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Abstract

Massive unstructured multimodal streams suffer from high "data entropy," imped-
ing both efficient human knowledge acquisition and high-quality Al post-training.
Existing passive annotation paradigms, heavily reliant on heuristic rules or gen-
eral VLMs, are costly, monotonous, and fail to unlock the deep procedural logic
embedded in raw data. We elevate data processing to a learnable capability, propos-
ing a paradigm shift towards Agentic Data Tailoring, which actively refining and
structuring data to align with diverse user and downstream intents. To overcome
the data scarcity bottleneck in training such high-order capabilities, we design
a two-stage pipeline grounding generative semantic synthesis in deterministic
Factual Anchors, yielding a large-scale dataset spanning five core physical and
digital domains. Building upon this, DataClawy-9B model synergizes Supervised
Fine-Tuning (SFT) with Group Relative Policy Optimization (GRPO), achieving
robust alignment with complex refinement and tailoring intents. To systematically
quantify this capability, we construct DataClawg-val, the first benchmark dedicated
to data refinement. Crucially, we adopt downstream post-training as the ultimate
validation touchstone. Evaluations on video generation, real-world VQA, and GUI
navigation confirm that DataClaw delivers high-information-density tailored data,
facilitating efficient model adaptation to new tasks under limited training data
regimes. Project page: https://czjdsg.github.io/MakeAnyData

1 Introduction

The rapid evolution of multimodal foundation models is increasingly bottlenecked by a critical
scarcity of high-quality training data [1, 2, 3, 4, 5,6, 7, 8,9, 10, 11, 12]. While the physical and
digital worlds generate an inexhaustible supply of raw multimodal streams—such as hours-long
tutorial videos, embodied agent trajectories, and complex Web and GUI operation logs [13, 14, 15,
16, 17, 18]—harvesting this resource presents a formidable challenge. The core obstacle is extreme
“data entropy”. Unlike curated image-text pairs, raw multimodal streams are inherently noisy, highly
redundant, and weakly structured. They contain dense physical dynamics, procedural knowledge, and
implicit decision logic [13, 19, 20, 14, 21, 18], but lack the explicit supervision signals required for
efficient knowledge acquisition or high-quality model post-training [22, 23, 24, 25]. Consequently,
efficiently distilling continuous, high-entropy streams into structured, high-density knowledge has
become the most pressing imperative in multimodal data engineering.

Existing data processing pipelines remain largely passive, relying on heuristic sampling, coarse
captioning, or directly prompting general Vision-Language Models (VLMs) to generate captions
and question-answer pairs [24, 26, 27]. While effective for short and curated inputs, these methods

Preprint.


https://czjdsg.github.io/MakeAnyData
https://arxiv.org/abs/2606.21337v1

01 EVERYDAY TUTORIALS

= =5
s -

0:00 / 0:45

INTENT

Turn this video into interleaved tutorial
data with step-by-step images and text.

02 GUI AGENTS

INTENT
Use these fragments to construct a
long-horizon task trajectory data.

TASK

ROBP . 8us=ARANS
asnn LR ]

03 WORLD MODEL

INTENT

Construct embodied decision and
world-model data from the video.

TASK

QUESTION

This is my current situation: | am about
to cook meat, and | am setting a timer to
keep track of the cooking time. | want to
know what | should do next.

STER 1

Keep stirring the meat continuously.

QUESTION

Open a browser, go to Google Maps,
search directions from London to
Oxford, and review cycling, walking,
public-transit, driving, and best-route
options.

STER 1

| will launch the desktop browser and
navigate to Google Maps, then search
for travel directions from London to
Oxdord, After that, | will separately check
and compare cycling, walking, public
transit, driving and the system best route
to finish the whole GUI operation

QUESTION

This is my current situation. What should
I do?

BEX

The left hand shows local hesitation
without any forward progress.

sTep 2

The robot is stuck in a local hesitation
logp. It should recover to the last better
alignment and continue the approach
from that corrected state. The corrected
continuation is predicted below.

STEP 3

04 GENERATION

INTENT

This is a gameplay clip. Help me
build AIGC data from it.

TASK

QUESTION

Place the block at the front-left position.

STEP 1

STEP 2

process. A complete desktop GUI
trajectory with screen states, reasoning,
STEP 2 and actions from browser launch to
route comparison.

',

Once the meat is fully browned and pan
liquid evaporates, turn off the heat T T e e
Remove the pan from the stove, set

down the wooden spoon, and wipe the

countertop. = —— \

QUESTION

ANSWER Observe the surroundings.
The robot is stuck in a local hesitation

loop. It should recover to the last better

alignment and continue the appraach

from that corrected state,

VIDEO OUTPUT VIDEG OUTPUT

Figure 1: The figure shows representative tailoring cases. In each panel, the top clips denote the
raw inputs, followed by a user Infent that specifies a construction goal. DataClaw, then selects
task-relevant visual evidence under Task, formulates a corresponding Question, and decomposes the
solution into intermediate Steps with aligned images and textual reasoning/action descriptions. The
bottom part gives the final structured outcome, including an Answer when applicable and a Video
Output that preserves or reconstructs the tailored visual sequence.

struggle with long, noisy streams that require temporal reasoning, spatio-temporal consistency, and
implicit physical understanding [28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33]. Direct annotation therefore often yields
hallucinated, fragmented, or low-density outputs, leaving much of the latent value in raw multimodal
data untapped [34, 35]. This motivates us to recast high-quality data production as a learnable,
high-order capability, termed Agentic Data Tailoring: given a high-level user intent or downstream
training objective, a tailoring agent actively filters redundant information, identifies task-critical
evidence, and reorganizes it into dense, verifiable, and application-specific supervision. Unlike
general data curation or synthetic instruction generation [36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 23, 41], agentic data
tailoring focuses on intent-conditioned entropy reduction over continuous multimodal streams. This
paper asks whether such a capability can be formally defined, rigorously evaluated, and effectively
learned by compact open-source VLMs.

To answer this, we must first overcome the data paradox: training a model to refine data requires high-
quality refinement data. We propose a scalable, automated construction pipeline based on a two-stage



agentic architecture. Our first stage extracts deterministic Factual Anchors using lightweight domain
experts, metadata parsers, and heuristic rules. These anchors provide reliable low-level grounding,
such as object states, temporal boundaries, OCR text, and GUI interaction events [14, 15, 42, 43, 441].
In the second stage, strong VLMs perform long-range logical chaining over these discrete anchors,
injecting multi-dimensional reasoning traces inspired by multimodal chain-of-thought [45, 46, 47].
This bottom-up extraction and top-down synthesis strategy yields a massive, cross-domain refinement
dataset spanning five representative arenas: daily life, education, embodied intelligence, world
models, and GUI agents [48, 49, 50, 51, 52, 53, 54, 55, 56, 57, 58, 59].

Leveraging this dataset, we introduce DataClaw, a universal framework for agentic multimodal data
tailoring as shown in Fig.l. At its core, DataClaw, optimizes Qwen3.5-9b to transform high-entropy
streams into intent-aligned, customized structured outputs. Moving beyond standard Supervised
Fine-Tuning (SFT), DataClaw, employs Group Relative Policy Optimization (GRPO)[60] to di-
rectly optimize for tailoring quality and intent adherence. The reinforcement learning phase utilizes
multi-dimensional reward signals that measure intent satisfaction, information density, factual con-
sistency, and structural correctness, drawing inspiration from recent reasoning-oriented alignment
techniques[61, 62, 63, 64]. To accommodate diverse deployment needs, we design two complemen-
tary architectures: DataClaw-O (an Omni model jointly trained across all domains) and DataClaw-E
(an Expert-style system comprising decoupled, domain-specific tailoring agents).

To systematically evaluate this capability, we construct DataClaw-val (including an Intent subset
for vague-intent concretization), a benchmark dedicated to agentic data refinement. While our
9B model demonstrates superior refinement quality over existing VLMs on this benchmark, we
also introduce a Targeted Refinement evaluation across video generation, real-world VQA, and
GUI navigation [13, 65, 66]. Empirical results reveal that models trained on DataClaw,’s highly
compressed, task-tailored subsets consistently outperform those trained on conventional full-scale
datasets while drastically reducing computational costs.

In summary, our core contributions are: (1) We elevate multimodal data processing to a learnable ca-
pability of Agentic Data Tailoring, proposing a two-stage pipeline of deterministic anchor extraction
and generative semantic synthesis to build a large-scale cross-domain dataset, and introducing a novel
benchmark to reveal profound deficiencies in existing general VLMs. (2) We propose DataClaw,
a universal tailoring framework synergizing SFT with GRPO, and explore both Omni and Expert
deployment paradigms to demonstrate this high-order capability’s learnability and scalability within
a 9B model. (3) We introduce a Targeted Refinement setting, employing downstream post-training
across video generation, real-world VQA, and GUI navigation as an objective touchstone to defini-
tively prove DataClawg dynamically tailors vastly superior training subsets from raw streams at
drastically reduced data and computational costs.

2 Related Work

Multimodal Large Language Models. Large language models (LLMs) have demonstrated strong
reasoning, instruction-following, and generalization capabilities in text-only scenarios [5, 67, 68].
By integrating visual encoders, multimodal projectors, and language backbones, multimodal large
language models (MLLMs) extend these capabilities to visual perception, grounding, and mul-
timodal reasoning [3, 27, 1, 69, 4, 7]. Recent MLLMs have rapidly evolved from image-level
assistants to general-purpose multimodal systems, covering high-resolution perception, OCR, docu-
ment understanding, multi-image reasoning, video understanding, spatial reasoning, and long-context
multimodal interaction [43, 70, 42, 28, 29, 30]. Beyond generic perception and reasoning, MLLMs
are increasingly adapted to downstream scenarios in both digital and physical environments, in-
cluding GUI interaction, web/mobile automation, world model, and vision-language-action model-
ing [21, 18, 14, 15, 56, 57, 58, 59, 52, 71, 72, 73, 74]. These applications require models to interpret
complex observations, localize task-critical entities, understand temporal or procedural dependencies,
and sometimes transform multimodal states into executable actions. However, the continued scaling
of MLLMs is increasingly constrained by data. High-quality multimodal supervision is costly to
obtain, while raw multimodal streams, such as tutorial videos, embodied trajectories, 3D scans,
and GUI operation logs, are usually noisy, redundant, weakly structured, and poorly aligned with
downstream training objectives [13, 14, 15, 21, 18]. Existing passive annotation pipelines, including
heuristic sampling, coarse captioning, and direct VLM-based question-answer generation, have
enabled early multimodal instruction tuning [24, 26, 27], but they struggle to extract dense and
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Figure 2: Overview. The pipeline consists of two parts. First, DataClaw constructs training data by
extracting bottom-up factual anchors from raw multimodal data, including key frames, steps, actions,
trajectories, and scenes, and then combining them with domain-specific intents for top-down semantic
synthesis by a strong VLM. This produces large-scale structured data across daily life, education,
embodied, GUI-agent, and AIGC domains. Second, the constructed data is used to train DataClaw
models under two paradigms: an omni model trained on mixed-domain data and expert models
trained on per-domain subsets. During inference, user intents are handled either directly by the omni
model or routed to domain experts, yielding refined structured data for downstream multimodal tasks.

reliable supervision from long, high-entropy streams, especially under temporal reasoning, spatial
consistency, and hallucination-sensitive settings [34, 35, 31, 32, 33]. Therefore, scalable transforma-
tion of raw multimodal data into structured, task-aligned supervision has become a central bottleneck
for pursuing the ceiling of general intelligence.

