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Figure 1: Generative Tutorial reimagines tutorials as live, contextualized visual instructions adapted to a user’s environment

and evolving task progress. The prototype system continuously captures real-world context and grounds the task model in

the user’s environment. For each step, it aims to generate a workspace-grounded goal image and demonstration video (e.g.,

showing how to press and twist a muddler to crush ice). By propagating real and speculative visual context forward, the system

proactively generates guidance for upcoming steps (e.g., squeezing juice and preparing a mint garnish). The generated guidance

is presented and situated in its associated task workspace, allowing instructions to coexist across activities and remain available

as the user switches between them (e.g., moving from preparing a house mocktail to setting the dining table).

Abstract

Visual instructions for physical tasks are typically authored in

one context and followed in another, requiring users to translate

demonstrated tools, materials, and spatial relationships into their

own environment. We introduce Generative Tutorial, a conceptual

framework for live visual instruction that depicts intended out-

comes and actions within the user’s environment and task flow. A

formative evaluation of state-of-the-art image and video generation

identifies failures and potential benefits across 15 physical tasks.

Drawing on these findings, we build an augmented-reality proto-

type system that proactively generates goal images and demonstra-

tion videos using observed workspace context and predicted visual

outcomes of preceding actions. A 24-participant lab study found

higher task performance quality, greater perceived workspace corre-

spondence, and shorter step-confirmation intervals with the system

than with pre-authored guidance. Qualitative findings highlighted

how contextual resemblance shapes trust, how generation errors
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affect interpretation, and how guidance delivery should adapt to

users’ needs, informing future designs.
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1 Introduction

Visual instructions—ranging from online (e.g., YouTube) tutorial

videos to diagrams and illustrated guides—are a primary means for

guiding physical tasks
1
, especially when task execution relies on

spatial relationships, material states, or tacit techniques [50, 64].

Despite their ubiquity, these media are mostly pre-authored within

fixed contexts. Users must mentally translate generic demonstra-

tions to accommodate variations in their own tools, viewpoints,

1
In this work, we define “physical tasks” broadly as activities involving bodily move-

ment to achieve physical, rather than digital, goals. We use “instruction” and “guidance”

interchangeably to refer to information intended to directly support task performance,

as distinct from information for training/learning.
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and workspace layouts [43], while constantly realigning them to

their actual task flow [25, 67]. Prior research in HCI has explored

augmented reality (AR) interfaces to reduce the burden of spatial

mapping by registering visual cues directly onto the physical en-

vironment [38, 48, 79]. Beyond instructional efficacy, a persistent

challenge for these systems is the inherent trade-off between au-

thoring effort and visual fidelity: highly realistic overlays demand

intensive manual instrumentation, resulting guidance typically de-

faults to abstract, low-fidelity visual assets.

Recent advances in visual generative models, such as image and

video generation models [6, 59], have enabled high-fidelity visual

synthesis at ever-decreasing latency. This capability raises a new

possibility for physical task guidance: conditioned on a live view

and task description, these models may be prompted to depict how

a step should be performed with the user’s own objects and scene

(e.g., what a fabric would look like aligned with a seam, where a

soldering iron should contact a circuit pad, or how a mechanical

gear should seat in its housing). In this work, we conceptualize

this paradigm of on-the-fly, environment-aware visual guidance as

Generative Tutorial (see Figure 1).

Yet realizing this vision presents two substantial challenges. First,

the ability to generate realistic media does not inherently guarantee

effective instruction. While current models can produce visually

plausible output, they are prone to errors in object identity, tar-

get configuration, action execution, or temporal continuity [65];

how these errors manifest and the extent to which they may de-

grade instructional utility remain unclear. Furthermore, steering

visual generative models for live physical task guidance raises both

design and technical challenges. Rather than simply generating

isolated images or videos, effective live guidance requires identi-

fying and capturing task-relevant context, scheduling generation

to accommodate changing contexts and substantial model latency,

and presenting generated output that maintains clear spatial corre-

spondence with its physical referents without inducing excessive

perceptual load.

