2511.01716v1 [cs.DB] 3 Nov 2025

arXiv

SemBench: A Benchmark for Semantic Query Processing Engines

Jiale Lao
Cornell University
jiale@cs.cornell.edu

Andreas Zimmerer
University of Technology Nuremberg
andreas.zimmerer@utn.de

Olga Ovcharenko
BIFOLD & TU Berlin
ovcharenko@tu-berlin.de

Tianji Cong Matthew Russo Gerardo Vitagliano
University of Michigan MIT CSAIL MIT CSAIL
congtj@umich.edu mdrusso@mit.edu gerarvit@mit.edu
Michael Cochez Fatma Ozcan Gautam Gupta

Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam
m.cochez@vu.nl

Google
fozcan@google.com

Google
gautamguptag@google.com

Thibaud Hottelier H. V. Jagadish Kris Kissel
Google University of Michigan Google
tbh@google.com jag@umich.edu kriskissel@google.com
Sebastian Schelter Andreas Kipf Immanuel Trummer
BIFOLD & TU Berlin University of Technology Nuremberg Cornell University
schelter@tu-berlin.de andreas.kipf@utn.de itrummer@cornell.edu

ABSTRACT

We present a benchmark targeting a novel class of systems: se-
mantic query processing engines. Those systems rely inherently
on generative and reasoning capabilities of state-of-the-art large
language models (LLMs). They extend SQL with semantic operators,
configured by natural language instructions, that are evaluated via
LLMs and enable users to perform various operations on multi-
modal data.

Our benchmark introduces diversity across three key dimen-
sions: scenarios, modalities, and operators. Included are scenarios
ranging from movie review analysis to medical question-answering.
Within these scenarios, we cover different data modalities, includ-
ing images, audio, and text. Finally, the queries involve a diverse set
of operators, including semantic filters, joins, mappings, ranking,
and classification operators.

We evaluated our benchmark on three academic systems (LOTUS,
Palimpzest, and ThalamusDB) and one industrial system, Google
BigQuery. Although these results reflect a snapshot of systems
under continuous development, our study offers crucial insights
into their current strengths and weaknesses, illuminating promising
directions for future research.

Benchmark Availability:
The benchmark data, queries, and results are available at https://www.
sembench.org.

1 INTRODUCTION

With the advent of LLMs and their inherent generative and reason-
ing power, a novel class of data processing systems has emerged in
academia [10, 20, 31, 38, 49] and is already experiencing widespread
adoption in industry [7, 12]: semantic query processing engines
(SQPEs). SQPEs extend relational algebra by semantic operators that
perform tasks described in natural language on a multitude of data
types, including standard SQL types as well as unstructured data
types such as images or audio data (stored in the cells of database
tables). Such operators are enabled by the latest generation of LLMs,
able to process multimodal inputs in zero-shot mode, i.e., processing
novel tasks based on a task description alone (without requiring any
task-specific training data). The following query can be processed
by several of the recently released SQPEs.

Example 1.1. Consider a table Cars with a column pic contain-
ing pictures of cars (each table row contains one picture). The query
below, formulated in semantic SQL, counts pictures of red cars:

SELECT COUNT (%)
FROM Cars
WHERE AI.IF(pic, 'the picture shows a red car');

The query above uses a semantic operator (AL.IF) to process
images according to natural language instructions (“the picture
shows a red car”). While we use BigQuery’s syntax in this and the
following examples, the query above can be processed (after slight
rewriting) by many other SQPEs as well (e.g., LOTUS, Palimpzest,
and ThalamusDB).

Semantic operators are evaluated using LLMs, changing query
optimization in two significant ways. First, when using LLMs, per-
byte processing costs are higher by many orders of magnitude com-
pared to traditional, relational processing. Hence, as soon as LLMs
are invoked during query evaluation, the focus in cost optimization
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shifts from optimizing relational processing to minimizing costs as-
sociated with LLM invocations. Second, LLMs results are inherently
stochastic, and do not always produce 100% correct results. Hence,
accuracy of results becomes another important metric to optimize.
For SQPEs, the optimization problem can be stated as “minimize
the latency and cost of LLMs, while maximizing accuracy”.

Current benchmarks for analytical data processing (e.g., TPC-H
and TPC-DS) do not contain queries with semantic operators. Over
many decades, these benchmarks have driven innovation in areas
that contribute to efficient relational processing, e.g., relational op-
erator implementations, query optimization, and table indexing.
However, they are unsuitable for guiding the development of tech-
niques that minimize the number of LLM calls, the number of input
tokens, or the size of the LLMs used for specific tasks during query
processing. However, in the context of SQPEs, such techniques are
crucial for efficient processing.