Agentic AI. Recent LLM agents extend language models from passive response generators to
goal-driven systems that can plan, use tools, interact with environments, execute multi-step workflows,
and refine intermediate results through feedback [75, 76, 77, 78, 79, 80]. This agentic paradigm
has attracted broad attention in both research and open-source communities, with systems and
frameworks such as OpenAgents, LangChain, AutoGPT, and OpenClaw enabling language-model
agents to orchestrate tools, access external resources, automate user workflows, and operate across
heterogeneous digital environments [81, 82, 83, 84]. Beyond task execution, agentic workflows
have also been explored for data-centric applications, including synthetic instruction generation, self-
improvement, and high-quality reasoning data construction [38, 39, 40, 85]. These studies suggest
that agents can serve not only as executors, but also as scalable organizers of complex data-generation
pipelines: they can decompose ambiguous objectives, call specialized tools, inspect intermediate
outputs, correct errors, and verify results. Inspired by this observation, DataClawg formulates MLLM
data synthesis as an agentic workflow. Instead of manually annotating or directly captioning raw
streams, DataClaw( organizes multimodal models and tools, into a data-synthesis agent that converts
high-entropy multimodal sources into structured, intent-aligned supervision for training models.

3 Method

3.1 Problem Formulation: Agentic Data Tailoring

Traditional multimodal tasks (e.g., Video Captioning or Visual Question Answering) are typically
modeled as passive descriptive or question-answering processes. In contrast, DataClaw, aims to
tackle the problem of Agentic Multimodal Data Tailoring. This requires the model to act as an



intelligent agent that actively filters, reasons over, and reorganizes high-value structured assets from
lengthy, noisy raw multimodal streams, strictly guided by specific high-level intents.

We define the input as a raw multimodal data stream:

X7'aw = {J)l,l‘g,...,JZ‘T} (1)

where z; represents the visual frame or multimodal segment at time step ¢ (e.g., a sequence of frames
from a long video or GUI operation screenshots). Simultaneously, an intent instruction I is provided
to represent the user’s high-level objective or the downstream task requirement.

The goal of the tailoring agent is to generate customized, structured knowledge assets:

Ystruct = {yla Y2, yL} (2)

Unlike free-form text, Y¢ruc: must strictly conform to a predefined structural schema & (e.g., a
specific JSON format, Markdown syntax, or action code logic) tailored to the intent I.

Therefore, the optimization objective of the core DataClaw tailoring agent Fy (parameterized by 6)
is to maximize the conditional generation probability given the raw data stream and intent, constrained
by the structural schema:

0" = arg Hl;],X Z log P(Ystruct | Xyaw, I 0) : H(}/struct S (b) 3)
(Xraw,I,Ystruct)€D

where D is the training dataset, and I(-) is an indicator function that equals 1 if the generated sequence
conforms to the structural schema P, and 0 otherwise.

This paradigm necessitates two core agentic capabilities: (1) Information Filtering and Focusing,
which involves eliminating redundant background noise from X,.,,, based on I (where 7" > L); and
(2) Structural Reorganization, ensuring that the generated Y, is not only semantically accurate
but also strictly adheres to the required formatting.

3.2 Data Construction Pipeline

To train the tailoring agent Fy, we construct large-scale triplets (X, quw, I, Ystruct) through a two-
stage automated pipeline. First, a lightweight expert ensemble H extracts factual anchors from raw
multimodal streams:

A= H(Xraw) = {ar = (tx, prs ) s @
where each anchor records timestamp, spatial position, and local semantic content. These anchors
provide reliable grounding signals and reduce hallucinations in long-sequence annotation.

Second, a strong VLM synthesis engine S generates structured supervision conditioned on the raw
input, extracted anchors, and domain intent:

Ystruct = S(Xrawv A, Idomain)~ (5)

The resulting corpus covers multiple multimodal domains and serves as the foundation for subsequent
SFT and RL training of DataClaw. Detailed construction procedures, expert modules, and prompting
strategies are provided in Appendix A.3.

3.3 Rule-Driven Reinforcement Learning via GRPO

After SFT, we further optimize DataClawg with rule-driven GRPO to improve formatting reliability,
reduce hallucinations, and strengthen spatio-temporal grounding. Instead of training an additional
neural reward model, we use deterministic rewards tailored to structured multimodal data:

R(Y) = >\1Rfm*mat (K (I)) + )\QRanchor (Y; A) + )\SReff (Y), (6)

where Rformat checks schema compliance, Rqychor measures alignment with extracted factual
anchors and trajectories, and 2. s discourages overly verbose reasoning.

Given a group of sampled outputs, GRPO normalizes their rewards within the group to estimate
relative advantages:

. (9 —
Al — M, (7

OR



The policy is then updated with a clipped objective and a KL regularizer against the reference model.
This SFT-initialized, rule-reward optimization enables DataClawg to produce more valid, grounded,
and concise structured outputs. Detailed reward definitions and the full GRPO objective are provided
in Appendix B.1.

3.4 Inference and Deployment Paradigms

DataClaw is deployed as a structured multimodal tailoring agent that maps raw streams X4,
and user intents I to schema-aligned outputs Y, Its inference pipeline follows three stages:
multimodal ingestion and intent parsing, schema-constrained policy inference, and post-hoc grounding
verification with factual anchors A. This design improves output validity and keeps the generated
structured data grounded in the input stream.

DataClaw supports two deployment paradigms. DataClaw(-O uses a unified omni model for
flexible cross-domain processing, while DataClaw,-E uses a domain-decoupled expert architecture,
where each request is handled by the corresponding expert according to the target scenario or
deployment configuration. The omni setting favors simplicity and generality, whereas the expert
setting provides stronger domain specialization and modular scalability.

Detailed inference architecture and deployment mechanisms are provided in Appendix B.2.

3.5 Benchmark Construction and Evaluation

We construct DataClaw-val by diversity-aware sampling 200 high-quality examples, ensuring
coverage of diverse multimodal inputs, target schemas, and long-tail cases. We also introduce
DataClaw-Intent, a fuzzy-intent stress test that evaluates whether the agent can infer underspecified
user intents from colloquial, ambiguous, or incomplete requests. We evaluate outputs with a hierar-
chical metric tailored to structured multimodal data. The metric first enforces JSON validity and then
measures schema-field correctness, textual semantic alignment, and trajectory-shape similarity. Full
construction details and metric definitions are provided in Appendix A.4.

4 Experiments

4.1 Experimental Setup

Implementation Details: We initialize DataClaw, based on an open-source multimodal large
language model with 9B parameters (using the latest Qwen3.5-9B as the base). During the SFT phase,
we utilize 34K strictly cleaned instruction refinement data for 1 epoch. In the GRPO reinforcement
learning phase, we set the format reward weight A¢,,+ = 0.7, the physical anchor reward weight
Aane = 1.0, the reasoning efficiency penalty weight A. sy = 0.3, and the learning rate to 4 x 107°.
All training is conducted on 8 x A100 GPUs.

4.2 Main Results: Specialist vs. Generalist

Table 1 compares DataClaw with leading proprietary and open-source MLLMs across five represen-
tative domains and the Fuzzy instruction subset. We evaluate three aspects of structured data synthesis:
Field for schema completeness, Semantic for content correctness, and Sequence for ordering and
structural consistency.

Overall, DataClaw-E achieves strong performance among all evaluated models. In terms of schema
following, it obtains an overall Field score of 97.53, comparable to Gemini-3.1-pro-preview (98.12)
and GPT-40 (97.27). More importantly, DataClaw,-E is particularly competitive on sequence-
sensitive tasks. It achieves the best Sequence score on the Embodied domain (71.60) and the
Fuzzy subset (50.31), and remains strong on GUI (96.33). These results show that domain-specific
refinement is effective for producing well-structured and temporally consistent annotations.

The comparison between DataClawy-O and DataClaw,-E further validates the benefit of special-
ization. DataClaw(-E improves over the omni variant on overall Field (97.53 vs. 87.65), Semantic
(74.94 vs. 62.46), and Sequence (48.86 vs. 44.82), with consistent gains on the Fuzzy subset. This
suggests that routing heterogeneous multimodal streams to domain-specific experts is more effective
than relying on a single general-purpose annotator.



Table 1: Comparison of DataClaw, against state-of-the-art MLLM models. We evaluate models
across five distinct domains and a newly introduced Fuzzy instruction subset. The best results in each
metric per column are highlighted in bold.

Model Metric Domains
GUI Embodied AIGC Daily Education Fuzzy Overall
Field 57.50 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 76.35 88.98
Claude-Sonnet-4-6 Semantic ~ 50.05 84.83 7426  54.46 54.46 65.72 63.96
Sequence  54.06 50.11 3338  41.07 41.07 36.48 42.70
Field 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 83.61 97.27

GPT-40 (1120-global) Semantic ~ 84.81 87.55 69.38  54.58 80.21 7439 7515
Sequence  80.69 46.33 46.95 29.33 50.71P 42.57 49.43

Field 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 88.74  98.12
Gemini-3.1-Pro-Preview  Semantic ~ 90.01 89.17 7526  54.51 54.51 79.63 7385
Sequence  99.67 67.97 33.14  51.48 51.48 47.25 58.50

Field 92.50 100.00 100.00  97.50 95.00 73.29 93.05
MiniMax-M2.7 Semantic ~ 78.93 79.28 69.07 4438 43.52 61.85 62.84
Sequence  77.86 51.84 6.83 32.89 17.54 32.16 36.52
Field 70.00 100.00 95.00  95.00 82.50 77.58 86.68
Qwen3.6-plus Semantic  62.64 87.40 67.82  51.20 62.14 64.37 65.93
Sequence  66.96 60.33 3971 4244 30.85 35.92 46.04
Field 94.87 100.00 95.00  87.50 90.00 70.46 89.64
Qwen3.5-9B Semantic ~ 72.72 77.48 6527  45.66 43.41 58.24 60.46
Sequence  72.71 59.35 3.29 27.70 24.75 29.63 36.24
Field 100.00 100.00 85.00  92.50 70.00 78.42 87.65

DataClaw,-O [Ours] Semantic ~ 80.01 63.37 55770  62.61 45.71 67.35 62.46
Sequence  85.70 67.01 2390  35.05 17.41 39.84 44.82

Field 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 85.17 97.53
DataClaw-E [Ours] Semantic  89.18 82.93 75.36 49.72 76.43 76.28 74.94
Sequence  96.33 71.60 1526  42.59 19.75 50.31 48.86

Meanwhile, proprietary MLLMs still show advantages in some semantic-heavy settings, benefiting
from broader pretraining and stronger open-ended reasoning. For example, GPT-40 obtains the best
overall Semantic score (75.15), slightly higher than DataClaw-E (74.94). Nevertheless, DataClaw-
E achieves comparable semantic performance while offering stronger controllability and competitive
sequence consistency, making it an effective specialized framework for multimodal data synthesis.

