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Abstract

A core capability towards general embodied intelligence
lies in localizing task-relevant objects from an egocentric
perspective, formulated as Spatio-Temporal Video Ground-
ing (STVG). Despite recent progress, existing STVG stud-
ies remain largely confined to object-centric and descrip-
tive instructions, neglecting the task-oriented reasoning
that is crucial for embodied agents to accomplish goal-
directed interactions. To bridge this gap, we introduce
ToG-Bench, the first task-oriented spatio-temporal video
grounding benchmark for egocentric videos. ToG-Bench
is characterized by three key features: (1) Task-oriented
Grounding, which requires identifying and localizing ob-
jects based on intended tasks rather than straightforward
descriptions; (2) Explicit–Implicit Dual Grounding, where
target objects can be either explicitly mentioned or im-
plicitly inferred by contextual reasoning; (3) One-to-Many
Grounding, where a single instruction may correspond to
multiple objects involved in task execution. Built upon
videos sourced from ScanNet, ToG-Bench comprises 100
annotated clips with 2,704 task-oriented grounding instruc-
tions, constructed via a semi-automated pipeline that com-
bines foundation model annotation and human refinement.
In addition, we introduce a set of task-level evaluation
metrics tailored for multi-object and explicit–implicit ob-
ject grounding, and systematically benchmark seven state-
of-the-art MLLMs. Extensive experiments reveal the in-
trinsic challenges of task-oriented STVG and substantial
performance gaps across explicit–implicit and multi-object
grounding, highlighting the difficulty of bridging perception
and interaction in embodied scenarios. Data and code will
be released at: https://github.com/qaxuDev/ToG-Bench.

1. Introduction

Unlike traditional AI systems that operate solely in virtual
environments, embodied agents leverage egocentric video

†Corresponding authors.

Figure 1. Illustration and comparison of existing STVG bench-
marks and our ToG-Bench. While prior datasets (a–c) fo-
cus on object-centric, explicit, single-object grounding in ei-
ther exocentric or egocentric videos, ToG-Bench (d) introduces
a task-driven paradigm that supports task-oriented instructions,
explicit-implicit dual grounding, and multi-object grounding,
enabling robust evaluation of embodied agents.

as their primary sensory input to perceive and interact with
their surroundings [8, 9, 18, 23, 26]. To enable such agents
to effectively understand human instructions and interact
with their environment, Spatio-Temporal Video Grounding
(STVG) [31, 33, 36] emerges as a fundamental capabil-
ity: it requires models to accurately localize the instruction-
referred objects along both the spatial and temporal dimen-
sions of a video.

Despite remarkable progress in STVG driven by the
emergence of dedicated benchmarks and powerful multi-
modal large language models (MLLMs), existing studies
remain limited in its applicability to real-world embodied
agents. On one hand, early benchmarks such as STPR [32],
VidSTG [36], and HC-STVG [28] are constructed from ex-
ocentric videos, where the camera viewpoint is detached
from the agent’s embodiment. Such perspective neglect
egocentric perceptual dynamics, such as attention shift, and
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agent-object interaction that are essential for instructions
grounding [12, 24]. On the other hand, although recent ef-
forts, such as EgoMask [20], have begun to explore STVG
in egocentric videos, they still formulate the task in an
object-centric and descriptive manner. As shown in Fig. 1,
their instructions typically focus on identifying or describ-
ing visible entities (e.g., The pillows stacked on top of bed)
rather than conveying some intent (e.g., Turn on the water
at the sink), which prevents current benchmarks from sup-
porting goal-directed embodied tasks that require grounding
objects by their functional roles in a specific action.

To fill the aforementioned gap, we formally define a
new task, Task-oriented Spatio-Temporal Video Grounding
(T-STVG), which extends traditional STVG toward goal-
driven grounding of task-relevant objects. The objective is
to identify and localize all objects involved in performing a
given task within egocentric video. T-STVG presents three
distinctive challenges that go beyond the scope of prior re-
search. Specifically, it involves (1) Task-driven reasoning:
the agent must infer task-relevant objects from high-level
goals rather than relying on direct object description (e.g.,
make coffee requires grounding a coffee machine); (2) Co-
existence of explicit and implicit objects: target entities
may be explicitly mentioned in the instruction or implic-
itly inferred through contextual reasoning (e.g., turn on the
water at the sink involves an explicit object sink, as well
as an implicit one, faucet, which is not mentioned in the in-
struction but is essential for completing the task); (3) Multi-
object grounding: successful task execution often depends
on coordinated localization of multiple interrelated objects
(e.g., prepare the whiteboard for the next brainstorming ses-
sion involves whiteboard, marker, and eraser).

Following these principles, we construct ToG-Bench, a
novel semi-automatically built benchmark through the col-
laboration between vision-language foundation models and
human refinement. ToG-Bench contains 100 video clips
(with an average length of 87.88 seconds) sourced from
ScanNet [7], annotated with 2,704 task-oriented instruc-
tions and 4,194 object instances. Each object is annotated
with second-level precise temporal boundaries and frame-
level bounding boxes. In addition, to systematically eval-
uate the performance of T-STVG, we propose a suite of
task-level metrics that collectively assess object recognition
accuracy (i.e., the ability to correctly identify task-related
objects) and spatio-temporal precision (i.e., the ability to
localize them precisely in both spatial and temporal di-
mensions). We benchmark eight state-of-the-art MLLMs
on ToG-Bench, revealing that while models perform rea-
sonably well on explicit single-object cases, their perfor-
mance drops sharply on implicit reasoning and multi-object
grounding. These results indicate that ToG-Bench poses
substantial challenges, providing a new benchmark for
studying task-oriented grounding and promoting progress

toward more capable embodied agents.
Our main contributions are summarized as follows:

• We introduce Task-oriented Spatio-Temporal Video
Grounding (T-STVG), a novel task that advances tradi-
tional STVG toward task-driven grounding in egocentric
perspectives, and establish a dedicated benchmark, ToG-
Bench, to support systematic evaluation.