We introduce a new benchmark, SemBench, that focuses on
query processing with semantic operators. The goal of this bench-
mark is to foster innovation in areas that contribute to minimizing
costs associated with LLM invocations, while maximizing accuracy.
Our benchmark refers to an extended relational data model that
is nowadays adopted by most SQPEs: data are stored in relational
tables, but cells may contain images or audio files in addition to the
usual SQL data types. Semantic operators can be applied to images,
text, audio files, or combinations of the aforementioned types. For
instance, our benchmark features queries with semantic joins that
cross data modalities (e.g., a join connecting images with associated
text).

Our benchmark encompasses multiple scenarios, each character-
ized by a scenario-specific database and a set of queries. To create
benchmark data, we combine existing data sets from Kaggle that
come with manual labels. For instance, to create a database for a
wildlife monitoring scenario, we use a data set from Kaggle with
animal sound recordings, labeled by the associated species, as well
as a dataset with camera trap images, each image labeled with
the animal species that appear in it. By combining both data sets
and generating additional metadata (e.g., to represent a recording
location), we obtain a database that enables complex queries. For
instance, we count locations at which specific animal species co-
occur, based on detections inferred from audio or visual data. To
generate ground-truth results for such queries, we leverage the
manual labels of the original data sets.

Our benchmark queries cover a wide range of semantic opera-
tors (as well as traditional relational operators). It contains queries
that are supported by all or most of the current SQPEs, as well as
queries containing semantic operators only available in a subset
of evaluated systems. Our goal is to motivate SQPE developers to
expand their scope in terms of supported queries, as well as to
evaluate the impact of various query processing approaches on
performance and result quality.

Our benchmark evaluates systems according to multiple metrics.
First, we evaluate the quality of the generated results by compari-
son to the ground truth. Depending on the type of query, we use
different metrics to assess the similarity of ground truth and gener-
ated results. For aggregation queries (i.e., queries containing SQL
aggregates), we measure quality as the relative error. For retrieval
queries, we measure quality via F1 score (based on whether or not

Kris Kissel, Sebastian Schelter, Andreas Kipf, and Immanuel Trummer

generated result rows appear in the ground truth). Second, we eval-
uate the processing overheads using metrics such as execution time
and monetary execution fees (paid for LLM invocations).

We present experimental results for SQPEs from academia and
industry. From academia, we evaluate LOTUS [38], Palimpzest [31],
and ThalamusDB [20]. From industry, we evaluate Google’s Big-
Query system [12], now offering support for semantic operators
(“AI Functions”). All evaluated systems are currently undergoing
rapid changes, and our results should be understood merely as
snapshots. We publish an online leaderboard for our benchmark!
that will be regularly updated as new results become available. We
analyze our initial experimental results to derive insights regard-
ing the strengths and weaknesses of the evaluated systems, the
impact of specific performance optimization techniques, as well
as avenues for future research. In summary, our original scientific
contributions in this paper are the following:

e We introduce a new benchmark that focuses on the emerg-
ing class of semantic query processing systems. This bench-
mark features queries with semantic operators on multi-
modal data. The benchmark contains 5 scenarios, and a total
of 55 queries, covering analysis across three modalities: text,
image, and audio.

e We present an initial experimental study of the benchmark
for a variety of semantic query processing engines, includ-
ing systems from industry as well as from academia.

e We analyze these experimental results, link performance
differences to specific query properties, and study the im-
pact of different performance optimization techniques.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 2,
we provide background and discuss related work. In Section 3, we
discuss the principles underlying our benchmark design. Next, in
Section 4, we describe the specific benchmark scenarios we created
in detail. Section 5 introduces the systems used in our evaluation.
Section 6 reports experimental results for different benchmarks and
systems. Finally, Section 7 summarizes our experimental results
and discusses future directions.

2 BACKGROUND

We discuss developments that led towards semantic query process-
ing engines. Also, we discuss prior benchmarks and the differences.

2.1 Crowdsourced Data Processing

The idea of semantic operators is not new. The vision of expanding
SQL with operators configured in natural language originated in the
early 2010’s in the area of crowdsourced database systems. Systems
such as CrowdDB [15], Deco [37], or Qurk [35] use human crowd-
workers, hired on platform such as Amazon Mechanical Turk [2],
to perform tasks on multimodal data according to user instructions.
Many of those systems support SQL-style query interfaces that en-
able users to include instructions (automatically conveyed to crowd
workers during processing) as a part of their queries. At the time,
only human workers were flexible enough to perform diverse tasks
with various types of data according to instructions formulated
in natural language. The high cost and latency that comes with
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using crowdworkers has inspired a large body of research, aimed at
making crowdsourced database systems more efficient (e.g., via spe-
cialized operator implementations [8, 33, 34] or query optimization
variants [11, 28, 37]). Despite those advances, processing data with
crowdworkers remains expensive and, due to the limited number
of crowdworkers, the scalability of the approach is limited.