4.3 Downstream Application: Targeted Refinement & Efficiency

We evaluate whether DataClaw-generated data can effectively improve downstream multimodal
models. To this end, we conduct SFT experiments on three representative tasks: long-horizon GUI
navigation on AgentNet [86], action video generation on Ego4D [13], and spatio-temporal VQA
on ReMoT [65]. For each task, we select strong open-weights base models that match the target
modality and task format: Qwen3.5-4B for the understanding-oriented GUI and VQA tasks, and
Wan2.2-12V-5B [1 1] for image-to-video generation. The evaluation metrics are selected according to
the task focus and benchmark protocols. For GUI navigation, we report Step Success Rate (SSR) and
Task Success Rate (TSR), which measure local action correctness and end-to-end task completion.
For action video generation, we use the standard Fréchet Video Distance (FVD) for overall video
quality, and additionally report temporal consistency and Contact mAP, since our setting emphasizes
physically plausible affordance and action-object interaction. For spatio-temporal VQA, we follow
the official ReMoT protocol and report Partial Accuracy and Overall Accuracy. To isolate data quality,
we construct SFT data from the same raw streams for each task. Specifically, the identical inputs
are processed by three sources: Qwen3.5-9B, Gemini-3.1-Pro-Preview, and DataClaw,. We then
apply the same filtering procedure and sample an equal number of valid instances from each source,
ensuring that the comparison focuses on annotation quality rather than data quantity.

As shown in Table 2, self-processed data brings only limited gains over the zero-shot base mod-
els, while data generated by stronger annotators substantially improves downstream performance.
DataClaw( achieves performance comparable to Gemini overall, and obtains better results on several



Table 2: Downstream Application Performance across Three Distinct Tasks. We compare the
effectiveness of SFT data generated by different sources under strict volume alignment. Best results
are in bold.

GUI Navigation Action Video Generation Spatio-temporal VQA
Data Source for SFT

(Base: Qwen3.5-4B) (Base: Wan2.2-12V-5B) (Base: Qwen3.5-4B)
| SSR(%)1 TSR (%)?T | FVD| Consis. (%) Contact mAP 1 | Partial Acc. (%) 1 Overall Acc. (%) 1

Zero-shot Base Model | 124 1.2 | 3852 68.4 18.5 | 28.3 9.8
Processed by Base Model 16.8 35 362.1 69.1 242 335 14.2
Processed by Gemini-3.1-Pro 39.5 14.2 295.4 76.2 48.5 534 31.5
Processed by DataClaw, 38.2 15.6 288.6 75.8 51.2 52.1 33.2
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Figure 3: Overview of the DataClaw, data mixture and scaling behavior. Left: domain and subtask
distribution of the constructed samples. Right: Comparison of scaling curves for DataClaw,-E and
DataClaw-O, and t-SNE visualization of DataClaw-E, the raw data, and Qwen3.5-9B.

end-to-end metrics. These results indicate that DataClaw, can produce compact and task-relevant
supervision that transfers effectively to downstream models under the same data budget.

Overall, the downstream evaluation demonstrates that DataClaw, is not merely producing valid
structured annotations, but generating high-utility training data for targeted model refinement. More
detailed experimental settings and analysis are provided in Appendix C.1.

4.4 Scaling Laws and Emergent Diversity

We study the scaling behavior and emergent diversity of DataClawg to evaluate the necessity of
domain-decoupled expert routing. As summarized in Figure 3, the unified DataClaw-O model
shows unstable scaling under mixed-domain training, suggesting severe task interference among
heterogeneous multimodal extraction tasks. By contrast, DataClaw,-E mitigates this issue through
expert routing, enabling each domain expert to specialize on its local data distribution.

We also observe that DataClaw improves semantic diversity rather than merely replicating training
patterns. Feature-space analysis and fuzzy-intent evaluation show that DataClaw( covers a broader
intent space and remains robust to ambiguous, colloquial, or incomplete requests. Full analysis is
reported in Appendix D.1.

4.5 Ablation Studies

We conduct ablations on reward design and expert routing in Table 3. SFT establishes basic instruction
following and structured generation, raising the Field score to 100.00 and largely improving Semantic



Table 3: Ablation studies on reward design and expert routing. Reward ablation uses the 10% SFT
initialization. Routing ablation is conducted on Embodied and GUI tasks by comparing correct
routing with forced wrong routing.

(a) Reward Design (b) Expert Routing
Variant Field Sem. Seq. Domain (Expert) Field Sem. Seq.
Minimal Init. 82.50 36.79 4540 Embodied (Gui) 0.00 0.00  50.00
SFT Only 100.00 82.54 70.83 Embodied (Emb) 96.50 7421 63.48
GRPO w/0 Ranchor  100.00  83.32  70.11 GUI (Gui) 100.00 84.93 76.41
GRPO W/ Ronchor  100.00 82.36  71.96 GUI (Emb) 0.00 52.55  0.00

and Sequence scores. GRPO without R ,ch0r slightly increases Semantic performance but lowers
Sequence accuracy, suggesting that format- or text-oriented rewards alone may not preserve spatio-
temporal fidelity. With R, chor, the model obtains the best Sequence score of 71.96, confirming the
necessity of explicit spatial-temporal grounding. Ablation results of expert routing demonstrate that
accurate expert selection is indispensable. The GUI and embodied experts possess strong domain-
specific capabilities, with each excelling only in its own task domain and suffering severe performance
degradation when applied to the other.

4.6 Qualitative Analysis

As illustrated in Figure 4, across both robot manipulation and GUI reconstruction scenarios,
DataClaw-E outperforms baseline methods by accurately identifying key behavioral patterns, se-
lecting temporally consistent evidence, eliminating irrelevant trajectory fragments, and establishing
complete, structured task supervision; by contrast, baseline approaches suffer from clip mismatches,
missing critical fields, retained distractors, and unstructured sequence outputs.

N
You are given some short-horizon GUI trajectory fragments. Your task is to identify a plausible long-horizon GUI task that can

Please analyze this robot manipulation video and create one example of *Hesitation Loop Fault Diagnosis and Recovery* data.
be composed from them, infer the correct fragment order, and output the detailed reconstructed task.
Fragment Ax Open Google Cirome, use Google

x x ﬂ u B Lens to upload the saved image, find a similar
cartoon character image, and save it to Downloads.
folder as \Avatart". Step 1
............................................................................................. Fragment D Export document as PDF to Deskiop.
uuss ion": "Why are the robotic arms repeatedly moving slightly up and down over the box without gripping the mouse 11 Step 1
6Gemini-3. 1— and cable?",

pro-global :  “input_video": {“start_frame": 0, "end_frame": 12, "loop_start_frame": 11, “loop_end_frame": 12."loop_repeat_count': 2}, || Fragment E¢ Open System Satiings, navigate to
- Users section, selct the saved Avatarjpeg fle from
i In the constructed input video, the robotic Downloads, and set it as the system avatar. Step 1
arm has already grasped the mouse.
L 3 T G Fragment Fs Open Thunderbird, navigate to Trash
Quen35-9b 1 "ot framer: 4, "end_frame: 14, Yloop_start_frame? 13, "loop_end_frame": 14, "loop._repeat_count’: 2, folder, open the deleted email, and save the cartoon

character image to the deskiop. Step T

( The constructed data does not include questions or answer

*question’: "Why is the robot's right arm repeatedly moving back and forth over the box without dropping the mouse?”,

“ordered_fragment_labels"
“answer"; "The robot is stuck in a hesitation loop. Its right arm keeps swinging, preventing it from completing the 6PT-40:

*original_task": "Open Thunderbird, Then open Google Chrome, ...... Next, open System Settings, ... Finally,

grasping operation. To restore normal operation, retur to a stable approach state, firmy grasp the mouse, smoothly lorminate the task afer confiming the avatar has boen succesafully Updemad
place it into the box, and then release t. <video_gen><video_gens", ) x Fragment D i unrelated to
DataClaw-E :  cot": The robot's right arm repeatedly picks up and puts down the mouse. This swinging indicates that the robot is T TR

stuck in a hesitation loop malfunciion, and the weak grasp is preventing tfrom successfully picking up the object. The Quen35-9b: “rau_responser: ['F""A"E" D" BT x
() No standard JSON output, no task description.
"ordered_fragment_labels": ['F","A" "E"],

“input_video': 'start_frame": 1,"end_frame? 11,"1oop_start_frame? 9, "loop_end_frame"; 11,"loop_repeat_count":2). || DataClaw-E: originaltask": “Open the email in Thunderbid, find the cartoon character image in the email save it o the
“output_video': [9,24], desktop, then open Google Chrome, use Google Lens to find a similar cartoon character image, and save it
“output_image” (2] 1o the desktop, name it Avatart. Finally, open the system settings, find the avatar, and set the avatar to the

1 image \"Avatar\" in the download folder."

system should revert to the state before the hesitation began, as shown in <image_recall></image_recall>. From this
state, the robot should smoothly grasp the mouse, place it in the box, and then retract the robotic arm.",

Figure 4: Qualitative visualization. The left panel shows robot manipulation data construction, and
the right panel shows GUI task reconstruction. We compare the outputs of general-purpose MLLMs
with DataClaw,-E, where red crosses indicate invalid or incomplete tailoring results and green checks
indicate correct structured outputs.