To answer the first question, we conduct a formative evaluation

of state-of-the-art off-the-shelf image and video generation mod-

els, qualitatively analyzing 176 artifacts generated for 45 sampled

unit actions
2
across 15 physical tasks. We identify 27 observable

issue codes spanning action interpretation, target-state accuracy,

contextual coherence, and presentation, with at least one issue in

67 of 86 images and 82 of 90 videos. These recurring failures moti-

vate prioritizing low-consequence, reversible actions with visually

verifiable outcomes and validating both the requested change and

its source context. Failures involving obscured details or unclear

motion further motivate complementary goal images and demon-

stration videos for inspecting task-relevant details.

We then instantiate Generative Tutorial in an AR prototype sys-

tem. The system first contextualizes high-level task intents from live

observations into unit actions assigned to registered workspaces.

To prepare guidance ahead of the user’s actions, it propagates gen-

erated goal states along action dependencies, using observed or

speculative visual context to generate goal images and demon-

stration videos. The system presents available media side-by-side

2
We use “unit action” in this work to refer to a bounded segment of a task organized

around one immediate physical objective.

anchored to the physical workspace, allowing users to compare in-

tended outcomes and demonstrated motion with their own actions

and explicitly confirm step completion. In a counterbalanced lab

study with 24 participants across four everyday tasks, the proto-

type system demonstrated improved task quality, higher perceived

workspace correspondence, and shortened step-confirmation inter-

vals compared with a pre-authored guidance baseline. Qualitative

findings highlighted how local resemblance shaped interpretation

and trust, generated inconsistencies required judgment, and com-

plementary media, pacing, and controls should personalize to users’

needs, pace, and physical actions.

In summary, this work contributes:

• Generative Tutorial, a conceptual framework that connects

environmental observations, action grounding, and visual

generation to support live instructions aligned with users’

physical surroundings and task progress.

• A formative evaluation of state-of-the-art visual generative

models on context-conditioned unit-action generation across

15 physical tasks, identifying recurring failures and design

implications for generated visual guidance.

• An AR prototype system that proactively generates goal

images and demonstration videos from observed and specu-

lative visual context and presents them beside the physical

workspace.

• Findings from a comparative study with 24 participants

across four everyday tasks, showing the prototype system’s

benefits for task quality and workspace correspondence, and

revealing how contextual resemblance, generation errors,

and media timing shape users’ interpretation of guidance.

2 Related Work

Our work builds on context-adaptive physical task guidance, visual

instructions and their creation process, and recent HCI literature

on steering visual generative models.

2.1 Context-Adaptive Physical Task Guidance

Physical tasks involve rich contextual factors that lead to task dif-

ficulty [46]. We categorize how prior systems adapt guidance to

accommodate these factors along three dimensions: the environ-

ment, task, and user.

Environment-adaptive systems register instructions to local ob-

jects and configurations. A common strategy is to spatialize guid-

ance by embedding prerecorded instructional steps with respect to

specific elements in the workspace, such as kitchen items [9], cir-

cuit boards [8], and origami paper [10], allowing users to consume

instructions in place. For example, CARING-AI [62] introduced a

pipeline that authors humanoid-avatar instructional animations

from expert demonstrations and natural speech, then spatially and

temporally blends them into learners’ practice environment.

Task-adaptive systems align or reconfigure predefined proce-

dures. Prior work has segmented and aligned procedural content

with users’ progress, such as assembly-video sequencing and track-

ing [74], or repurposed it to support metacognitive activities such

as self-exploration [69] and reflection [78]. The form of guidance

would depend on task characteristics. Activities emphasizing co-

ordinated body movements often benefit from visualizations of

2
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kinetic-chain motion (e.g., basketball [71], table tennis [49], and

welding [73]) or muscle activation intensity (e.g., physical reha-

bilitation [82], massage [31]). For procedural tasks, which often

comprise interdependent actions, recent systems seek to anticipate

progress and provide proactive assistance [1, 2, 4]. For example,

PrISM-Observer [3] intervenes when inferred progress suggests

omissions or ordering errors, while Satori [42] forecasts task pro-

gression to provide multimodal guidance.