• We design task-level evaluation metrics that jointly as-
sess recognition accuracy and spatio-temporal localiza-
tion precision for task-relevant objects.

• Comprehensive experiments with state-of-the-art
MLLMs reveal the intrinsic difficulty of T-STVG, espe-
cially in implicit reasoning and multi-object grounding,
and highlight its potential in embodied AI.

2. Related Work
2.1. Spatio-Temporal Video Grounding
Spatio-Temporal Video Grounding (STVG) aims to local-
ize both the temporal span and spatial region within a
video according to a language query. Early benchmarks
such as Charades-STA [10] and ActivityNet-Captions [16]
primarily focus on exocentric videos with descriptive
queries, providing only temporal annotations without spa-
tial grounding. Subsequent work extended grounding to
include spatial localization, including STPR [32], Vid-
Sentence [4], VidSTG [36], HC-STVG [28], DVD-ST [15],
and BOSTVG [34]. Recently, egocentric benchmarks such
as Ego4D [11] and EgoMask [20] have advanced STVG
in first-person settings by enabling temporal and spatial
grounding in real-world videos. However, these efforts re-
main centered on object-centric descriptions and one-to-one
alignments, leaving open the challenge of grounding task-
oriented instructions that require reasoning about implicit
targets and multi-object interactions. To bridge this gap, we
introduce ToG-Bench, the first task-oriented STVG bench-
mark for egocentric videos, shifting the paradigm from ob-
ject description to reasoning about task-relevant objects.

2.2. Multimodal Large Language Models
Current Multimodal Large Language Models (MLLMs)
have demonstrated remarkable advancements in visual-
language tasks like captioning, question answering, and
reasoning. Early MLLMs focus on unimodal localization.
For temporal grounding, VTimeLLM [14] refines times-
tamps via boundary-aware training, while TRACE [13]
uses causal modeling. For spatial grounding, Grounding-
GPT [19] enhances alignment through language-guided fu-
sion. Recent efforts like SpaceVLLM [29] and LLaVA-
ST [17] enable joint spatio-temporal prediction, yet they
remain evaluated on descriptive queries, not task-driven in-
structions. While general-purpose MLLMs such as GPT-
5 [1, 25], Gemini 2.5 Pro [6], and Qwen3VL [2] demon-
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strate broad video understanding, their ability to localize
task-relevant objects under implicit references or multi-
object coordination in egocentric videos remains largely
untested, due to the lack of suitable benchmarks. ToG-
Bench fills this gap by introducing the first benchmark de-
signed to assess MLLMs on task-oriented spatio-temporal
grounding in egocentric videos, revealing critical limita-
tions and guiding future development toward embodied in-
telligence.

3. ToG-Bench
3.1. Task-Oriented Grounding Design Principles
Conventional STVG benchmarks adopt a descriptive
grounding paradigm, where queries identify objects by vi-
sual attributes (e.g., color, shape, location, or state). Such
paradigm evaluates appearance-based localization but fails
to capture the functional reasoning required for embodied
intelligence. In contrast, ToG-Bench redefines grounding
as a task-oriented paradigm, determining which objects en-
able the completion of a given task rather than what an ob-
ject looks like, aligning visual grounding with action in-
tent. To implement this paradigm shift, we constructed
ToG-Bench following several key design principles:
• Task-Oriented Instructions: ToG-Bench formulates in-

structions as goal-directed actions, emphasizing interac-
tion with the environment (e.g., “I’m a bit thirsty and want
some water.”). The objects referred to by the instruction
are defined by the tools or items available in the agent’s
current view associated with the task. For example, “the
water bottle” can be used for drinking water.

• Explicit-Implicit Dual Grounding: ToG-Bench incorpo-
rates both explicit and implicit task references. In real-
world scenarios, humans may directly mention the target
object when giving an instruction (e.g., “Pick up the pen
from the desk.”), while in other cases, they only convey
the intention without specifying any object (e.g., “take
notes during the lecture.”). The latter requires the agent
to infer the appropriate target based on task context and
commonsense knowledge.

• Multi-object Grounding: ToG-Bench supports one-to-
many grounding, where a single instruction may involve
multiple objects working together to accomplish a task
(e.g., “Work on your computer.” requires a computer, a
mouse, and a keyboard). Such multi-object coordination
better reflects the complexity of real-world embodied in-
teractions.
These three principles are mutually reinforcing, collec-

tively defining the core framework of task-oriented spatio-
temporal grounding. The task-oriented formulation natu-
rally induces implicit references and multi-object depen-
dencies, demanding higher-level functional understanding
beyond low-level visual perception. Guided by these princi-

Figure 2. Semi-automated Annotation Pipeline. The process con-
sists of three top-down stages: (1) generating task-oriented in-
structions and corresponding object descriptions with MLLM, (2)
grounding and tracking task-relevant objects via Grounding-DINO
and SAM2, and (3) performing human verification and filtering.

ples, T-STVG shifts the grounding criterion from perceptual
similarity to functional relevance, bridging the gap between
perception and intention.

3.2. Semi-automated Annotation Pipeline
We develop a semi-automated annotation pipeline that com-
bines vision language foundation models with human veri-
fication to efficiently construct the ToG-Bench dataset. As
illustrated in Fig. 2, the pipeline consists of three stages:
(1) Task-Oriented Instruction Generation. We feed the raw
video clips from ScanNet [7] test-set along with their ac-
companying scene captions into an advanced MLLM (Gem-
ini 2.5 Pro [6]) to generate a set of task-oriented instructions
and detailed descriptions of the objects involved in each
task, covering both explicit and implicit forms. (2) Object
Grounding and Tracking. Based on the object descriptions,
we apply Grounding-DINO [21] and SAM2 [27] in tandem
to perform open-vocabulary spatial grounding and temporal
tracking, resulting in spatio-temporal bounding-box tubes
for task-relevant objects. (3) Human Verification and Filter-
ing. Since foundation models may hallucinate or generate
imprecise boundaries, all generated instructions and object
annotations undergo rigorous manual validation.