5 Conclusion

We present DataClaw, a structured multimodal data tailoring framework for transforming raw
heterogeneous streams into high-quality, schema-aligned training data. Extensive experiments
show that DataClaw, effectively improves structured data generation across diverse multimodal
domains. Compared with self-refinement baselines, DataClawq produces substantially higher-quality
annotations, and achieves performance competitive with strong proprietary-model annotators under
the same data budget. Downstream adaptation results further demonstrate that DataClaw-generated
data provides useful supervision for targeted model refinement, especially on end-to-end task success
metrics.
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A DataClaw, Dataset and Benchmark

This appendix provides additional details about the DataClaw, data corpus, the data construction
pipeline, the DataClaw,-val benchmark, the fuzzy-intent evaluation subset, and the structured evalua-
tion metrics used throughout the paper. The goal of this section is to make the data construction and
evaluation protocols transparent and reproducible.

A.1 Dataset Overview

DataClawy is constructed to cover a broad spectrum of high-entropy multimodal streams, ranging
from long GUI operation logs to physical manipulation trajectories and instructional videos. We
organize the corpus into five representative domains: Daily Life, Education, Embodied Al, World
Models/AIGC, and GUI Agents. Each domain contains raw multimodal streams, factual anchors
extracted by domain-specific tools, and intent-conditioned structured outputs synthesized and verified
by our construction pipeline.

Domain diversity. The five domains are selected to cover different forms of multimodal entropy.
GUI streams contain dense text, Ul elements, and temporally ordered actions. Embodied trajectories
contain object states, spatial relations, contact events, and continuous action paths. Daily Life videos
emphasize procedural understanding and event segmentation. World Models/AIGC samples require
extracting scene layouts, motion patterns, and generation-oriented visual structures.

Intent diversity. For each domain, we design a set of domain-specific tailoring intents. These
intents specify the target downstream use case and output schema, such as GUI navigation training
data, spatio-temporal VQA data, embodied action trajectory data, or video generation supervision.
Table 4 lists representative intent categories.

Table 4: Representative intent categories in DataClawy.

Domain Representative Intent Category Typical Output Structure

GUI Agents UI action extraction ordered action JSON with coordinates
Embodied Al robot recovery reasoning fault diagnosis, corrective trajectories
World Models / AIGC  video generation planning prompt, motion plan, key evidence frames
Daily Life procedural knowledge extraction  step-by-step reasoning and QA

Education lecture summarization key concept, interlaced text and image

Data splits and leakage control. We ensure that validation samples are source-disjoint from
training data whenever the raw source provides identifiable stream or task IDs. Specifically, raw
videos, GUI sessions, and embodied trajectories used in DataClawg-val are excluded from the SFT
and GRPO pools. For GUI and embodied trajectories, we also remove repeated task templates and
nearly identical action sequences.

A.2 A Complete Data Construction Case

This subsection provides concrete examples of how DataClaw, converts raw multimodal streams
into intent-conditioned structured supervision. We show three representative cases from different
domains: embodied manipulation, long-horizon GUI composition, and daily-life environmental
understanding. These cases illustrate that DataClaw is not designed to merely caption raw videos or
screenshots; instead, it transforms high-entropy multimodal observations into structured, task-specific
data instances that can be directly used for downstream post-training.

Case 1: embodied manipulation. The first example comes from a robot manipulation trajectory.
The raw input is a short robot video consisting of sampled frames from an episode in which the
robot manipulates objects on a table. The user intent is to construct a Predict Next Primary Subtask
training example. This intent requires the model to infer the next high-level manipulation step from
the partially observed trajectory, rather than simply describe the current frame.
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Given the raw video, the bottom-up extraction stage identifies manipulation-relevant anchors, such as
visible objects, object states, robot arm motion, and temporal progress. In this example, the robot
has already placed a bag of yellow beads into a blue bowl, and the green block remains on the table
as the next salient object to be manipulated. The synthesis stage then converts these anchors into a
structured question-answer instance with an explicit reasoning trace.

Sample ID: 120_embodied_30

Raw input: a sampled robot manipulation video from an episode involving a beauty blender
and building blocks.

User intent: Construct one Predict Next Primary Subtask example from the robot manipula-
tion video.

Extracted anchors:

[
{
"type": "object_state",
"content": "a bag of yellow beads has been placed into the blue bowl",
"evidence_frames": [0, 16]
} 2
{
"type": "object_presence",
"content": "a green block remains on the table",
"evidence_frames": [0, 16]
} s
{
"type": "robot_motion",
"content": "the robot arm is retreating after completing the previous
placement",
"evidence_frames": [0, 16]
} s
{
"type": "task_progress",
"content": "the previous manipulation subtask appears completed;
the next object should be selected",
"evidence_frames": [0, 16]
}
]
Structured output:
{
"question": "What is the robot’s next primary subtask?",
"answer": "Pick up the green block.",

"cot": "The robot has just finished placing the bag of yellow beads into
the blue bowl. The left arm is retreating, leaving the green block as the
remaining object to be manipulated on the table. Therefore, the next
logical step is for the robot to approach and grasp the green block.",
"input_video": [0, 16],

"input_image": null,

"output_video": null,

"output_image": null

}

This example demonstrates how DataClaw turns a robot trajectory into a compact high-level planning
instance. The key supervision signal is not the surface-level description of the scene, but the inferred
next subtask grounded in temporal evidence and object-state transitions.

Case 2: long-horizon GUI task composition. The second example comes from the GUI domain.
The raw input contains multiple short-horizon GUI trajectory fragments. Each fragment consists of
screenshots, low-level actions, and textual descriptions. The user intent is to compose a plausible
long-horizon task from these fragments, infer the correct fragment order, and reconstruct the original
task. This is a challenging data construction setting because the model must distinguish semantically
compatible fragments from unrelated distractors.
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In this case, the candidate fragments include spreadsheet editing, Twitter/X Spaces sharing, Trello
due-date editing, and screen-time setting configuration. Only three fragments belong to the same
Excel spreadsheet task. DataClaw( must identify that Fragments B, A, and C are mutually consistent,
while Fragments D, E, and F are distractors from unrelated applications.

Sample ID: 145_GUI_15

Raw input: six short-horizon GUI trajectory fragments, each containing screenshots, low-
level GUI actions, and natural-language step descriptions.

User intent: Help compose a complex long-horizon GUI task from these short-horizon GUI
trajectory fragments.

Extracted fragment-level anchors:

[
{
"fragment": "A",
"domain": "spreadsheet",
"application": "Excel",
"content": "create column headers Ratings, Cost, Location,
Number of playerz, and enter Boggle rating",
Ilkey_cellsll R [llBlll s IIB2I| , |lc1ll s lIDlll , IlElll] s
"key_actions": ["click", "write", "press_enter", "press_tab"]
}’
{
"fragment": "B",
"domain": "spreadsheet",
"application": "Excel",
"content": "adjust column A width, undo, auto-adjust column A4,
adjust row 5 height, and undo",
"key_objects": ["column A", "row 5", "Undo button"],
"key_actions": ["drag", "click_undo", "double_click"]
})
{
"fragment": "C",
"domain": "spreadsheet",
"application": "Excel",
"content": "correct typo in E1 by changing playerz to players",
"key_cells": ["E1"],
"key_actions": ["double_click", "press_right", "backspace", "write"]
})
{
"fragment": "D",
"domain": "social_media",
"application": "Twitter/X",
"content": "share a scheduled Space by creating a post"
})
{
"fragment": "E",
"domain": "project_management",
"application": "Trello",
"content": "set a card due date to 10/30/2025"
}’
{
"fragment": "F",
"domain": "settings",
"application": "TikTok or mobile settings",
"content": "enable screen time breaks and set interval to 30 minutes"
}
]

Composition rationale:

Fragment B, Fragment A, and Fragment C all operate on the same Excel
spreadsheet for a Family Game Inventory. Fragment B prepares the sheet
layout by adjusting column and row sizes. Fragment A then enters the
spreadsheet headers and rating data, including the typo "Number of playerz"
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in cell E1. Fragment C continues from that state and corrects the typo in
El1 from "playerz" to "players". Fragments D, E, and F are discarded because
they belong to unrelated applications and task contexts.

Structured output:

{
"ordered_fragment_labels": ["B", "A", "C"],
"original_task": "In Excel, widen the width of column A, undo it, use
automatic adjustment to change the width of column A, widen the height of
row 5, undo it, type Ratings in Bl, enter 4 as the Boggle rating and try
to move in different directions using the keyboard, type Cost in C1,
Location in D1, Number of playerz in El, replace the information in E1 by
Number of playerz and change the last letter to s."

}

This case highlights three important capabilities of DataClaw. First, it performs cross-fragment
semantic alignment by recognizing that the spreadsheet fragments share the same application, table
content, and cell-level state. Second, it performs temporal ordering: formatting operations in Fragment
B should happen before data entry in Fragment A, while typo correction in Fragment C must happen
after the erroneous header has been created. Third, it rejects distractor fragments from unrelated
domains, preventing the constructed long-horizon task from mixing incompatible applications.

Case 3: daily-life environmental understanding. The third example comes from a daily-life
video. The intent is to construct a Contextual Reasoning and Environmental Understanding instance.
The raw video contains an egocentric or first-person view of an indoor scene. Unlike the GUI case,
the goal is not to reconstruct executable actions, but to generate a grounded reasoning question that
requires understanding the surrounding environment.

Sample ID: 17 _daily_7

Raw input: a sampled daily-life video showing an indoor scene with a wooden table and
household objects.

User intent: Construct one contextual reasoning and environmental understanding question-
answer pair from the video.

Extracted anchors:

[
{
"type": "scene_layout",
"content": "an indoor room with a wooden table surface",
"evidence_frames": [0, 24]
} 2
{
"type": "object_presence",
"content": "books and household objects are visible on the table",
"evidence_frames": [0, 24]
1,
{
"type": "object_presence",
"content": "a glass container or cup-like object appears on the table",
"evidence_frames": [0, 24]
} s
{
"type": "environment_cue",
"content": "the objects and furniture are consistent with a living area
or study space",
"evidence_frames": [0, 24]
}
]
Structured output:
{
"question": "What type of room am I in at the start of the video?",
"answer": "I’m in a living area or study space, identified by the wooden
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table with various items on it including books, a glass, and other

household objects.",

"cot": "The visual scene shows a wooden table surface with

multiple objects

like a red book, glass container, and other items typical of a living or

study area. The flooring appears to be wooden tiles, consistent with a

main living space rather than a bedroom or kitchen.",

"input_image": [0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15,
16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24],

"output_image": null

}

Across these examples, DataClaw( follows the same general construction principle. First, it extracts
or identifies factual anchors from the raw multimodal stream, such as object states, GUI actions, OCR
text, application context, scene layout, or temporal transitions. Second, it conditions generation on a
user-specified data construction intent. Third, it produces a structured output that follows the required
schema and is suitable for downstream training. The embodied case emphasizes temporal prediction
and object-state reasoning; the GUI case emphasizes long-horizon task composition and distractor
rejection; and the daily-life case emphasizes contextual scene understanding.