User-adaptive systems personalize guidance to accommodate in-

dividual capabilities and real-time performance. Prior systems have

tailored instructions to address users’ errors [3], inferred knowl-

edge mastery [29, 58], posture [32], and perceptual abilities [30, 40,

47, 53]. For example, Vid2Coach [30] and AROMA [53] enable blind

and low-vision people to access cooking instructions through audio

narration powered by vision-language model (VLM) [56] agents.

Our work primarily focuses on adapting physical task guidance

to the user’s environment and task flow: we employ visual gener-

ative models to produce high-fidelity instructional media that is

visually grounded in the user’s actual workspace and current action.

Like much prior research [9, 49, 62, 78], we situate our exploration

in augmented reality for its situated guidance capability. While

recent model-driven systems primarily generate language-based

guidance (e.g., audio narration [30, 53]) or translate text into other

modalities with predefined templates (e.g., visual overlays [79], hap-

tics [28]), we investigate the unique value of directly synthesizing

rich visual instructions via model generation.

2.2 Visual Instructions and Creation Process

Cognitive psychology has long established the significance of visual

instructions in reducing the cognitive effort to translate abstract

descriptions into physical manipulations [72]. The representations

of visual instructions vary in abstraction: symbolic overlays (e.g.,

arrows, highlights) direct attention [58, 79], diagrams suppress

incidental details to emphasize structure [26], and photographs

preserve realistic physical configurations [63]. Temporally, static

images efficiently communicate discrete procedural states while

video conveys continuous motion [55].

Traditionally, visual instruction creation has centered on captur-

ing and parsing human expert demonstrations. A large body of HCI

research has sought to reduce this authoring burden by support-

ing ad hoc tracking of expert actions during demonstrations, such

as interactions with key objects or task elements [22, 38, 48, 66],

hand movements [29], or by applying AI-assisted annotation dur-

ing post-hoc processing [17]. More recent work has taken gen-

erative approaches. Often powered by vision-language reasoning

systems [33, 80] and simulation toolkits [12, 21], this line of work

generates structured visual representations either from scratch or

from inputs not readily consumable as instructions [14, 76].

Following the latter paradigm, our work seeks to answer whether

high-fidelity visual instructions can be meaningfully generated

during live use with minimum expert intervention. Alongside sys-

tems such as Guided Reality [79] which map live VLM outputs to

abstract visual primitives, we investigate an alternative strategy

by treating generative image and video models as direct engines

for high-fidelity runtime instructional content. Our empirical find-

ings complement recent advances in computer vision [51, 65] by

highlighting interaction needs beyond visual generation, including

accommodating changing task contexts, supporting users’ judg-

ment, and adapting representations to their needs, as discussed in

Section 8.1.

2.3 Steering Visual Generative Models in HCI

Recent HCI research has explored a growing range of interactions

with visual generation models. Much of this work focuses on image

generation to support open-ended creative workflows and prompt

iteration [19, 57, 81]. To improve controllability, these systems often

introduce multimodal inputs like sketches [60] and region inpaint-

ing [16, 57]. Comparatively, video generation remains sparsely

explored, with a narrower focus on concept exploration and evalu-

ation [41, 70]. Issues of high latency and persistent motion errors

restrict current applications to asynchronous creative production

rather than real-time utility.

Our work shifts attention from open-ended creative workflows

to live physical-task guidance, where generated media must reflect

the current physical scene, faithfully depict a bounded action, and

arrive while its context remains relevant. We orchestrate off-the-

shelf image and video generation models and proactively sched-

ule generation according to dependencies among task steps. To

improve physical grounding and task fidelity, we condition gener-

ation on visual evidence from the workspace, constrain prompts

to the intended unit action, and apply additional visual processing

to emphasize action-relevant changes. Together, these techniques

examine how visual generative models can function not only as

creative tools, but also as timely and context-sensitive sources of

practical instruction.

3 Conceptual Framework for Live

Contextualized Visual Instruction

We propose Generative Tutorial as a form of physical task guidance

that uses observations of the user’s physical environment to gener-

ate visual guidance for actions as a task unfolds. Figure 2 organizes

this process into three connected stages: environment modeling,

action grounding, and visual instruction generation. Together, these

stages connect what is observed, what the user intends to do, and

what the instruction should depict.