2.2 Large Language Models

Large language models (LLMs) have enabled stunning advances
in multiple areas of computer science over the past years. Those
advances have been fueled by two key ideas: the Transformer archi-
tecture [50], making it easier to scale models up to large parameter
counts, and the idea of transfer learning [41], i.e., training models
on generic tasks for which large amounts of (unlabeled) training
data are readily available, hoping for a knowledge transfer to other
tasks where training data is sparse. For instance, current LLMs are
often trained on the task of predicting the next word (or, more pre-
cisely, token, the atomic unit at which language models represent
text) in arbitrary web text [40]. To perform well on that task, LLMs
must develop capabilities akin to a rudimentary level of natural lan-
guage understanding, as well as commonsense knowledge. Those
skills are useful for many other tasks as well. While early-stage
LLMs required fine-tuning for specific tasks, recent LLMs trained on
large-scale generic corpora can address new tasks [6]. They can do
so based on a natural language description alone (zero-shot learn-
ing), and their performance can further improve when provided
with a few examples (few-shot learning) or when leveraging their
reasoning ability. Those capabilities have enabled a new generation
of systems, discussed next.

2.3 Semantic Query Processing Engines

Crowdsourced database systems introduced semantic operators.
However, their scalability is limited due to their reliance on crowd-
workers. Over the past two years, a new generation of database
systems have appeared that support semantic operators but rely
on LLMs to evaluate them. These systems include several research
prototypes from academia [10, 20, 31, 38, 49], as well as several
industry systems by major Cloud providers, in particular Google’s
BigQuery [12] and Snowflake’s platform [7], now supporting se-
mantic operators as well. A more detailed description of those
systems is given in Section 5.

2.4 Related Benchmarks

Our benchmark focuses on analytical data processing. In that, it
relates to other popular benchmarks in the database community,
for instance, TPC-H [47], TPC-DS [46], and the Join Order Bench-
mark [25]. However, all of the aforementioned benchmarks focus on
purely relational data processing. In that context, overheads due to
data movements and relational operator evaluations are dominant.
Instead, SemBench focuses on queries with semantic operators. For
such queries, the overheads due to LLM calls for semantic operator
evaluations are dominant. Hence, our benchmark motivates a very
different set of techniques to optimize performance.

SemBench focuses on multimodal data processing via LLMs. In
that, it relates to prior work proposing benchmarks for multimodal
question answering [4, 27, 32]. However, prior benchmarks in this

domain typically aim at evaluating multimodal models, focusing on
output quality rather than cost and execution time. Instead, Sem-
Bench aims at evaluating systems for semantic query processing,
measuring processing overheads, along with quality. It considers
complex queries mixing semantic operators (evaluated via language
models) with traditional SQL operators.

3 BENCHMARK DESIGN PRINCIPLES

We discuss guidelines that were followed in the benchmark design.

3.1 Data

For our benchmark, we assume a relational data model with an ex-
tended type system. Beyond the SQL standard data types, columns
may also contain images or audio files. For our benchmark, we store
the path to the associated (image or audio) files in the corresponding
column. All evaluated SQPEs support this data format.

Our benchmark data is based on manually annotated data sets,
created for tasks such as image, text, or audio data classification.
We combine such data sets (obtained primarily from the Kaggle
platform), in some cases enriched by randomly generated data, to
generate databases for our benchmark scenarios. By leveraging
ground truth labels that come with the original datasets, we can
obtain ground truth results for our benchmark queries.

Most of our benchmark databases contain data of multiple modal-
ities (e.g., images and text). However, we also include scenarios that
focus on one single modality, in particular text, in addition to tab-
ular data. This enables us to evaluate SQPEs that support only a
subset of data types.

3.2 Queries

We generate at least ten queries for each benchmark scenario. Each
of our queries contains semantic operators, possibly mixed with
standard SQL operations. For all of our queries, processing over-
heads due to semantic operators dominate total computation costs.
This reflects the focus of our benchmark on techniques that reduce
the overheads of semantic query processing.