A key characteristic of our annotation pipeline lies in its
top-down design philosophy. In contrast to conventional
STVG benchmarks, which follow a bottom-up procedure
(detecting and tracking all objects first, then associating de-
scriptive instructions), our pipeline starts with instruction
generation and only grounds the objects relevant to those
instructions. This top-down strategy aligns with the task-
oriented nature of T-STVG, as many scene objects (e.g.,
wall or other static background items) are not actionable
for task execution. Detecting and tracking every object be-
forehand would introduce substantial noise and annotation
overhead, whereas our approach ensures efficiency and se-
mantic focus. In the following, we will elaborate on each
stage of the annotation pipeline in detail.
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Figure 3. Dataset characteristics of ToG-Bench. Top-left: Task distribution by type (explicit vs. implicit) and object count; Top-right:
Object category frequency (top 40 categories); Bottom: Example grounding tubes for explicit (blue) and implicit (pink) tasks, highlighting
contextual inference and multi-object grounding.

Task-Oriented Instruction Generation. We begin by
generating a structured caption for each video with Gem-
ini 2.5 Pro, the caption captures the object attributes and
their relationships in the scene. Then the generated cap-
tions, together with the video frames, are integrated as con-
textual cues to facilitate the generation of task-oriented in-
structions. To ensure the quality, we adopt two different
prompt strategies for explicit and implicit instruction gener-
ation. All generated instructions are subsequently screened
through an automatic verification stage to ensure: (1) Visi-
bility: all referred objects are present and clearly visible in
the video; (2) Uniqueness: each target object is unambigu-
ously identifiable given attributes and spatial context; (3)
Feasibility: unsafe or impractical actions are filtered out.
The detailed prompts can be found in the Appendix.

Object Grounding and Tracking. For each validated in-
struction, we extract the target object and contextual cues
(e.g., their attributes, states, relations with other objects),
and convert these into a detailed object description. Based
on this description, we apply Grounding-DINO to local-

ize the object in its first visible frame, detecting an initial
bounding box. This box is then used as a visual prompt for
SAM2, which propagates the box across video frames to
produce a complete spatio-temporal grounding tube (i.e., a
sequence of bounding boxes aligned with the task execution
timeline). To balance the coverage and computational cost,
we perform object tracking at a fixed frame rate of 1 fps.

Human Verification and Filtering. We visualize all
spatio-temporal grounding tubes and conduct two rounds
of human validation: (1) First-pass filtering: remove trajec-
tories affected by occlusion, appearance changes, or track-
ing drift, especially critical for implicitly referred objects;
(2) Second-pass verification: verify temporal boundaries
align with task execution phases and ensure consistency in
multi-object interactions. All low-quality annotations fail-
ing to meet the standards were filtered out. Through this
semi-automated pipeline, we construct ToG-Bench, a high-
quality benchmark for task-oriented spatio-temporal video
grounding, with precise, diverse, and reliably grounded an-
notations.
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3.3. Dataset Statistics
In total, ToG-Bench consists of 100 egocentric videos sim-
ulated from first-person trajectories in ScanNet indoor en-
vironments, 2,704 task-oriented spatio-temporal grounding
instructions, and 4,194 annotated object instances. Fig. 3
provides an overview of the dataset’s detailed distributions
across instructions, objects, and video durations.

Instruction Distribution. As illustrated in chart of Fig. 3
(top-left), ToG-Bench comprises 2,704 instructions, corre-
sponding to an average of 27.0 tasks per video. Among
these, 1,386 (51.26%) are explicit tasks that directly refer
the target objects, while 1,318 (48.74%) are implicit tasks
that require contextual reasoning to identify the relevant
entities. This near-balanced distribution ensures that the
benchmark equally challenges models on both direct per-
ception and high-level reasoning capabilities. Regarding
one-to-many grounding, 1,361 tasks (50.33%) involve two
or more objects, including 124 tasks (4.6%) that reference
three or more objects. On average, implicit tasks ground
1.97 objects per instruction, compared to 1.14 objects per
explicit task, underscoring the inherently higher semantic
complexity and reasoning demands of implicit grounding.
The bottom panel of Fig. 3 provides examples of explicit
and implicit tasks with time-stamped frames and ground-
truth (GT) tubes overlaid, illustrating the task-driven char-
acteristics of our proposed benchmark.

Object Distribution. As shown in the chart of Fig. 3 (top-
right), ToG-Bench includes 4,194 object instances (mean:
41.94 per video), spanning 177 distinct functional object
categories derived through semantic clustering. These cat-
egories are widely distributed across explicit and implicit
tasks, with 145 categories appearing in explicit tasks and
164 in implicit tasks. This indicates that implicit ground-
ing engages a similarly diverse set of functionally relevant
objects as explicit grounding, rather than a narrow subset.
The diversity of objects across tasks further highlights the
challenge posed by ToG-Bench.

Video Duration. The dataset’s total video duration
amounts to 8,788 seconds, with individual clips ranging
from 13 to 347 seconds (mean: 87.88s), covering both
short atomic interactions and extended procedural activi-
ties. As illustrated in Fig. 4, most clips fall in the 30-90
s range, while a considerable tail extends to 150–180 sec-
onds or longer. This temporal diversity requires models to
perform consistent spatio-temporal reasoning across vary-
ing time horizons, from fine-grained actions to long-term
task dependencies.

Together, these characteristics make ToG-Bench a com-
prehensive and challenging benchmark for evaluating task-

Figure 4. Video duration distribution: bars show video count per
interval, line shows average duration within each bin.

oriented spatio-temporal grounding in embodied video un-
derstanding.