EnvironmentModeling represents the current physical setting

through the entities, states, and relationships evident in observa-

tions. This representation forms the visual context available to the

system and may include objects and materials, bodily configura-

tions, and spatial arrangements. For example, a view of a flower

arrangement provides evidence of the vase and stems (entities),

which stems are already inserted (states), and their relative posi-

tions and the gaps between them (relationships). The representation

is updated as the user moves or acts [15], but remains partial be-

cause a view may omit or obscure parts of the environment.

Action Grounding connects an action specified in a task model

to the user’s current physical situation. The task model describes

actions that contribute to the user’s goal, including the objects

involved and preconditions for performing them. For example, an

action in a flower-arranging taskmay be to insert a flower, involving

a selected stem and a vase, with the precondition that the stem

has been prepared for placement. Grounding this action involves

3
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Figure 2: Conceptual framework for Generative Tutorial, illustrated through flower arranging. Environment Modeling rep-

resents observed entities, states, and relationships as visual context. Action Grounding relates an action in the task model,

including its objects and preconditions, to the current scene. Once sufficient context is available, Visual Instruction Generation

depicts how to act or what the action should achieve. Environment alignment connects the depiction to the physical scene,

while timeliness concerns its availability at the time of need. User interpretation and action lead to changes in the environment

and task state that inform subsequent guidance.

relating these requirements to the observed scene: which stem

will be inserted, where it should go, and how the surrounding

arrangement constrains its placement. This action-specific context

supports depicting the intended physical change, such as inserting

the stem into a particular gap at a suitable height and angle. Context

readiness concerns whether enough information is available to

produce that depiction. For instance, the stem may be prepared

for insertion, but if the user’s hand obscures the target gap, an

additional observation may be needed before generation.

Visual InstructionGeneration uses the action and its grounded

context to produce a depiction of how to act or what the action

should achieve. Once sufficient context is available, a generation

request can be issued. For flower insertion, an image could show the

intended placement, while a video could demonstrate the insertion

direction and motion. The resulting guidance must also relate to

the user’s situation in both space and time. Environment alignment

concerns whether the user can connect the depiction to the physical

scene [9, 62]. Preserving the appearance and arrangement of the

vase and existing stems, for example, can help the user locate the

depicted target gap; presenting the instruction beside or within

the scene can further support this correspondence. Timeliness con-

cerns whether the instruction is available when the user needs

it [11, 23, 54]. The figure distinguishes the generation request, the

returned result, and the time of need: generation latency separates

the first two, while timely guidance requires the result to arrive

by the third. Generation must therefore be coordinated with both

context availability and the unfolding task.

The user interprets the instruction and acts, changing the en-

vironment and potentially advancing the task. Subsequent obser-

vations provide evidence of these changes and inform guidance

for later actions, closing the loop. Producing an instruction does

not itself establish that the action has been completed; therefore,

further visual evidence needs to be continuously collected to update

the task state and inform subsequent visual guidance depiction.

4 Formative Model Evaluation

The conceptual framework positions visual instruction contextual-

ization as the process of turning an action and its environmental

context into visual guidance. Realizing this process requires under-

standing the ability of state-of-the-art visual generative models to

depict contextualized action and their potential limits of use across

tasks. We therefore began by conducting a formative model evalua-

tion analyzing generated images and videos across a curated corpus

involving 15 task domains. Specifically, we examine (1) whether

generated images and videos correctly depict the requested change

while keeping other task-relevant scene content intact, and (2)

which failures recur across media, models, and task domains, and

what they imply for where generated guidance is currently feasible.

