practitioners, this dataset can aid in developing new LLM
architectures, fine-tuning techniques, and retrieval-augmented
generation (RAG) approaches tailored for class-level code gener-
ation. Developers can leverage it to train and fine-tune custom
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Table 4: Various Similarity Metrics Comparing LLM-generated Classes against their Human-written Counterparts.

. ROUGE BLEU
Metrics — — — TSED
ROUGE | ROUGE | ROUGE Precision | Precision | Precision
@ @ @ @ @ @
1-gram | 2-gram | 3-gram | ROUGE-L 1-gram 2-gram 3-gram | BLEU Score
Average 0.83 0.75 0.69 0.80 0.85 0.73 0.65 0.59 0.73
Standard Deviation 0.11 0.14 0.15 0.12 0.09 0.12 0.13 0.14 0.11
25th Percentile 0.77 0.66 0.60 0.73 0.81 0.68 0.59 0.50 0.64
Median 0.85 0.77 0.71 0.82 0.87 0.75 0.66 0.59 0.71
75th Percentile 0.91 0.85 0.81 0.90 0.92 0.81 0.74 0.69 0.80

Al assistants that generate maintainable, structured code, reduc-
ing boilerplate work and improving productivity.

Overall, this dataset enhances LLM evaluation as well as training
in real-world software engineering, driving advancements in Al-
driven software development and intelligent coding assistants.

4.2 Potential Research Questions

We list potential research questions that can be answered by lever-
aging the dataset we present in this paper. We do not claim this to
be an exhaustive list.

(1) Why does the code-generation performance of LLMs drop for class-
level generation? Understanding this drop can help identify chal-
lenges in maintaining inter-method dependencies, encapsula-
tion, and structural coherence, leading to improvements in LLM-
based code synthesis.

How does the size of the class affect the class-level code generation

with LLMs? Larger classes introduce more dependencies and

complexity, which may challenge LLMs’ ability to retain long-
range contextual information and generate structurally sound
code.

(3) How does the length of context windows of LLMs affect the class-
level code generation? Context window size directly influences
how much of the class skeleton LLMs can consider at once, im-
pacting their ability to generate consistent and logically con-
nected methods.

(4) To what extent can LLMs capture class hierarchy when generat-
ing class-level code? Since class hierarchies define inheritance
relationships and method overrides, evaluating LLMs on this
aspect helps assess their object-oriented design understanding.

(5) Do LLMs perform better in generating standalone classes vs. non-
standalone classes? Comparing these two cases provides insights
into how well LLMs handle context dependencies, which is cru-
cial for generating real-world, interconnected software compo-
nents.

(6) How can fine-tuning LLMs with only class-level code improve
generation performance? Fine-tuning on class-level data may
enhance LLMs’ ability to generate structured, contextually aware
code, potentially mitigating performance drops seen in stan-
dard models.

—
DN
~

(7) To what extent can retrieval-augmented generation improve the
quality of class-level code generation? Investigating how met-
rics like complexity, coupling, and cohesion enhance context-
aware retrieval and improve code generation quality can open
avenues for future research.

5 Limitations

We discuss some limitations to be mindful of when using the dataset
below.

One limitation of the dataset is incomplete documentation, as
not all program units have docstrings, potentially affecting code
generation quality for those classes. Additionally, the dataset may
exhibit structural bias, as it is sourced from open-source projects
that follow specific coding conventions and design patterns, which
may not generalize well to diverse software engineering practices.
Another concern is potential data contamination, as LLMs trained
on publicly available repositories may have already seen parts of
the dataset. However, we argue that these limitations open avenues
for future research, such as improving code generation for undoc-
umented code and mitigating structural bias by curating diverse
datasets.

Another limitation is that we only compare LLM-generated classes
against their human-written counterparts without verifying their
functional correctness. First, we lack test cases for the human-written
classes, preventing us from verifying whether the generated code
functions correctly. Additionally, due to the diverse nature of real-
world projects in our dataset, we do not have sufficient domain
knowledge to manually create meaningful test cases, limiting our
ability to measure correctness beyond structural similarity. Second,
executing the generated classes would require installing multiple
dependencies for each project, which is impractical given the scale
and diversity of the dataset. Furthermore, in cases where classes
involve inheritance, the corresponding parent classes must also
be available for successful execution. Without a controlled execu-
tion environment, validating correctness through runtime testing
remains infeasible.

Despite these limitations, comparing LLM-generated classes with
human-written ones still offers valuable insights into structural co-
herence, class organization, and documentation alignment. Since
the primary goal of this paper is to curate a class-level dataset
rather than generate class-level code, we leave the evaluation of
LLM-generated classes as future work. Researchers can build on
this dataset by incorporating automatically generated test cases,
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dynamic analysis techniques, or expert assessments to more rigor-
ously assess the functional correctness of generated code.

6 Related Work

Evaluating large language models (LLMs) for code generation has
led to the development of several benchmark datasets, primarily as-
sessing functional correctness and code structure. However, most
existing benchmarks focus on function-level code generation, leav-
ing gaps in evaluating class-level and real-world software develop-
ment scenarios.

HumanEval [13] is a widely used benchmark consisting of 164
hand-written Python programming problems with function signa-
tures and test cases. It introduced Pass@k as an evaluation metric,
measuring how often a model generates a correct solution within k
attempts. While useful for function-level evaluation, it lacks inter-
method dependencies and does not assess LLMs’ ability to generate
structured code.

Mostly Basic Programming Problems (MBPP) [10] extends function-

level evaluation with 974 Python programs, each paired with nat-
ural language descriptions and test cases. It supports both few-
shot learning and fine-tuning, making it useful for studying LLMs’
adaptability. However, like HumanEval, it evaluates isolated func-
tion synthesis rather than full software components.

Multi-HumanEval [9] builds on HumanEval by introducing mul-
tilingual code generation benchmarks, covering over 10 program-
ming languages. It assesses LLMs’ ability to generalize across lan-
guages and supports code translation and robustness testing. De-
spite its contributions, it still focuses on function-level tasks, leav-
ing class-level generation unexplored.

ClassEval [15] is the first benchmark designed for class-level
code generation, containing 100 manually crafted Python classes.
It reveals that LLMs perform significantly worse on class-level tasks
compared to function-level benchmarks. The study also shows that
holistic generation (generating the full class at once) works better
for advanced models like GPT-4, while incremental generation ben-
efits weaker models.

Although these benchmarks improve LLM evaluation, they re-
main limited in real-world applicability due to reliance on manu-
ally curated datasets. To the best of our knowledge, ours is the first

class-level benchmark dataset derived from real-world projects which

should better reflect software engineering complexities. This dataset
enables rigorous evaluation of LLMs on class-level code generation
by providing real-world class structures, dependencies, and docu-
mentation.

7 Conclusion

In this paper, we introduced a large-scale, real-world dataset for
class-level LLM-assisted code generation. Curated from over 13,000
open-source Python projects, the dataset includes more than 842,000
class skeletons enriched with structural information and documen-
tation making it suitable for evaluating LLMs in practical software
engineering scenarios. Evaluation using GPT-4 shows strong lexi-
cal and structural similarity between generated and human-written
classes, highlighting the value of using class skeletons as prompt
context. This dataset lays the foundation for future research in

EASE 2025, 17-20 June, 2025, Istanbul, Tiirkiye

class-level code generation and serves as a robust resource for train-
ing, benchmarking, and analysis. The dataset has been anonymously
shared here [11].
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