4. Experiments

4.1. Experimental Setup
Evaluated Models. We evaluate two representative cate-
gories of multimodal large language models (MLLMs) to
assess their zero-shot capabilities on task-oriented spatio-
temporal grounding (T-STVG) in egocentric videos: (1)
Proprietary MLLMs: GPT-5 [25] and Gemini 2.5 Pro [6].
(2) Open-source general-purpose MLLMs: Qwen3-VL
(4B, 8B) [2], Qwen2.5-VL-7B [3], VideoLLaMA3-7B [35],
InternVL3-8B [37], and InternVL3.5-8B [30].

Implementation Details. All models are assessed under
a zero-shot, single-pass inference protocol to evaluate their
inherent grounding capabilities without any task-specific
fine-tuning. Videos are sampled at 0.25 frames per second,
optimizing the trade-off between temporal coverage and
computational efficiency, with no restriction on the num-
ber of frames to ensure complete contextual understand-
ing. Open-source models are run on NVIDIA A100 40GB
GPUs, whereas proprietary models are evaluated through
their official APIs.

4.2. Evaluation Metrics
Considering the “recognition-then-grounding” logic inher-
ent in task-oriented instructions depicted in Sec. 3.1, we
implement a decoupled evaluation paradigm. The system
prompt employed for inference is shown in Tab. 3, where
we first prompt the MLLM to infer the category of the re-
ferred object, followed by predicting the time intervals or
spatial coordinates. For metric evaluation, we first assess
the MLLM’s reasoning capabilities in uncovering the tar-
get object embedded in task-oriented user queries within
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Table 1. Task-level performance comparison of MLLMs on ToG-Bench. The best result is marked in bold, while the second is underlined.

Models T-Acc Task-level Temporal Video Grounding Task-level Spatial Video Grounding
T-m tIoU T-R1@0.3 T-R1@0.5 T-R1@0.7 T-m vIoU T-AP@0.3 T-AP@0.5 T-AP@0.7

Proprietary MLLMs

GPT-5 [25] 89.42 36.64 48.38 40.49 23.92 29.88 47.14 27.97 9.24
Gemini 2.5 Pro [6] 80.14 41.58 52.73 45.46 31.23 38.48 53.70 41.41 26.15

Open-source MLLMs

Qwen2.5-VL-7B [3] 54.70 14.47 19.14 14.42 8.24 3.40 3.68 0.57 0.11
Qwen3-VL-4B [2] 49.67 2.36 3.90 2.33 0.92 5.29 6.86 1.64 0.37
Qwen3-VL-8B [2] 65.13 23.86 36.57 26.85 8.11 9.69 14.22 5.72 1.62
VideoLLaMA3-7B [35] 28.55 3.55 4.40 2.67 0.87 4.00 5.48 2.54 0.89
InternVL3-8B [37] 61.39 15.42 25.03 16.82 5.58 5.16 5.93 1.82 0.53
InternVL3.5-8B [30] 52.07 13.00 20.40 11.37 4.79 7.37 11.01 3.93 0.60

Table 2. Object-level performance comparison of MLLMs on ToG-Bench.

Models O-Acc EAcc IAcc Temporal Video Grounding Spatial Video Grounding
O-m tIoU O-R1@0.3 O-R1@0.5 O-R1@0.7 O-m vIoU O-AP@0.3 O-AP@0.5 O-AP@0.7

Proprietary MLLMs

GPT-5 [25] 92.82 95.60 86.98 36.06 47.54 39.63 23.37 29.11 45.95 27.01 8.92
Gemini 2.5 Pro [6] 84.55 87.40 78.55 40.37 51.19 44.23 30.02 37.32 52.05 40.15 25.15

Open-source MLLMs

Qwen2.5-VL-7B [3] 66.09 68.61 60.80 13.57 17.95 13.47 7.75 3.06 3.29 0.48 0.10
Qwen3-VL-4B [2] 61.59 60.34 64.20 2.17 3.53 2.22 0.88 5.04 6.53 1.55 0.31
Qwen3-VL-8B [2] 74.42 76.50 70.04 22.81 35.12 25.27 7.53 9.21 13.57 5.56 1.57
VideoLLaMA3-7B [35] 32.50 36.14 24.85 3.33 4.20 2.48 0.76 3.63 4.91 2.38 0.72
InternVL3-8B [37] 68.88 71.75 62.87 14.67 24.20 15.93 5.15 4.62 5.29 1.57 0.48
InternVL3.5-8B [30] 62.71 63.27 61.54 12.36 19.38 10.71 4.55 6.86 10.44 3.72 0.60

Please carefully analyze the video frames and the given task
instruction... Based on your visual understanding of the
scene, please first identify the object category ... Then
provide temporal intervals and spatial coordinates of ...

Table 3. A concise demonstration of the system prompt utilized
for inference.

the embodied context. Following this, with the recog-
nized target objects serving as guidance, we further in-
vestigate the MLLM’s grounding capabilities in both the
spatial and temporal dimensions. (1) For reasoning capa-
bility evaluation, we employ accuracy (Acc) as the met-
ric. Concretely, with the predicted object category, we
match it with the ground-truth referred object by calculat-
ing the cosine similarity between their text embeddings ex-
tracted by all-mpnet-base-v2 [22]. (2) For ground-
ing capability evaluation, we calculate recall (R) for tem-
poral grounding, average precision (AP) for spatial ground-
ing, as well as mIoU for both tasks. Concretely, we ap-
ply different τ (τ ∈ {0.3, 0.5, 0.7}) as thresholds when
calculating the recall and average precision following prior
works [5, 34, 36], which are denoted as R1@τ and AP@τ ,
respectively. Furthermore, to comprehensively evaluate

model performances, we calculate the above metrics from
both object-level and task-level perspectives, and the cor-
responding metrics are denoted as O-Acc, O-R1@τ , O-
AP@τ , and T-Acc, T-R1@τ , T-AP@τ , respectively. More-
over, we also group objects by task types (i.e, explicit and
implicit), and calculate their recognition accuracy, denoted
as EAcc and IAcc, respectively.