4.1 Methodology

4.1.1 Corpus. We selected 15 everyday physical tasks for our for-

mative exploration (see Appendix A.1). While we did not intend

this selection to be exhaustive, we purposefully included activities

varying in motor involvement (e.g., fine motor control: crochet,

gross motor movement: yoga), temporal organization (e.g., discrete:

tennis, serial: LEGO assembly, continuous: jump rope), and object

deformability (e.g., rigid: LEGO pieces, deformable: origami paper,

mixed: gift wrapping). One author curated the corpus by selecting

a YouTube tutorial for each task and decomposing its demonstrated

procedure into unit actions. Because the original videos varied in

resolution, visual annotations, and camera perspective, the experi-

menter reenacted these actions in a local environment, recorded

using a 1080p webcam, with a first-person view by default and a

third-person view for physical exercise tasks to capture whole-body

movement. The corpus comprised 198 annotated steps, each with a

unit-action instruction and a reference frame. To balance task rep-

resentation, we randomly sampled 3 unit actions per task, yielding

45 instances for the main analysis.

4
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A Formative Model Evaluation

A.1 Dataset

Table 1: Task metadata. The four-dimensional descriptive annotations are inspired by the literature on motor skills [52] and

material distinctions [5].

ID Task / source Procedure scope Steps Motor

involvement

Temporal

organization

Object deformability Environmental

predictability

T1 LEGO Assemble a camera through stud

alignment and attachment

25 Fine Serial Rigid Closed

T2 Crochet Manipulate yarn loops into a slip

knot and chain stitches

10 Fine Serial Deformable Closed

T3 Matcha latte Measure, transfer, and mix drink

ingredients

7 Mixed Serial; continuous

actions

Mixed Closed

T4 Origami Crease and fold layered paper into a

crane

45 Fine Serial Deformable Closed

T5 Furniture assembly Assemble a chair using fasteners and

mating frame joints

28 Mixed Serial Mixed Closed

T6 Gift wrapping Measure, fold, and secure paper

around a rigid box

24 Mixed Serial Mixed Closed

T7 Cutting vegetables Coordinate knife cuts and supporting

grip to dice an onion

5 Mixed Serial Deformable Closed

T8 Packing a box Arrange and cushion contents, fill

voids, and seal

7 Mixed Serial Mixed Closed

T9 Tying shoelaces Cross, loop, and tighten flexible laces

into a knot

4 Fine Serial Deformable Closed

T10 Folding a T-shirt Fold unsupported fabric using

crossed-arm pinches and a flip

7 Mixed Serial Deformable Closed

T11 Circuit wiring Connect and power an LED circuit

through pin and polarity alignment

6 Fine Serial Mixed Closed

T12 Sandwich assembly Cut, spread, and layer food to cover a

sandwich roll

11 Mixed Serial; continuous

actions

Deformable Closed

T13 Jump rope Size a rope and coordinate repeated

hops, rotation, and posture

9 Gross Continuous; discrete

setup

Mixed Closed

T14 Yoga flow Link floor-based poses through

coordinated body transitions

6 Gross Serial N/A Closed

T15 Tennis swing Establish stance, turn, and execute a

bounded forehand swing

4 Gross Discrete; serial

preparation

Rigid Closed

Total (15 tasks) 198

A.2 Codebook and Visual Examples

Table 2 combines the 27 retained issue codes with visual examples and operational explanations. Image pairs show the source frame and

generated output; video sequences show sampled frames with timestamps. Examples cover all 15 tasks. E1–E6 denote mapped usefulness

threats, not positive artifact scores, and are defined at the end of the table.

Table 2: Formative evaluation codebook with source–output image pairs and sampled video frames.

Codebook Explanation Visual example

A. Interpretation and grounding

A1 Semantic overreach or

intrusion

E1, E3

An unsupported object, person, part, or semantic element appears.

Example: LEGO, step 4 (Gemini 3.1 Flash Image). The clip brick appears on an

additional black assembly rather than only modifying the existing one.

Source Generated

A2 Ambiguity-resolution failure

E1, E2

The artifact adopts an unsupported resolution of ambiguity in the instruction or

scene.

Example: Packing a box, step 7 (Gemini 3.1 Flash Image). The tape placement

resolves an underspecified sealing instruction in a way coded as unsupported.

Source Generated

Continued on next page
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Q6 Compared with pre-made guidance, generated guidance required less effort to follow. [1 = strongly disagree; 7 = strongly agree]

C.2.5 Interview.
Q1 What did you like and dislike about each guidance style? Please comment on both pre-made and generated guidance.

Q2 Describe a specific moment when you followed, double-checked, or ignored the generated guidance. What happened, and what

influenced your decision?