A.3 Data Construction Pipeline

DataClaw builds training data through an intent-conditioned construction pipeline. Instead of
directly prompting a VLM on arbitrary raw videos or GUI trajectories, we first transform raw
streams into compact, verifiable construction units, and then ask a strong multimodal model to
synthesize structured samples under explicit schema constraints. This design separates deterministic
preprocessing from semantic synthesis: lightweight scripts identify candidate temporal windows,
event fragments, and media resources, while the VLM performs higher-level reasoning such as
subtask prediction, failure diagnosis, task decomposition, and long-horizon reconstruction.

At a high level, the pipeline contains five stages:

1. Candidate discovery: scan raw videos or GUI trajectories to find segments that are likely
to support a target data construction intent.

2. Anchor and context packaging: convert selected segments into compact requests contain-
ing sampled frames, action traces, fragment descriptions, timestamps, or frame ranges.

3. Intent-conditioned VLM synthesis: call a strong VLM with a task-specific prompt and a
strict output schema.

4. Validation and materialization: parse the generated JSON, validate temporal ranges and
required fields, and materialize referenced videos or images.

5. Corpus export: write normalized training samples and separate artifact mapping files for
downstream training and inspection.

This section describes the pipeline using two representative sources: RoboCOIN robot manipulation
videos and GUI multi-event trajectories.

A.3.1 Robot Data Pipeline

For robot data [87, 88], DataClaw, processes raw robot operation videos into two types of embodied
training data: robot fault diagnosis and recovery data, and robot operation understanding data. Both
branches share the same general principle: first select informative video windows from long episodes,
then ask the VLM to construct structured supervision from a small number of representative frames,
and finally materialize the referenced video or image assets.

Fault synthesis branch. The fault synthesis branch constructs training samples for robot failure
diagnosis and recovery. The goal is to synthesize examples where the input depicts a robot getting
stuck or hesitating, and the output asks the model to identify the failure and infer the correct recovery
behavior.

The pipeline is implemented in three scripts:
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robocoin_fault_candidate_mine.py — robocoin_fault_synthesis_prepare.py —
robocoin_fault_synthesis_run.py.

The first stage mines candidate windows from the original RoboCOIN videos. It scans the head-
camera stream, e.g., observation. images.cam_high_rgb, reads video metadata such as frame
rate, duration, and total frame count, and filters invalid or too-short videos. For each valid episode, it
samples anchor positions at fixed fractions of the trajectory, such as 35%, 50%, and 65%. Around
each anchor, the script constructs two temporal ranges: an observation range and a future range. The
observation range is used to synthesize the faulty input, while the future range provides evidence of
the correct continuation.

The candidate mining stage produces a JSONL file of the following form:

{
"video_path": ".../episode_xxx.mp4",
"fps": 30.0,
"num_frames": 1800,
"obs_start": 540,
"obs_end": 600,
"future_start": 600,
"future_end": 660
}

The second stage prepares VLM requests. For each candidate, it samples a small number of frames
from the observation and future ranges, typically eight observation frames and four future frames.
These frames are encoded into the API request together with a task-specific system prompt. The
prompt defines the intended fault type, such as approach_stall, and requires the VLM to return a
structured JSON object containing the freeze frame, the number of repeated frames, the recall frame,
the recovery video range, and the natural-language question, answer, and reasoning.

A simplified target schema is:

{
"freeze_frame": int,
"freeze_repeat_count": int,
"output_image": [int],
"output_video": [int, int],
"question": str,
"answer": str,
"cot": [str, ...]

}

The third stage calls the VLM API, parses the returned JSON, and materializes the actual media assets.
The faulty input video is generated by repeating the selected freeze_frame, thereby simulating
a robot stall. The recovery output video is clipped from the original future trajectory according to
output_video. The recall image is extracted from the specified output_image frame. The final
output directory contains normalized training samples and a separate artifact file that maps sample
IDs to physical video and image paths:

output_root/

+-- training_samples. jsonl
+-- training_artifacts.jsonl
+-- videos/

| +-- input/
| \-- output/
\-- images/

\-- output/

This branch therefore turns ordinary successful robot trajectories into counterfactual-style failure
supervision. The synthetic input contains a plausible failure, while the output remains grounded in
the original successful continuation.
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Understanding branch. The understanding branch constructs robot operation understanding data.
It targets tasks such as describing the current subtask, predicting the next primary subtask, and
generating interleaved tutorial-style supervision. The corresponding scripts are:

robocoin_understanding_prepare.py — robocoin_understanding_run.py.

Unlike the fault branch, this branch does not create synthetic stalled videos. Instead, it samples
global keyframes from each episode and asks the VLM to construct an understanding-oriented
question-answer pair. For each episode, the preparation script uniformly samples a fixed number of
frames, e.g., 20 frames, from the full trajectory. The task family determines the prompt. For example,
in predict_next_primary_subtask, the model must infer the next high-level manipulation step
from the visible progress of the episode.

The VLM is required to select an input video range and produce the corresponding structured sample:

{
"input_video": [start_frame, end_frame],
"input_image": null,
"output_video": null,
"output_image": null,

"question": "What is the robot’s next primary subtask?",
"answer": "...",
"COt": [II.-'II’ Il'..ll]

}

The run script validates the output, clips the selected input video range, optionally extracts referenced
output images, and writes the normalized training sample. In this way, long raw robot episodes are
converted into compact embodied reasoning examples with explicit temporal grounding.

A.3.2 GUI Multi-event Construction Pipeline

For GUI data, DataClaw focuses on long-horizon task structure. The goal is not only to record
low-level GUI actions, but also to identify trajectories that contain multiple meaningful subgoals
and transform them into data for task decomposition, fragment ordering, and long-horizon task
reconstruction.

The GUI pipeline is centered on a multi-event filtering and decomposition module. It processes raw
GUI trajectories containing user instructions, screenshots, application or URL context, and low-level
events such as clicks, typing, scrolling, keyboard shortcuts, and navigation changes. The pipeline
first determines whether a trajectory is a genuine multi-event task, then decomposes it into subtask
fragments, and finally constructs reconstruction-style training data by shuffling the fragments and
asking a model to infer the original task order.

Stage 1: heuristic multi-event candidate filtering. The first stage uses lightweight heuristics
to identify trajectories that are likely to contain multiple separable objectives. The filtering logic
considers several task-level signals:

* whether the user instruction contains multiple action goals;

* whether it includes sequential markers such as “first”, “then”, or “after that”;

» whether the trajectory crosses multiple applications, pages, or URLSs;

* whether similar operations are repeated over multiple objects;

» whether the visual or event stream shows clear phase changes.

Based on these signals, each trajectory is assigned a coarse event-structure label:

* none: the trajectory is a single-goal task and should not be decomposed;
* sequential: the task contains multiple stages executed in order;
* parallel: the task applies similar operations to multiple objects;

* hybrid: the task combines sequential stages and parallel sub-blocks.
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This stage is intentionally conservative. Its purpose is to reduce the search space for later VLM
processing while avoiding the over-segmentation of ordinary single-goal workflows.

Stage 2: initial subtask proposal. For trajectories predicted as multi-event, DataClaw, produces
an initial subtask structure. Sequential tasks are split by stage boundaries, parallel tasks are split by
object or repeated operation, and hybrid tasks are first divided into coarse sequential stages before
expanding parallel blocks inside each stage. This heuristic decomposition is not treated as final
supervision. Instead, it provides useful scaffolding for the subsequent LLM-based refinement.

Stage 3: LLM-based decomposition and reconstruction. The next stage sends candidate trajecto-
ries and their preliminary structure to an LLM for finer-grained judgment. The LLM is asked to decide
whether the task truly merits decomposition and, if so, to output continuous, non-overlapping, and
collectively complete subtask fragments. The prompt explicitly distinguishes single-task trajectories
from sequential, parallel, and hybrid multi-event trajectories.

After obtaining reliable subtask fragments, DataClaw, constructs long-horizon reconstruction data.
The fragments are shuffled, and the model is asked to infer their correct order and reconstruct the
original user task. This creates training examples that directly target long-context GUI reasoning,
including fragment ordering, cross-fragment state tracking, and task-level composition.

A representative output schema is:

{
"ordered_fragment_labels": ["B", "A", "C"],
"original_task": "In Excel, adjust the spreadsheet layout, enter
inventory headers and ratings, and correct the typo in the final header."
}

In the Excel example, fragments involving spreadsheet formatting, header entry, and typo correction
are selected and ordered into one coherent long-horizon task, while distractor fragments from
Twitter/X, Trello, or settings pages are discarded. This demonstrates that the GUI pipeline is not
merely segmenting actions; it is reasoning about application context, task continuity, and whether
fragments can compose a plausible original instruction.

A.3.3 Unified Output Format and Artifact Management

Although the RoboCOIN and GUI pipelines operate on different raw modalities, they share a unified
output philosophy. The training sample stores semantic supervision, while large binary assets are
materialized separately and referenced through artifact metadata. This keeps the training JSONL
lightweight and makes it possible to relocate or regenerate media files without changing the logical
sample content.

A typical normalized sample has the following structure:

{
"id": "unique_sample_id",
"data_type": "embodied_robot_fault_decision_world_model",
"task_family": "approach_stall",
"input_video": [start_frame, end_frame],
"input_image": null,
"output_video": [start_frame, end_frame],
"output_image": [frame_index],
"question": "What went wrong and how should the robot recover?",
"answer": "The robot stalls while approaching the object. It should resume
the approach and continue with the successful recovery motion.
<video_gen>",
"cot": [
"The observation frames show the robot approaching the target.",
"The repeated freeze frame indicates a stall rather than normal motion.",
"The future segment shows the correct continuation and recovery."

]
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}

For samples that require media outputs, the corresponding artifact file stores the concrete paths:

{
"id": "unique_sample_id",
"input_video_path": "videos/input/unique_sample_id.mp4",
"output_video_path": "videos/output/unique_sample_id.mp4",
"output_image_path": "images/output/unique_sample_id. jpg"
}

We use placeholders such as <video_gen> and <image_recall> in natural-language answers to
indicate where generated or recalled media should be inserted during model training or evaluation.

A.3.4 Validation and Quality Control

DataClaw applies deterministic validation after VLM synthesis. The validation procedure depends
on the modality, but follows the same principles across domains.