4.3. Main Results

Overall Performance Comparison. Table 1 presents
the task-level performance of state-of-the-art MLLMs on
ToG-Bench, highlighting the significant challenge of task-
oriented grounding in egocentric videos. Task accuracy
(T-Acc) is highest, followed by temporal grounding (T-
m tIoU), and then spatial grounding (T-m vIoU), revealing
a clear hierarchy of difficulty: recognizing intent is easier
than locating objects in time and space. GPT-5 achieves
the highest task accuracy at 89.42%, outperforming Gem-
ini 2.5 Pro at 80.14%, showing superior ability to infer
the complete set of functionally relevant objects even when
not explicitly mentioned. However, its temporal and spa-
tial grounding remains limited, with only 36.64% T-m tIoU
and 29.88% T-m vIoU, indicating that correct identification
does not guarantee precise localization. In contrast, Gemini
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Table 4. Task-level temporal and spatial grounding performance on explicit and implicit tasks.

Models Explicit Tasks Implicit Tasks
T-EAcc T-m EtIoU T-ER1@0.5 T-m EvIoU T-EAP@0.5 T-IAcc T-m ItIoU T-IR1@0.5 T-m IvIoU T-IAP@0.5

Proprietary MLLMs

GPT-5 [25] 98.20 40.51 45.23 33.70 32.50 80.20 32.56 35.51 25.86 23.20
Gemini 2.5 Pro [6] 91.49 47.75 52.08 43.22 46.50 68.21 35.10 38.50 33.49 36.06

Open-source MLLMs

Qwen2.5-VL-7B [3] 75.97 16.89 16.92 4.10 0.76 32.32 11.93 11.80 2.68 0.38
Qwen3-VL-4B [2] 59.96 2.42 2.22 5.83 2.06 38.85 2.30 2.44 4.72 1.21
Qwen3-VL-8B [2] 75.97 26.59 30.64 10.44 5.19 53.72 20.99 22.86 8.91 6.27
VideoLLaMA3-7B [35] 39.68 4.83 3.75 4.84 3.03 16.84 2.21 1.54 3.12 2.02
InternVL3-8B [37] 81.60 18.31 20.48 6.51 2.31 40.14 12.39 12.97 3.74 1.30
InternVL3.5-8B [30] 64.72 14.20 12.66 8.19 4.26 38.77 11.74 10.01 6.50 3.58

Table 5. Task-level performance across tasks with varying numbers of target objects.

Models 1 Object 2 Objects 3+ Objects Avg.
T-Acc T-m tIoU T-m vIoU T-Acc T-m tIoU T-m vIoU T-Acc T-m tIoU T-m vIoU T-Acc T-m tIoU T-m vIoU

Proprietary MLLMs

GPT-5 [25] 96.05 38.26 32.06 83.67 35.02 27.67 75.00 35.11 28.17 89.42 36.64 29.88
Gemini 2.5 Pro [6] 90.84 44.82 41.18 70.49 38.64 36.44 60.48 35.91 29.52 80.14 41.58 38.48

Open-source MLLMs

Qwen2.5-VL-7B [3] 83.40 17.33 4.41 28.05 11.32 2.38 9.68 14.91 2.73 54.70 14.47 3.40
Qwen3-VL-4B [2] 65.30 2.88 5.94 35.81 1.91 4.71 18.55 1.37 4.02 49.67 2.36 5.29
Qwen3-VL-8B [2] 83.40 26.75 10.96 48.91 21.16 8.57 29.03 19.55 7.15 65.13 23.86 9.69
VideoLLaMA3-7B [35] 40.13 4.27 5.04 18.43 2.79 3.02 4.03 3.52 2.54 28.55 3.55 4.00
InternVL3-8B [37] 87.19 17.68 6.60 38.40 13.09 3.84 11.29 14.32 2.69 61.39 15.42 5.16
InternVL3.5-8B [30] 74.39 14.78 8.75 31.61 11.30 6.07 14.52 10.71 5.22 52.07 13.00 7.37

2.5 Pro with lower T-Acc at 80.14%, outperforms GPT-5 in
both temporal (41.58% vs. 36.64%) and spatial (38.48%
vs. 29.88%) grounding, demonstrating better integration
of visual cues for spatio-temporal alignment. The gap is
even more pronounced in open-source models: Qwen3-VL-
8B reaches 65.13% T-Acc but only 23.86% T-m tIoU and
9.69% T-m vIoU. The systematic degradation across three
metrics shows that current MLLMs struggle to jointly re-
solve when and where task-relevant objects appear under
egocentric viewpoint shifts and hand occlusion, even when
they correctly understand the task.

Object-level Performance Comparison. Table 2 reports
object-level performance of MLLMs on ToG-Bench. (1)
Most models achieve high semantic accuracy, with GPT-
5 reaching 92.82%, but performance drops sharply on im-
plicit tasks: GPT-5 scores 95.60% in EAcc but only 86.98%
in IAcc, and Qwen3-VL-8B falls from 76.50% to 70.04%,
revealing a fundamental difficulty in inferring functionally
relevant objects through contextual reasoning alone. (2)
Task-level accuracy is consistently lower than object-level
accuracy because it demands correct recognition of all rel-
evant objects. For instance, GPT-5’s task-level accuracy
(89.42% T-Acc) is notably lower than its object-level accu-
racy (92.82% Acc), and Qwen3-VL-8B’s drop from 74.42%