Q3 In the generated guidance system, how would you compare (1) text instruction, (2) audio narration, (3) generated goal image, and (4)

generated video demonstration in terms of helping task performance? Any reasons?

Q4 What changes would you make to the generated guidance system and why?

Q5 For what kinds of tasks or situations would generated guidance be most useful? When would you prefer pre-made guidance instead?

Q6 Anything else you want to tell us?

C.3 Task-Performance Grading Rubrics

The task-specific checklists below assess observable execution and outcomes of the prescribed steps. The same criteria apply to both

conditions. The checklists contain 43 criteria across 22 steps; the initial material-check step (Step 0) in each task is not scored. Item identifiers

combine the task (A–D), step number, and criterion number within that step, corresponding to the step sequences in Table 3.

Each criterion is scored 1 when visibly met and 0 when visibly not met. Obscured, missing, ambiguous, or incomplete evidence is left

unrated rather than treated as failure. Outcome criteria refer to the final observable state within the step; technique and ordering criteria

require review of the action sequence. A thumbs-up serves as a timing cue, not evidence of success. Log-derived boundaries must be corrected

if they omit the relevant action. The item-specific guidance below specifies acceptable variation and limits on what can be judged from the

recordings.

C.3.1 A. Strawberry Matcha Latte.

A1.1 Was matcha poured directly from the bag into the sieve over the bowl, without a spoon?

1: powder travels from bag through the sieve into the bowl. 0: a spoon is used to transfer powder, or the sieve is bypassed. Do not estimate a teaspoon

from the camera view.

A2.1 Was water added to wet the sifted matcha in the bowl?

1: the pour is visible and a shallow pool wets the powder. 0: no water is added in a fully observed step, or water goes into the wrong vessel. Do not

infer temperature or exact volume.

A3.1 Was the bamboo whisk used in short, rapid side-to-side strokes with its tines in the liquid?

1: the main whisking passage shows the specified motion. 0: only slow circular stirring or repeated lifting out of the liquid is visible. Brief setup

strokes do not determine the score; review the motion, not one still.

A3.2 Did a visible foam layer cover the matcha surface by the end of whisking?

1: foam visibly covers most of the exposed surface. 0: the visible surface remains mostly unfoamed. Leave blank when the bowl interior is hidden; do

not grade microscopic bubble size from this recording.

A4.1 Was one whole strawberry with its leafy top reserved outside the glass?

1: a capped whole strawberry is visibly kept aside for later. 0: all berries go into the glass, or the reserved berry has its cap removed. Do not require a

particular table location.

A4.2 Were the leafy tops removed from the strawberries placed in the glass?

1: the berries entering the glass are trimmed and no leafy cap remains in the base. 0: a visibly capped berry or detached cap is left in the glass. If

insertion is obscured and contents cannot be checked, leave blank.

A4.3 Were the strawberries mashed into a pulp layer at the bottom of the glass?

1: the spoon visibly crushes the berries into a spread-out base. Some small chunks are acceptable. 0: mostly intact berries or isolated whole pieces

remain. Do not require a perfectly smooth puree.

A5.1 Was ice added above the strawberry base before the milk?

1: visible order is strawberry base, then ice, then milk. 0: milk is added before ice, or ice is omitted in a fully observed step. An end frame alone cannot

establish order.

A5.2 Was the glass filled to roughly three-quarters with milk and ice, leaving room for matcha?

1: level is visibly near three-quarters and substantial top space remains. 0: glass is near full, overflowing, or clearly far below the target. Borderline

perspective-distorted levels remain blank; no ruler-based cutoff is implied.

A5.3 Did the red strawberry base remain distinguishable below the white milk?

1: a recognizable red base and white upper region remain. A thin pink transition is acceptable. 0: the contents are predominantly mixed into one pink

region. Check the glass wall rather than the top surface.

A6.1 Was the matcha poured over a spoon held just above the milk, without stirring the drink?

1: the spoon visibly receives the pour above the milk and no subsequent stirring occurs in this step. 0: the spoon is bypassed or the drink is stirred.