Schema validation. Each generated response is parsed as JSON and checked against the required
task schema. Samples are rejected if required fields are missing, frame ranges have invalid types,
coordinates are malformed, or the output contains unparseable nested structures.

Temporal and artifact validation. For video-based samples, frame indices must fall within the
original episode length. Input and output ranges must have positive duration, and extracted clips or
images must be successfully materialized by ffmpeg. In the RoboCOIN fault branch, the selected
freeze frame must lie inside the observation range, while the recovery video should lie inside the
future range.

Task-structure validation. For GUI multi-event data, decomposed fragments are checked for
structural consistency. The final fragments should be continuous, non-overlapping, and collectively
cover the intended trajectory region. Reconstruction samples must contain a valid permutation of
fragment labels, and irrelevant distractor fragments should not be included in the ordered solution.

Resumability and auditability. All run scripts support resumable processing, so interrupted API
calls or media extraction failures do not require rebuilding the entire corpus. In addition, DataClaw
writes intermediate JSONL files at each major stage, such as candidate windows, API requests,
training samples, and artifact mappings. These files make the construction process auditable: one
can inspect how a raw episode or trajectory was selected, what evidence was sent to the VLM, what
structured supervision was generated, and which media files were finally materialized.

Overall, DataClawg’s data construction pipeline is designed to combine deterministic preprocessing
with model-based semantic synthesis. The deterministic stages provide grounding, compactness,
and reproducibility, while the VLM stage supplies the high-level reasoning needed to create diverse
supervision formats from raw multimodal interaction data.

A.4 DataClaw,-val

DataClawg-val is designed to evaluate agentic multimodal data tailoring rather than conventional
captioning, VQA, or action recognition. Each example provides a high-entropy multimodal input
together with an explicit data-construction intent, and asks the model to produce a structured training-
data instance. The benchmark therefore measures whether a model can decide what should be
extracted, selected, rewritten, or recomposed from raw multimodal evidence for a downstream
data-construction purpose.

Concretely, a DataClaw-val instance consists of four components:

1. Multimodal input: a video, an image sequence, GUI trajectory fragments, or interleaved
visual-text educational material.
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2. Tailoring intent: a natural-language instruction specifying the target data type, such as
video-generation training, VLN-style navigation, robot fault recovery, multimodal tutorial
construction, or long-horizon GUI task reconstruction.

3. Target schema: a required JSON format that defines the fields to be returned.

4. Reference output: a schema-valid structured output that selects the relevant frames or
fragments and writes the corresponding question, answer, reasoning, or reconstructed task.

All examples require structured JSON outputs. Depending on the domain, the output may include
frame indices, selected input or output images, generated natural-language supervision, chain-of-
thought reasoning, video-generation placeholders, or ordered GUI fragment labels. This design
makes the benchmark closer to real data-engineering workflows: the model must not only understand
the media, but also transform it into a usable data sample.

In addition to DataClaw-val, we construct DataClaw,-Intent, a fuzzy-intent stress test. DataClaw,-
Intent removes or weakens the explicit task specification and asks the model to infer a suitable
data-construction objective from an underspecified user request such as “Help me design an example
for data construction.” Unlike DataClawg-val, DataClaw(-Intent does not rely on a single canonical
ground-truth answer. Its final quality is evaluated through user study, because multiple valid tailoring
choices may exist for the same raw input.

A.4.1 Benchmark Composition

DataClaw(-val contains 200 examples covering five representative multimodal data-tailoring sce-
narios: AIGC/World, Daily Life, Education, Embodied AI, and GUI Agents. DataClaw-Intent
contains fuzzy-intent examples derived from the same general pool of multimodal sources, but with
underspecified or colloquial user instructions.

The five categories are designed to stress different aspects of multimodal data tailoring.

AIGC/World. AIGC/World examples evaluate whether a model can identify visually dynamic
segments useful for generative-model training. The input is typically a product-promotion or open-
world video represented as sampled frames. The model must locate a segment with rich motion,
object manipulation, or character-object interaction, and return a concise description together with the
selected frame indices. For example, in a product-promotion video, the desired output may identify
the segment where a host receives a speaker with both hands and places it on a table, or where a host
adjusts a handbag strap and demonstrates the crossbody pose.

Daily Life. Daily Life examples evaluate embodied navigation and procedural understanding in
egocentric or indoor videos. For example, the model is asked to create a VLN-style navigation sample
from a video. The output must include a navigation question, an executable natural-language answer,
a concise reasoning trace, and selected input/output frames. For example, one sample asks the model
to construct navigation supervision from a room video where the camera moves from a desk area
toward a bed; another asks for directions from a bed toward a workspace by a window. Beyond
navigation, this category also tests a model’s ability to construct world-knowledge understanding and
to generate interleaved visual-text tutorial data, such as step-by-step household instruction samples or
multimodal daily-task explanations.

Education. Education examples evaluate whether a model can reconstruct multimodal teaching
material from instructional images or noisy original annotations. The input may be a sequence
of lecture screenshots, visual derivations, or partially aligned transcript-image pairs. The model
must produce an interleaved visual-text learning sample, usually in the form of a student-facing
question and a step-by-step answer with image placeholders. For instance, one sample transforms
calculus screenshots into a partial-fraction and substitution explanation for integrating 1/(z2? — z).
Another reconstructs a Law of Cosines lesson and explains how to isolate ¢, apply the square root,
use parentheses in the calculator, and ensure degree mode.

Embodied AI. Embodied examples evaluate robot-operation data construction. We include both
fault-diagnosis examples and tutorial-style manipulation examples. In the fault-diagnosis setting, the
model receives robot manipulation frames and must synthesize an approach-stall recovery sample. It

26



selects an input video range, a freeze frame, a freeze-repeat count, a recovery video range, and a recall
image. The output also includes a question, answer, and reasoning trace, often with placeholders such
as <video_gen> and <image_recall>.

GUI Agents. GUI examples evaluate long-horizon task reconstruction from short GUI trajectory
fragments. Each input contains several fragments, where each fragment includes an instruction-level
description, low-level GUI actions, screenshots, and step descriptions. The model must determine
which fragments can compose a plausible long task, infer their correct order, and write the recon-
structed user goal.

A.4.2 Reference Output Construction

The reference outputs in DataClawg-val are constructed to be directly comparable with model
predictions. Each reference follows the task-specific JSON schema and contains only indices or
fragment labels that exist in the provided input. For video and image-sequence tasks, frame indices
are numbered from zero according to the provided sampled frames. For GUI tasks, fragment labels
are drawn from the candidate fragments in the prompt.

The construction process follows three principles.

Schema validity. All references are valid JSON objects and conform to the required output schema
in the prompt. We remove examples with missing required fields, invalid frame-index types, mal-
formed lists, or inconsistent null values.

Evidence grounding. Frame selections and fragment orders must be supported by the provided
multimodal evidence. For example, an AIGC/World reference should select frames that contain
the described hand-object or character-object interaction. A Daily Life navigation reference should
use input frames showing the starting location and output frames showing the target location or
arrival segment. For Daily Life world-knowledge understanding and interleaved visual-text tutorial
tasks, the reference should select key frames that capture object state changes or critical action
moments, supporting causal inference or conceptual explanation. An Embodied fault reference
should ensure that the freeze frame lies within the observed approach segment and that the recovery
video corresponds to a plausible continuation. A GUI reconstruction reference should only include
fragments that can be semantically connected into a coherent long-horizon task.

Intent alignment. The reference must satisfy the stated data-construction intent rather than merely
describe the media. For instance, in AIGC/World, the output is not a generic product caption; it must
identify a segment useful for video-generation training. In Education, the output is not a screenshot
summary; it must become interleaved teaching material. In GUI, the output is not a list of all fragment
contents; it must reconstruct a plausible original long-horizon task.

We additionally ensure that the raw streams used in DataClawg-val are separated from the training
corpus to avoid direct leakage.

A.4.3 DataClaw,-Intent: Fuzzy-intent Stress Test

DataClaw-Intent evaluates whether a model can act as an agentic data-construction assistant when
the user intent is vague. Unlike DataClaw-val, where the target task and output schema are explicitly
specified, DataClawg-Intent provides underspecified instructions such as:

“Help me design an example for data construction.”

The model must infer a useful data-construction objective from the raw input and produce a structured
output accordingly.
These fuzzy-intent examples stress a different capability from standard schema following. The model
needs to decide:

» what kind of training data the media is most suitable for;

» which temporal segment or visual evidence is most informative;

* what fields should be included in the output;
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* how to phrase the constructed question, answer, and reasoning;

» whether the selected supervision is useful for downstream model training.

For example, given a game-like video of a player approaching a spear-wielding enemy, a valid model
output may transform the clip into a predictive world-modeling sample. The model can select the
frames where the player closes distance as input evidence and the frames where the enemy initiates a
spear attack as output evidence:

{

"task_type": "action anticipation / predictive world modeling",

"question": "If the player keeps moving toward the spear-wielding enemy,

what action is likely to happen next?",

"answer": null,

"cot": "The media is best suited for action-anticipation data rather than
generic captioning because it contains a clear before-and-after
temporal structure. Frames 8--12 show the informative input segment:
the player is running down a rocky path, closing the distance to an
enemy who is holding a spear and preparing to react. Frames 13--18
show the target future segment: the enemy initiates a spear attack
once the player enters striking distance. The constructed question
turns this transition into a future-prediction task. The answer is
null because the supervision is provided by the selected output
frames. This example is useful for downstream training because it
teaches a model to infer future combat behavior from approach
direction, distance, enemy pose, and weapon state.",

"field_design": {

"task_type": "records the inferred data-construction objective",

"question": "phrases the supervision as a conditional future-prediction
query",

"answer": "kept null because the expected target is visual",

"cot": "explains the task choice, evidence selection, and training value",

"input_image": "contains the pre-event visual context",

"output_image": "contains the future event used as supervision"

})

"input_image": [8, 9, 10, 11, 12],

"output_image": [13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18]

}

Importantly, DataClawg-Intent does not have a unique ground-truth output. The same raw video could
plausibly be converted into different useful training instances, such as future-frame prediction, action
anticipation, event segmentation, or visual reasoning. Therefore, we do not score DataClaw-Intent
with exact-match metrics against a single reference. Instead, the final evaluation is conducted through
user study. 100 human users judge whether the model’s constructed sample is useful, grounded in the
media, appropriately structured, and aligned with a reasonable inferred data-construction goal.