Acc to 65.13% T-Acc further confirms that further con-
firms that task-level evaluation imposes a stricter, all-or-
nothing constraint. (3) Temporal and spatial grounding
remains substantially more challenging than recognition:
GPT-5 achieves 36.06% m tIoU and 29.11% m vIoU, while
Qwen3-VL-8B reaches only 22.81% and 9.21%. These
values closely match their corresponding task-level met-
rics (36.64% T-m tIoU and 29.88% T-m vIoU), confirm-
ing that fine-grained spatio-temporal grounding remains un-
solved under egocentric motion. (4) Proprietary models sig-
nificantly outperform open-source ones not merely through
improved recognition, but through stronger reasoning and
grounding of functional roles and spatial relations. Gem-
ini 2.5 Pro achieves 84.55% Acc, 40.37% m tIoU, and
37.32% m vIoU, far surpassing Qwen3-VL-8B’s 74.42%,
22.81%, and 9.21%. This substantial gap, especially in
spatial grounding, demonstrates that current open-source
MLLMs truggle to align language instructions with precise
visual structure under egocentric interaction.

4.4. In-Depth Analysis

We evaluate MLLMs on three challenges: grounding men-
tioned vs. inferred objects, multi-object grounding, and
spatio-temporal alignment across video lengths.
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Figure 5. Task-level performance of GPT-5 across video duration bins on ToG-Bench. Left: task accuracy (T-Acc). Middle: temporal
grounding (T-m tIoU). Right: spatial grounding (T-m vIoU).

Temporal and Spatial Grounding Performance: Explicit
vs. Implicit Tasks. Table 4 reveals a consistent and sub-
stantial performance gap between explicit and implicit tasks
across all models. GPT-5 attains 98.20% T-EAcc on explicit
tasks but only 80.20% T-IAcc on implicit tasks, confirm-
ing the challenge of inferring unmentioned yet functionally
relevant objects. The degradation intensifies in spatial and
temporal grounding. GPT-5’s T-m IvIoU falls from 33.49%
to 25.40%, while Gemini 2.5 Pro maintains superior local-
ization (33.49%) despite lower semantic accuracy, suggest-
ing it leverages visual dynamics and scene understanding
beyond language cues. In contrast, open-source models suf-
fer severe degradation. Qwen3-VL shows 53.72% T-IAcc
but only 26.56% T-m EtIoU and 8.91% T-m IvIoU, indi-
cating severe misalignment between semantic recognition
and precise grounding. Notably, even when models identify
the correct object class or approximate time window, they
often fail to precisely ground it. This persistent asymmetry
underscores that current MLLMs lack coherent grounding
mechanisms that jointly reason about functional roles and
dynamic visual context in embodied interaction.

Performance on Tasks with Different Object Counts.
Table 5 evaluates model performance across tasks requir-
ing grounding of one, two, or three or more objects. Per-
formance consistently degrades as object count increases,
but the nature of this degradation reveals deeper limitations.
GPT-5 maintains relatively high task accuracy (75.00%
for 3+ objects), but its T-m vIoU drops from 32.06% to
28.17%, suggesting it identifies the correct object set but
fails to localize each accurately. Gemini 2.5 Pro shows su-
perior robustness, achieving 29.52% T-m vIoU on 3+ ob-
ject tasks, only slightly below its single-object performance
(41.18%), indicating a more structured representation of
multi-object interactions. In contrast, open-source mod-
els collapse rapidly. Qwen3-VL-8B’s T-Acc drops from
83.40% to 29.03%, with spatial performance remaining be-

low 11% throughout. This sharp decline demonstrates that
current MLLMs lack mechanisms to jointly localize and
disambiguate multiple task-relevant objects under egocen-
tric interaction, a critical requirement for real-world embod-
ied reasoning.

Impact of Video Duration. We analyze task-level
grounding performance of GPT-5 across video duration
bins, as shown in Fig. 5. The dataset is predominantly con-
centrated in the 30–150s range (Fig. 4), where T-Acc re-
mains relatively stable between 0.864 and 0.890, indicating
that task completion is primarily governed by the model’s
ability to reason from language and visual context, rather
than by video length. In contrast, both temporal and spa-
tial grounding exhibit consistent degradation as duration in-
creases: T-m tIoU peaks at 0.422 (60–90 s) and falls to
0.217 for videos exceeding 210 s, while T-m vIoU drops
from 0.324 (30–60 s) to 0.178 (over 210 s). This progressive
decline reveal that current MLLMs struggle to maintain ac-
curate spatio-temporal alignment over extended sequences,
especially under sparse semantic cues and long-range de-
pendencies in prolonged egocentric tasks.

5. Conclusion
In this work, we present ToG-Bench, the first benchmark
for task-oriented spatio-temporal video grounding in ego-
centric videos. Unlike traditional STVG benchmarks, ToG-
Bench emphasizes grounding based on task intent, introduc-
ing new challenges that involve both explicitly mentioned
and implicitly inferred objects, as well as supporting one-
to-many object associations within a single instruction. Be-
yond the construction of the benchmark, we systematically
evaluate seven state-of-the-art MLLMs and uncover their
limitations. While these models exhibit strong performance
in semantic understanding, they consistently struggle with
spatial and temporal localization, especially in scenarios in-
volving implicit reasoning and multi-object grounding.
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ToG-Bench: Task-Oriented Spatio-Temporal Grounding in Egocentric Videos

Supplementary Material

In this supplementary material, we provide additional
details and analyses to complement the main paper. Sec. 6
presents a comprehensive comparison of ToG-Bench with
existing spatio-temporal video grounding (STVG) bench-
marks, along with extended data statistics and example vi-
sualizations. Sec. 7 describes our experiments, including
specific experimental implementations, more quantitative
results, and visualizations of model performance. Finally,
Sec. 8 further elaborates the construction details of ToG-
Bench, focusing on the data annotation and verification
pipeline.