Leave blank if the pour path is obscured.
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A6.2 Are red, white, and green regions visibly distinguishable in the finished drink, from bottom to top?

1: all three regions are identifiable; narrow blended boundaries are acceptable. 0: a region is absent or the drink is mostly blended. Do not require

perfectly straight interfaces or equal layer heights.

A6.3 Is the reserved whole strawberry placed on the rim of the glass?

1: strawberry visibly rests on the rim. 0: it is absent, inside the drink, or left beside the glass at the end. Fine matcha dusting is not separately scored

because these views do not reliably resolve it.

C.3.2 B. Red-Bean Mochi.

B1.1 Was one cohesive, roughly round red-bean filling ball formed?

1: one compact rounded portion, even if its surface is slightly irregular. 0: multiple portions, loose paste, or a clearly flattened/elongated mass. No

target diameter or mass is specified; do not invent one.

B2.1 Was the filling ball enclosed in the prepared cling-film square?

1: film surrounds the ball with no visibly bare filling. Loose film tails are acceptable. 0: the ball is left bare or part of it remains visibly uncovered.

Transparent film needs a clear view; hand occlusion is not a failure.

B3.1 Were both the dough and the working surface dusted with cornstarch?

1: powder application or residue is visible on both. 0: one or both are clearly undusted throughout a fully observed step. Do not grade brand label,

powder thickness, or neatness.

B3.2 Was the dough formed into one elongated cylinder?

1: one connected roll is visibly longer than it is wide. Slight tapering and roughness are acceptable. 0: dough remains a compact lump, flat sheet, or

disconnected pieces. No exact length is specified.

B4.1 Was all the dough divided into exactly four portions?

1: four portions and no substantial unportioned cylinder remain. Ignore tiny scraps. 0: fewer/more portions or a substantial remainder. Check all four

before a later step flattens one.

B4.2 Are the four portions approximately equal in size?

1: no portion is conspicuously larger or smaller than the others in a comparable view. 0: an obvious size imbalance remains. Small differences are

acceptable; no numerical size tolerance is imposed.

B4.3 Were all four portions rolled into cohesive, roughly round balls?

1: all four are rounded, with minor creases acceptable. 0: at least one remains an obvious slab, cut chunk, or elongated piece. Do not demand smooth

commercial mochi surfaces.

B5.1 Was one dough ball flattened into a roughly round wrapper disc?

1: one piece is visibly flat and broadly round. 0: it remains ball-shaped, is strongly elongated, or several pieces are combined. Minor edge irregularities

are acceptable.

B5.2 Is the wrapper continuous, without an open hole or a tear dividing it?

1: a continuous sheet is visible; uneven thickness is acceptable. 0: an open hole or major tear remains. Do not infer hidden underside tears or score

thickness without a clear view.

B6.1 Was the filling unwrapped and the empty film kept away from the dough?

1: bare filling enters the wrapper and the film is separate from it. 0: visible film is enclosed with the filling or left against the dough. Do not require a

pixel-exact top-edge location.

B6.2 Were the wrapper edges brought around the filling, pinched and folded together at the center?

1: edges meet and enclose the filling; a gathered seam is acceptable. 0: a substantial gap exposes filling or the edges remain open. Surface smoothness

and seam-down presentation are not required by this step.

C.3.3 C. Western-Style Dinner Table.

C1.1 Is the charger flat near the diner’s table edge and centered on the intended place setting?

1: a flat charger defines one usable setting in front of the diner. 0: it is upright, stacked on another plate, or clearly outside that setting. Use the diner’s

position, not the camera’s center; no centimeter spacing requirement.

C2.1 Are two forks on the diner’s left and two long knives followed by the soup spoon on the right?

1: from charger outward, two forks left; two long knives then soup spoon right. 0: wrong count, side, or utensil order. Visually identical forks/knives

are assigned inner/outer roles by position, not an assumed size hierarchy.

C2.2 Do both long knife cutting edges face the charger?

1: both inward edges are visibly identifiable. 0: at least one blade visibly faces outward. If reflections or resolution prevent identifying an edge, leave

blank.

C2.3 Are the five side utensils roughly parallel with handles toward the diner?