A.4.4 Metrics

Structured multimodal data cannot be faithfully evaluated by conventional text-generation metrics
such as BLEU or ROUGE. We therefore define a hierarchical score:

Stotal = ston . (Alsfield + )\2Ssemantic + )\SStraj)7 (8)

where Gson € {0,1} is a hard JSON-validity gate, assigning zero score to malformed outputs. We
use A\ = 0.20, A = 0.35, and A3 = 0.45.

The field score measures schema integrity:
Stictd = 0.7Cie1a + 0.3(1 — Ryicra), )
where C/fje1q is ground-truth field coverage and R y;eq is the truncated extraneous-field ratio, with

robust key matching to tolerate minor formatting differences.
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The semantic score measures embedding-based cosine similarity over textual fields:

Ssemantic = asimquestion Zf;mjn;wer + ’YSimcot7 (10)

where o = 0.40, 8 = 0.40, and v = 0.20 by default, dynamically renormalized based on field
availability.

For spatio-temporal samples, the visual score is defined based on trajectory-shape similarity:
Straj = exp(_dshape/Ts)y (1 1)

where trajectories are normalized and resampled to K = 50; dgpqpe denotes the trajectory Mean
Absolute Error (MAE), and the temperature hyperparameter is set to 75 = 0.10.

B Training and Deployment Details

This section provides details about GRPO training, reward design, and the Omni/Expert deployment
paradigms.

B.1 Rule-Driven Reinforcement Learning via GRPO

To overcome hallucinations and formatting collapses in long-sequence multimodal tasks, we introduce
reinforcement learning atop the initial policy 7gpp. Traditional multimodal RLHF requires training
a reward model of comparable size to the policy model, which incurs prohibitive GPU memory
overhead when processing long videos or high-resolution image sequences. Therefore, DataClaw
employs Group Relative Policy Optimization (GRPO), eliminating the reliance on a Critic model
through intra-group relative advantage estimation.

Crucially, because DataClaw’s objective is to generate strictly structured data tailored to specific
intents, we can entirely discard subjective and computationally expensive neural network reward
models in favor of model-free, deterministic Rule-based Rewards. For any trajectory Y generated by
the model, we define the joint reward function R(Y):

R(Y) = AlRfOTmat (K CI)) + >\2Ranch0r(Y> A) + ABReff(Y) (12)

* Format Compliance Reward (12 ,,mqt): We utilize an Abstract Syntax Tree (AST) or regex
parser to strictly verify whether the generated content Y is 100% compliant with the target
schema ®. Successful parsing yields a high positive reward, whereas structural or syntactic
errors result in an immediate truncation penalty.

Spatio-Temporal Anchor Reward (R, .1or): This reward is designed for embodied and video-
based tasks that exhibit complex spatio-temporal dynamics. It measures the temporal shape
similarity between the predicted and ground-truth trajectories—defined as the similarity of their
frame-wise distributions in the constructed data sequence. To ensure temporal alignment across
trajectories of varying lengths, we first normalize discrete frame indices to a standardized interval
and apply interpolation to resample each trajectory into /' = 50 uniformly distributed alignment
points. We then compute the Mean Absolute Error (MAE) between the predicted and ground-
truth distributions of these alignment points to obtain the trajectory deviation dgp,qpe. Finally,
this deviation is converted into a similarity-based reward through an exponential mapping:

dshape
Ranchor = €xXp (_hp) (13)

Ts

where the temperature hyperparameter 7, = 0.10 provides tolerance to minor misalignments.
This design allows DataClaw to receive fine-grained quantitative feedback reflecting both the
temporal shape coherence and the overall spatio-temporal alignment quality.

Reasoning Efficiency Penalty (1. ¢7): To prevent the model from producing overly verbose or
trivially short Chain-of-Thought (CoT) reasoning, we introduce a dynamic length regularization
mechanism. Since the appropriate CoT length varies with the underlying sample complexity, an
ideal reasoning trace should be sufficiently elaborate to cover key analytical steps, yet concise
enough to avoid redundant self-expansion. To operationalize this notion, we assess CoT length
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adaptively within each GRPO rollout group. Specifically, we identify the rollouts whose overall
reward ranks within the top 50% of the group and treat their CoT lengths as reference standards.
For the remaining rollouts, CoT sequences that are significantly longer or shorter than this
reference are penalized, while those falling close to the reference range receive a slight positive
adjustment. This relative, group-wise normalization encourages the policy to learn reasoning
behaviors that are both efficient and well-calibrated to task complexity.

GRPO Optimization Objective: During training, for a given input (X,4.,, I), the current policy
model 7y samples a candidate group G containing G diverse outputs: G = {Y(l)7 Y@ . ,Y(G)}.
We compute the joint reward R(9) = R(Y(9)) for each candidate and normalize them within the
group to obtain the relative advantage estimation:

Ale) — M (14)

OR

where 11z and o are the mean and standard deviation of the G rewards in the group, respectively.
Subsequently, we update the model parameters # by maximizing the following GRPO objective
function:

JO)=E

G

1 X N

= > (min (p@(B)A®) clip(p® (6),1 = €1+ ) A®)) = BDscs (o | w))]
g=1

15)

o (Y O X 1) and e is the clipping hyperpa-

where the importance sampling ratio is p{9) () = EPACID aa

rameter.

Through this “SFT Initialization + Rule-Reward Driven GRPO” paradigm, DataClaw significantly
stimulates the model’s agentic capability to proactively tailor high-value structured knowledge from
complex multimodal streams, particularly excelling in spatio-temporal grounding due to the injection
of Ranchor .

B.2 Inference Architecture & Deployment Paradigms

To transform the GRPO-aligned policy model 7y into a practical structured tailoring agent, we design
an inference architecture that emphasizes output validity, grounding reliability, and deployment
flexibility. Given raw multimodal streams X,,,, and user-defined intents I, DataClaw, generates
schema-aligned structured outputs Ysi,yct-

B.2.1 Core System Architecture
DataClaw’s inference process consists of three decoupled modules:

* Multimodal Ingestion & Intent Parsing: This module receives raw multimodal data streams
X ,aw and user-defined intents I, and converts them into structured context sequences readable
by the policy model. In the current implementation, we employ rule-based automation scripts
to segment long video trajectories into broad yet semantically coherent clips that contain
key events based on raw dataset annotations. This step serves as a scalable preprocessing
pipeline for multimodal grounding. In future iterations, this stage will be extended into a more
intelligent pipeline using a long-video understanding model capable of adaptively identifying
event boundaries and intent-relevant sub-sequences.

Schema-Constrained Inference Engine: This module deploys the policy model 7y to generate
structured outputs. To reduce formatting failures, a lightweight schema-aware constraint can be
applied during decoding, suppressing invalid continuations that violate the target schema .

Structural Verification & Grounding: This module conducts post-hoc structural and seman-
tic verification by leveraging factual anchors A together with quantitative evaluation metrics.
When the generated output Y.+ contains concrete elements such as Ul components, spatial
coordinates, timestamps, or action trajectories, the system cross-checks these elements against
extracted anchors to ensure factual consistency and spatial grounding. Furthermore, the ver-
ification process is quantitatively guided by three complementary metrics: (i) schema—field
correctness for structural validity, (ii) textual semantic alignment for content faithfulness, and
(iii) trajectory—shape similarity for spatio-temporal coherence. Together, these mechanisms
ensure that the tailored outputs are both semantically grounded and structurally reliable.
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B.2.2 Omni vs. Expert Deployment Paradigms

Considering the heterogeneity of multimodal data and varying deployment requirements, DataClaw
supports two complementary architectures:

» DataClaw(-O (Omni Tailoring Agent): A unified model jointly trained across all domains. It
serves as a generalist agent for diverse cross-domain intents / within a single model.

» DataClaw(-E (Expert Tailoring System): A decoupled architecture composed of domain-
specific tailoring agents, such as GUI, embodied Al experts. In deployment, the corresponding
expert is selected according to the target scenario, domain setting, or user-specified configuration.
This paradigm improves domain-specific robustness and allows modular updates.

C Downstream Evaluation

C.1 Detailed Analysis of Downstream Application

The downstream evaluation aims to verify whether the structured data generated by DataClaw
can provide effective supervision for targeted model refinement. We consider three representative
multimodal tasks: long-horizon GUI navigation [86], action video generation [13], and spatio-
temporal VQA [65]. These tasks cover different output spaces and reasoning requirements, including
action planning, visual dynamics generation, and fine-grained temporal understanding.

For a fair comparison, all training sets are constructed from the same raw input streams. Specifically,
each raw stream is processed by three different annotators: the base model itself, Gemini-3.1-Pro-
Preview, and DataClawq. The base-model processing setting serves as a self-refinement baseline,
while Gemini represents a strong proprietary-model annotator. To ensure that the comparison focuses
on data quality rather than data quantity, we apply the same coarse rule-based filtering procedure to
remove malformed samples and then randomly sample an equal number of valid instances from each
processed data pool.

As shown in Table 2, fine-tuning on self-processed data only provides limited improvements over
the zero-shot base models, suggesting that simple self-refinement is insufficient for these challeng-
ing multimodal tasks. In contrast, both Gemini-processed and DataClawg-processed data lead to
substantial gains, demonstrating that high-quality structured supervision is crucial for downstream
adaptation.

A closer comparison between Gemini and DataClaw, shows a consistent trade-off. Gemini achieves
slightly better results on some partial or step-level metrics, such as GUI SSR and VQA Partial
Accuracy. This suggests that strong proprietary models can provide rich intermediate supervision
that benefits local or partially correct predictions. However, DataClaw, achieves stronger results on
several end-to-end metrics that better reflect final task completion. For example, DataClaw obtains
higher GUI TSR and VQA Overall Accuracy, indicating better transfer to complete task-solving
ability. In action video generation, DataClaw also achieves lower FVD and higher Contact mAP,
showing improved visual quality and stronger modeling of physical interactions.

These results support the motivation of DataClaw. Instead of producing verbose general-purpose
annotations, DataClaw is optimized to extract compact, schema-aligned, and task-relevant structured
supervision from multimodal streams. Under the same data budget, such targeted supervision can be
more effective for improving end-to-end performance. Therefore, DataClaw provides a practical
and controllable alternative to proprietary annotators for downstream multimodal data construction.

C.2 Unified Refinement Protocol

For each downstream task, we use the same raw data streams and process them with different
annotators: the base model itself, a strong closed-source VLM, and DataClawg. All annotators
receive the same task intent and target schema. Their outputs are passed through the same coarse
filtering pipeline. We then sample an equal number of valid instances for downstream fine-tuning.

The protocol is:

1. Select raw multimodal streams for a downstream task.
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. Process the same raw streams using Self-Refinement, Gemini-3.1-Pro / Qwen3.5, and DataClawy.
Apply the same schema and quality filters.