6. Benchmark Comparison and Statistics
6.1. Comparison with Existing Benchmarks
As summarized in Tab. 6, ToG-Bench complements ex-
isting benchmarks by integrating three key dimensions in
egocentric video: (1) task-oriented grounding driven by
functional intent rather than surface-level appearance, (2)
explicit–implicit dual grounding, enabling evaluation un-
der both directly mentioned and inferred targets, and (3)
multi-object grounding, supporting one-to-many associa-
tions within a single instruction. In addition to its design
innovations, ToG-Bench also offers strong data scale advan-
tages: long video durations that better reflect real embodied
interactions, a large set of manually verified task instruc-
tions, and a broad coverage of functional object categories,
surpassing prior STVG datasets in both diversity and an-
notation depth. Together, these characteristics make ToG-
Bench a more challenging and comprehensive benchmark,
enabling rigorous evaluation of functional understanding,
temporal reasoning, and grounding robustness. These ca-
pabilities are essential for developing embodied agents that
operate meaningfully in real-world environments.

6.2. More Data Statistics
ToG-Bench is built on 100 egocentric videos from Scan-
Net [7], covering 18 diverse indoor scenes, and contains
2,704 task-oriented grounding instructions. This subsection
provides additional details on object category distributions
and scene-specific key objects.
Object Category Distribution. Fig. 6 shows the full distri-
bution of all 177 object categories across the 2,704 tasks in
ToG-Bench, separated by task type (implicit vs. explicit).
While the main paper visualizes only the top 40 most fre-
quent categories, this figure reveals the complete long-tail
structure, confirming broad and balanced coverage across
diverse indoor objects.
Key Objects per Indoor Scene. Table 7 lists the key ob-

jects associated with each of the 18 indoor scenes in ToG-
Bench. These objects are chosen based on their task rel-
evance and frequency in egocentric video, capturing their
functional role in daily activities. This selection enables ro-
bust evaluation of spatial-temporal grounding across diverse
real-world environments, including offices and bathrooms.

6.3. More Examples Visualization
Additional annotated examples from ToG-Bench are shown
in Fig. 7 and Fig. 8, covering both explicit and implicit
task scenarios. These include real first-person video clips
with human-verified bounding boxes and temporal inter-
vals, capturing interactions where objects are either directly
named or inferred from context and function.

7. Extended Experimental Analysis
7.1. Experiment Setup
Our evaluation follows a zero-shot, single-round inference
protocol on NVIDIA A100 40GB GPUs. Video frames are
sampled at 0.25 fps with no limit on frame count. To en-
sure deterministic outputs, we set do sample=False for
greedy decoding in all experiments. Results are reported
under identical settings to enable fair comparison.

7.2. Strict Task-Level Grounding Performance.
To evaluate whether MLLMs truly understand the complete
intent of a task, rather than localizing objects in isolation,
we introduce a strict task-level evaluation protocol. Un-
der this protocol, a task is counted as success only if the
model recognizes all required objects and provides accurate
spatio-temporal predictions for each of them. Specifically,
if any object (explicit or implicit) is misidentified, the tem-
poral and spatial grounding scores for the entire task are
assigned a value of zero. This requirement enforces holistic
task understanding, since the model must succeed on every
component simultaneously.

We report these strict metrics as ST-m tIoU, ST-R1@τ ,
ST-m vIoU, and ST-AP@τ (τ ∈ {0.3, 0.5, 0.7}), where “S”
denotes strict evaluation. As shown in Tab. 8, these strict
scores are significantly lower than the standard task-level
results, indicating that current models often fail to maintain
consistent reasoning and grounding across multiple object
dependencies.

7.3. Qualitative Results for Grounding
We present visual comparisons of spatio-temporal ground-
ing results across video segments, showing the input in-
struction, ground truth (GT), and predictions from multi-
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Table 6. Comparison of STVG benchmarks in terms of open-source availability, task focus (OC: object-centric, TO: task-oriented), camera
perspective (Ego: egocentric, Exo: exocentric), reference type (Exp: explicit, Imp: implicit, Both: both), objects per instruction (SO:
single, MO: multiple), number of videos, average video duration (s), number of test samples, and object categories.

Benchmark Open Focus Persp. Ref. Type Objs. / Instr. Videos Dur. (s) Samples Categories

STPR [32] ✔ OC Exo Exp SO 283 9.80 1,615 1
VidSTG [36] ✔ OC Exo Exp SO 743 28.01 10,303 79
HC-STVG [28] ✔ OC Exo Exp SO 1,160 20.00 1,160 1
DVD-ST [15] ✘ OC Exo Exp MO 632 - 1,327 163

EgoMask [20] ✔ OC Ego Exp SO
200 12.15 400 200
100 116.30 200 100
15 361.32 100 50

ToG-Bench ✔ TO Ego Both MO 100 87.88 2,704 177

Figure 6. The distribution of different types of objects in ToG-Bench.

ple models. Representative examples are shown in Fig. 9,
Fig. 11, Fig. 10, and Fig. 12. Each example includes aligned
video frames (fps=0.25), GT, annotated temporal intervals,
and spatial bounding boxes to illustrate object localization
accuracy under implicit and one-to-many conditions.

8. Inference and Annotation Prompts
8.1. Detailed System Prompt for Inference
All MLLMs utilize the same structured prompt (Fig. 13) to
ensure uniform output formatting. The prompt requires the
model to:
• Analyze frames and instruction to identify objects with

explicit or implicit.
• Output JSON with four fields: explicit object,

implicit object, temporal grounding, and
spatial tracking.

• Normalize spatial coordinates to [0, 1] and compute tem-
poral intervals in seconds using frame index and FPS.

This ensures consistent, parsable outputs for joint evalua-
tion of recognition, temporal, and spatial grounding in a
single inference.