1: all five handles point toward the diner and the utensils are broadly parallel. 0: a reversed or transverse utensil remains. Small spacing or handle-height

differences are acceptable.
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C3.1 Is the dessert spoon horizontal beyond the charger with its handle to the diner’s right?

1: both location and handle direction match. 0: beside the side utensils, vertical, or handle reversed. Interpret left/right from the diner’s seat.

C3.2 Is the dessert fork between the spoon and charger, horizontal with its handle to the diner’s left?

1: both relative location and orientation match. 0: fork is above the spoon, beside the charger, or reversed. Judge the supplied third fork; do not require

it to look smaller.

C4.1 Is the patterned dinner plate centered on the black charger?

1: dinner plate sits within the charger with a reasonably balanced visible rim. 0: wrong plate, separate placement, or obvious off-center overhang.

Minor centering differences are acceptable.

C4.2 Is the small bread plate beyond the left forks, with the metal spreader diagonally on it, handle lower-right?

1: plate location and spreader placement/direction all match from the diner’s viewpoint. 0: bread plate is on the dinner plate, on the wrong side, or

spreader is missing/wrongly oriented. This is one composite bread-setting criterion.

C4.3 Is the regular drinking glass upright beyond the right-hand knives?

1: the stemless drinking glass is upright in that region. 0: wrong side, tipped glass, or a substituted stemmed glass. Small spacing differences are

acceptable.

C.3.4 D. Spiral Bouquet.

D1.1 Is the single foliage stem held in the left hand, with the other three stems still separate?

1: foliage alone is held and no flower stem has been added. 0: wrong stem or additional stems are picked up into the bundle. Identify physical base

stems, not every branch or bloom.

D2.1 Was exactly one cream/white rose stem added to the foliage?

1: bundle contains foliage and one rose. 0: wrong flower or both roses are added at this step. Count base shafts or track the pickup; do not count

flower heads.

D2.2 Does the rose cross the foliage diagonally to form an X at the holding point?

1: a visible diagonal crossing, not simply parallel shafts. 0: the stems are visibly parallel or joined at separate points. Leave blank if fingers hide the

crossing throughout.

D3.1 Was the second cream/white rose added on the open side opposite the first?

1: the two rose stems occupy opposing sides of the arrangement. 0: the second remains loose or is placed alongside the first on the same side. Use the

held bouquet’s orientation rather than screen-left/right.

D3.2 Does the second rose cross at the existing holding point while maintaining the established diagonal arrangement?

1: all three stems converge at the same grip with a diagonal arrangement. 0: a separate crossing point or clearly parallel insertion breaks the

arrangement. Do not demand an exact angle from an oblique view.

D4.1 Was the three-stem bundle rolled roughly a quarter turn as one unit?

1: a visible turn about the stems’ long axis approximates a quarter turn and the stems move together. 0: no turn, an obvious half/full turn, or

independent rearrangement instead of rolling. Small angular differences are acceptable. Moving the arm or tilting the bouquet is not itself axial

rotation; leave blank if the motion cannot be tracked.

D5.1 Was the single pink focal stem added, bringing the bouquet to all four stems?

1: foliage, both rose stems and the pink stem are together, with none left loose. 0: pink is absent or a previous stem has been dropped/left out. Count

base stems rather than multiple blooms on one stem.

D5.2 Does the pink stem cross the bundle diagonally through the existing binding point?

1: it joins the common grip as a crossing shaft. 0: it is parallel beside the bundle or crosses at a separate point. Hidden shafts remain unrated; bloom

placement alone does not establish a crossing.

D6.1 Does the elastic wrap around all four stems at the binding point?

1: the same band visibly surrounds the full bundle there. 0: only some stems are encircled, band is elsewhere, or no band is applied in a fully observed

step. Do not infer success when the bouquet is off camera.

D6.2 Is the elastic anchored around a stem so it remains in place after the wrapping hand lets go?

1: an anchored loop stays on the bundle when the right hand releases it. The left hand may keep holding the bouquet. 0: band visibly slips off, remains

unanchored, or releases the bundle. Do not require a pull test or infer tightness from a hidden final state.
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