. Randomly sample the same number of valid instances from each method.

. Fine-tune the same downstream base model using identical hyperparameters.

. Evaluate on held-out task-specific benchmarks.

C.3 GUI Navigation

Downstream model. We fine-tune Qwen3.5-4B. The model predicts actions from screenshots, task
instructions, and interaction history.

Metrics. We report Step Success Rate (SSR) and Task Success Rate (TSR). SSR measures the
fraction of predicted steps that match the reference action or lead to the correct Ul state. TSR measures
whether the full task is completed successfully within a maximum number of steps. Formally,

#successful steps TSR — #£successful tasks
#total steps N

SSR = (16)

F£total tasks

Figure 5 visualizes a representative downstream example.
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Figure 5: Qualitative example for GUI navigation.

C.4 Action Video Generation

Downstream model. We fine-tune Wan2.2-12V-5B. The model receives an input image and text
prompt and generates a short video.
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Fine-tuning hyperparameters. Table 5 lists the video generation fine-tuning setup.

Table 5: Video generation downstream fine-tuning hyperparameters.

Hyperparameter  Value

Base model Wan2.2-12V-5B

Training clips 200

Resolution 480 x 832

Frames perclip 81

Epochs 3

Learning rate 1x1075

Batch size 1

Hardware 8 x NVIDIA A100 80GB

Visualization. Figure 6 compares videos generated by models trained with different refined datasets.

baseline

Qwen3.5-9b

Gemini-3.1-
pro-preview

DataClaw-E

Ground Truth

Figure 6: Qualitative comparison for action video generation.

C.5 Spatio-temporal VQA

Downstream model. We fine-tune Qwen3.5-4B. The model receives video frames and a question
and predicts the answer.

Metrics. We report Partial Accuracy and Overall Accuracy. Partial Accuracy gives credit for
partially correct structured answers, such as correctly identifying the object but missing the temporal
order. Overall Accuracy requires the full answer to match the reference.

Visualization. Figure 7 shows a representative VQA example.

D Additional Experiments and Ablations

D.1 Scaling Laws and Emergent Diversity

In this section, we investigate the training dynamics of our framework, specifically addressing why
a domain-decoupled expert architecture is superior to a unified model, and verifying the emergent
generalization capabilities of DataClawy.

Scaling Laws and Task Interference. We train a unified model, denoted as DataClaw,-O. As
illustrated in Figure 3, instead of exhibiting a smooth, log-linear scaling curve, the Omni model
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Question: Ignore simple camera translation and only consider the camera's horizontal or vertical rotation.
Please answer the following questions based on the three images above.Please select the horizontal rotation
direction of the camera's viewpoint from Image 1 to Image 2 among the following options, A: Right, B: Left, C: No
rotation.\nPlease select the horizontal rotation angle of the camera's viewpoint from Image 1 to Image 2 among
the following options, A: 15 degrees, B: No rotation, C: 10 degrees, D: 5 degrees.\nPlease select the vertical
rotation direction of the camera's viewpoint from Image 1 to Image 2 among the following options, A: Down, B:
Up, C: No rotation.\nPlease select the vertical rotation angle of the camera's viewpoint from Image 1 to Image 2
among the following options, A: 143 degrees, B: 5 degrees, C: No rotation.\nPlease select the horizontal rotation
direction of the camera's viewpoint from Image 1 to Image 3 among the following options, A: Left, B: No rotation,
C: Right.\nPlease select the horizontal rotation angle of the camera's viewpoint from Image 1 to Image 3 among
the following options, A: 67 degrees, B: 135 degrees, C: 175 degrees, D: No rotation.\nPlease select the vertical
rotation direction of the camera's viewpoint from Image 1 to Image 3 among the following options, A: Down, B:
Up, C: No rotation.\nPlease select the vertical rotation angle of the camera's viewpoint from Image 1 to Image 3
among the following options, A: No rotation, B: 90 degrees, C: 125 degrees, D: 48 degrees.\nPlease select the
horizontal rotation direction of the camera's viewpoint from Image 2 to Image 3 among the following options, A:
No rotation, B: Left, C: Right.\nPlease select the horizontal rotation angle of the camera's viewpoint from Image
2 to Image 3 among the following options, A: 5 degrees, B: No rotation, C: 100 degrees.\nPlease select the
vertical rotation direction of the camera's viewpoint from Image 2 to Image 3 among the following options, A: No
rotation, B: Up, C: Down.\nPlease select the vertical rotation angle of the camera's viewpoint from Image 2 to
Image 3 among the following options, A: No rotation, B: 5 degrees, C: 15 degrees, D: 9 degrees.\nPlease answer
the multiple-choice questions above in sequence.Only return A, B, C, or D in <answer></answer>, for example
<answer>ADCAABADBACA</answer>.

Answer: <answer>BDBBBDCABABB</answer>

Figure 7: Qualitative example for spatio-temporal VQA.

demonstrates severe performance oscillation. For instance, the overall score starts at 53.60 with 1/15
data, drops sharply to 47.23 at 7/15, rebounds to 57.84 at 12/15, and then drops again.

We attribute this instability to severe Task Interference (or negative transfer) within the shared
weights of the 9B-parameter base model. The multimodal extraction tasks in our benchmark span
vastly different distributions. Forcing a single compact model to optimize for these divergent
objectives simultaneously leads to gradient conflicts and catastrophic forgetting. In contrast, our
final DataClaw-E (Expert) ensemble completely bypasses this interference. By routing tasks to
domain-specific experts, each model perfectly fits its local data distribution, achieving a stable and
superior combined score of 68.86. This fundamentally justifies the absolute necessity and scientific
soundness of our “Domain-Decoupled + Expert Agent Routing” strategy.

Emergent Diversity and Intent Comprehension. To examine whether DataClaw merely mem-
orizes surface patterns or demonstrates genuine generalization ability, we extract the semantic
embeddings of three data sources: the original Raw Data, the data refined by the base model
(Qwen3.5-9B), and the data refined by DataClaw,. We visualize their feature distributions using
t-SNE dimensionality reduction (Figure 3).

The visualization shows that the feature space of the base model’s outputs expands slightly beyond
that of the Raw Data, indicating limited diversification in its refinements. In contrast, the data refined
by DataClawq exhibits a substantially broader and more evenly distributed coverage across the
semantic space. This suggests that DataClaw injects stronger emergent diversity into the generated
trajectories, revealing new clusters and long-tail patterns that the base model fails to capture. Rather
than marginally shifting the training distribution, DataClaw, reconstructs it into a richer and more
heterogeneous semantic landscape.
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To further quantify this capability, we build a DataClaw,-Intent evaluation subset composed entirely
of vague, high-level instructions. As shown in Table 1, DataClaw significantly surpasses its base
model (Qwen3.5-9B) and approaches the performance of Gemini 3.1-pro-preview on this challenging
fuzzy-instruction benchmark.

E Qualitative Analysis

E.1 Successful Case Studies

We showcase qualitative case studies covering representative domains to exemplify DataClaw’s
end-to-end process. Each case presents the raw input, user intent, and DataClaw, output.

Please analyze this gameplay video and create one example of *Observe Surroundings Future
Generation* data. The constructed question-answer pair should include a Chain-of-Thought (CoT)

user
input
{
model "question”: "What would the scene look like if the character ran to the right?",
response "cot": "The input frame shows the character running forward along a path with a low boulder slope on
the right. If the character then runs to the right, future frames show the character crossing the boulder
slope and continuing along a dirt path with a large tree on the right.",
"input_video": [2,9],
"output_image": [10,18]
b
Figure 8: Successful world-model or video-generation tailoring case.
Please analyze this video and create one example of *Tutorials or Keyframe Step-by-Step
Breakdowns with Interwoven Text and Images* data. <video> The constructed question—answer
user pair should include a Chain-of-Thought (CoT) reasoning process.
input ~
model "question": "Please provide a step-by-step diagram of the long jump movement.",
response "answer": "Step 1: The athlete sprints down the runway to gain speed. <img> Step 2: He takes off and flies

through the air. <img> Step 3: He lands safely in the sand pit. <img>",

"cot": "To create a tutorial breakdown, | identified the distinct phases of the jump: preparation/identity,
the run-up, the jump itself, and the landing. | selected keyframes that best represent each of these stages to
guide the viewer through the technique.",

"input_image": null,

"output_image": [10,17,23]

}

Figure 9: Successful daily-life tailoring case.
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E.2 Failure Cases

Although DataClaw, improves structured multimodal data tailoring, it still fails in several scenarios.
As shown in Figure 10, the constructed sample is semantically correct—the question asks how to
navigate from the workspace to the bed, and the generated answer properly describes that transition.
However, the CoT text describes the video as starting from the workspace and then moving toward
the bed, while the actual input frames (0 — 20) are temporally ordered in the opposite direction
(from the bed to the workspace).

Such temporal inconsistencies are occasionally observed when large multimodal language models
generate narrative-style reasoning. They tend to infer a likely or contextually coherent event flow
based on spatial cues rather than the exact chronological order of frames, a behavior commonly
referred to as temporal hallucination. This phenomenon is largely inherent to the base model’s
reasoning prior. Although minor, these cases highlight the intrinsic difficulty of enforcing strict
temporal grounding in long-horizon multimodal reasoning, which remains an open challenge for
current LLM-based architectures.

Please analyze this video and create one example of *VLN-style Navigation* data. <video>The constructed
question—answer pair should include a Chain-of-Thought (CoT) reasoning process.

user

input

model "question": "How do | navigate from the workspace to the bed?",

response "answer": "Turn away from the desk and walk towards the bed visible in the background.",

"cot": "The video begins with a view of the desk and laptop. The camera then pans and moves forward,
revealing the bed structure in the distance, indicating the path from the workspace to the bed.",

"input_image": [0,1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,18,19,20],

"output_image": null

}

Figure 10: Failed daily-life tailoring case.

F Limitations and Future Work

Despite its effectiveness, DataClawy still has several limitations. First, the current data scale remains
moderate compared with large-scale pretraining corpora. Although our pipeline demonstrates promis-
ing data-refinement capability, future work should extend the construction process to million-scale
multimodal supervision data to further improve coverage and robustness.

Second, DataClaw( currently relies on user-provided raw streams as the input source. In other
words, the system mainly performs refinement, filtering, and annotation over existing multimodal
trajectories or interaction records. It does not yet support fully autonomous data creation from user
intent alone. A more ambitious direction is to allow the agent to enter embodied, game, or GUI
simulation environments, actively explore, collect interactions, and construct supervision data based
only on high-level user intent. This would move DataClaw, from raw-stream refinement toward
autonomous data synthesis and self-improving data generation.
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