8.2. Prompts for the Semi-Automated Pipeline
To construct and validate the ToG-Bench, we design a two-
stage automated pipeline using structured prompts for a
multimodal large language model. The first stage generates
task instructions with explicit and implicit grounding, while
the second stage filters out unverifiable or non-compliant
tasks. Both stages rely on carefully crafted system and user
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Table 7. Key objects in each scene of ToG-Bench. Objects are selected based on task relevance and frequency in egocentric videos.

Scene Key Objects

Bedroom / Hotel bed, pillow, lamp, duvet, mirror, dresser, telephone, door, nightstand, chair, desk, window
Living Room / Lounge sofa, coffee table, tv, desk, chair, piano, door, trash can, backpack, heater, window, blinds
Bathroom toilet, sink, faucet, dresser, soap dispenser, shower, shower curtain, mirror, grab bar, door
Office desk, chair, computer, computer tower, keyboard, mouse, telephone, laptop, door, printer
Conference Room table, chair, projector, tv, whiteboard, marker, eraser, door, light switch, remote control
Kitchen refrigerator, microwave oven, stove, sink, faucet, cutting board, pan, coffee maker, trash can, door
Bookstore / Library bookshelf, book, lamp, chair, desk, pen, telephone, laptop, door, window, trash can
Lobby desk, chair, sofa, telephone, fire extinguisher, sign, door, fire alarm, light switch, trash can
Classroom desk, chair, whiteboard, marker, eraser, telephone, computer, door, trash can
Apartment door, window, light switch, thermostat, air purifier, vacuum cleaner, trash can
Hallway door, fire extinguisher, door number sign, vacuum cleaner, trash can, bulletin board
Basement ladder, cardboard box, circuit breaker, trash can, door
Stairs handrail, stairs, light, exit sign, door, window, robotic vacuum
Dining Room dining table, chair, plate, trash can, door, light fixture, wine bottle
Laundry Room washing machine, dryer, laundry hamper, iron, ironing board, basket, door
Closet hanger, clothing rod, shelf, basket, shoe rack, mirror, door
Gym dumbbells, locker, telephone, water bottle, door
Miscellaneous telephone, laptop, tablet, charger, backpack

Table 8. Task-level performance under strict evaluation protocol: a task fails if any target object is misrecognized. The best result is
marked in bold, while the second is underlined.

Models Strict Task-level Temporal Video Grounding Strict Task-level Spatial Video Grounding
ST-m tIoU ST-R1@0.3 ST-R1@0.5 ST-R1@0.7 ST-m vIoU ST-AP@0.3 ST-AP@0.5 ST-AP@0.7

Proprietary MLLMs

GPT-5 34.78 45.90 38.34 22.78 28.19 44.38 26.49 8.64
Gemini 2.5 Pro 38.94 49.39 42.60 29.42 35.89 50.15 38.77 24.28

Open-source MLLMs

Qwen2.5-VL-7B 10.91 14.61 10.89 6.00 2.74 3.02 0.50 0.09
Qwen3-VL-4B 1.78 3.01 1.72 0.61 4.43 5.86 1.38 0.31
Qwen3-VL-8B 18.96 28.91 21.25 6.46 7.81 11.33 4.53 1.25
VideoLLaMA3-7B 3.02 3.66 2.30 0.79 3.33 4.52 1.95 0.76
InternVL3-8B 10.67 17.53 11.37 3.47 3.93 4.54 1.39 0.43
InternVL3.5-8B 10.04 15.87 8.73 3.53 5.83 8.54 3.10 0.54

prompts to ensure consistency, visual grounding, and se-
mantic fidelity.
Task Generation Prompts. We design two structured
prompts to guide a multimodal large language model
(MLLM) in generating task instructions grounded in ego-
centric video content. For explicit grounding, the prompt re-
quires the model to generate direct commands that name the
target object. For implicit grounding, it requires the model
to describe an action or goal without naming the object, re-
lying instead on contextual inference. Both prompts enforce
a structured JSON output, canonical object naming, and ad-
herence to scene-specific object eligibility to ensure high-
quality, diverse, and verifiable task generation. Full prompts
are provided in Fig. 14, Fig. 15, Fig. 16, and Fig. 17.

Task Validation Prompts. To ensure only visually
grounded and semantically valid tasks are retained, we ap-
ply two dedicated validation prompts explicit and implicit
grounding tasks. For explicit tasks, the prompt verifies that
each object is clearly visible in the frames, uses a canonical
name without modifiers, and is described in one sentence
with color, shape, position, and context. For implicit tasks,
it checks whether the instruction avoids naming the target
object directly and instead relies on functional or spatial
cues that allow inference from scene context. The task must
also satisfy a dual-dimensional criterion combining seman-
tic intent and reference type. Any task that fails any of these
checks is discarded. Full validation prompts are shown in
Fig. 18, Fig. 19, Fig. 20, and Fig. 21.
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Figure 7. More explicit samples.
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Figure 8. More implicit samples.
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Figure 9. Explicit spatio-temporal grounding for “Turn off the heater”: model predictions vs. ground truth (GT).

Figure 10. Implicit spatio-temporal grounding for “Get what you need to clean the floor”: model predictions vs. ground truth (GT).

16



Figure 11. Explicit spatio-temporal grounding for “Use the marker to write on the whiteboard”: model predictions vs. ground truth (GT).
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Figure 12. Implicit spatio-temporal grounding for “Turn on what’s near the refrigerator to improve the air quality”: model predictions vs.
ground truth (GT).
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Figure 13. The complete prompt utilized for inference.
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Figure 14. System prompt for explicit task generation.
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Figure 15. User prompt for explicit task generation.
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Figure 16. System prompt for implicit task generation.
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Figure 17. User prompt for implicit task generation.
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Figure 18. System prompt for explicit task validation.
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Figure 19. User prompt for explicit task validation.
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Figure 20. System prompt for implicit task validation.

Figure 21. User prompt for implicit task validation.
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