Our queries cover a wide range of semantic operators. Table 1
summarizes the semantic operators supported by SemBench. These
operators include semantic filters, which select multimodal data
based on natural language instructions; semantic joins, which iden-
tify item pairs that satisfy specified matching conditions; semantic
maps, which transform data according to natural language descrip-
tions; semantic ranks, which order items based on text-described
criteria; and semantic classify, which assigns items to predefined
categories. The set of supported semantic operators differs across
SQPEs. By analyzing available engines, we identified operators
that are supported by most current SQPEs, as well as operators
for which support is sparse. Our goal in creating the benchmark
queries was to include queries that can be evaluated by the ma-
jority of SQPEs, as well as some queries that require more “exotic”
operators (possibly motivating the inclusion of such operators in
future system versions). Table 1 defines all semantic operators used
in our benchmark, along with examples.
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Table 1: Summary of key semantic operators covered by SemBench. T is a relation, X, Y are tuple types, t is a specific tuple, [ is a
natural language expression, and M is a model processing tuples based on [. Different systems offer various ways to define
semantic operators. We adopt the syntax from [38] for its simplicity and clarity, and we redefine and extend several operators

to support better generalization.

Operator Definition

Example

sem_filter(l : X — Bool)
sem_join(l: (X,Y)— Bool)

{teT|MD() =1}

sem_map(l: X —>Y) {M)(t)|teT}
sem_rank(l : T[X] — Seq[X], k) (t1,...,t) ranked by M(I)

sem_classify(l: X —Y) {(&M)(t) |teT}

{Uit)) | M(D(titj) =1, t; € Ty, t; € T}

Select patients with sick lung based on X-ray images
Match two images of the same animal

Extract brand names from product descriptions
Rank reviews by positivity

Classify animals by species based on images

3.3 Metrics

We evaluate SPQEs according to processing overheads and accord-
ing to result quality. For the former, we consider run time, the
number of LLM calls, the number of input and output tokens, and
the monetary processing fees. Among those metrics, we consider
processing fees as the most important one, since it derives from
token consumption and, additionally, takes into account the size of
the model used.

To assess result quality, we compare results generated by the
SQPE:s to the ground truth. We generate ground truth by exploiting
the manual labels that come with our data sets (e.g., created for tasks
such as classification). By executing queries on our data, assuming
that LLM calls return data that is consistent with manual labels,
we obtain ground truth for our query results. The metric used
to measure the result accuracy depends on the query type. For
aggregation queries, calculating SQL aggregates such as counts or
sums, we measure the relative distance between the ground truth
aggregate value and the value returned by an SQPE. For retrieval
queries, we calculate the F1 score, considering recall as the ratio of
ground truth result values contained in the generated result, and
precision as the ratio of rows in the generated result that appear
in the ground truth result as well. For ranking queries, we use
Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient to measure the strength
of correlation between the ranking produced by an SQPE and the
ranking derived from ground-truth scores. For queries involving
grouping operations—such as classification, simple mappings, or
certain types of joins—we use the Adjusted Rand Index (ARI), a
standard clustering similarity metric, to assess accuracy.

4 BENCHMARK SCENARIOS

In the following subsections, we describe each of our benchmark
scenarios in more detail, focusing on both, workload and data. In
Section 4.6, we compare all scenarios according to multiple criteria.

4.1 Movies

This scenario analyzes and compares movie reviews using senti-
ment analysis. Since text is the most broadly supported modality,
the scenario is constructed to evaluate a wide range of systems and
semantic operators using only tabular and textual content. We use
movie review data from Kaggle [3] and construct two tables:

1 Movies(id text, title text)
2 Reviews(id text, reviewId text, reviewText text)

The Movies table contains metadata for each movie, and the
Reviews table stores critic reviews. In this scenario, our queries
are designed to evaluate a large number of systems with various
semantic operators, including semantic filter (e.g., selecting five
positive reviews for a given movie), semantic join (e.g., checking
whether two reviews express the same or opposite sentiment),
semantic classification (e.g., classifying movie reviews into different
sentiments), and semantic ranking (e.g., ranking reviews based on
the degree of positivity).

Example 4.1. The following query counts the number of positive
reviews for the movie taken_3.

1 SELECT COUNT(*) AS positive_review_cnt

> FROM Reviews R

3 WHERE R.id = 'taken_3'

«+ AND AI.IF(R.reviewText, 'this review expresses a
positive sentiment');

4.2 Wildlife

This scenario aims at identifying the presence and co-occurrence
of animal species, based on camera trap pictures (we use a Kaggle
data set containing camera trap pictures with species labels [42])
and audio recordings (similarly, we use a Kaggle data set [18, 36]
containing animal sound recordings with associated species labels).
We generate a database with two tables:

1 ImageTable(image img, city text, stationID text)
2 AudioTable(audio audio, city text, StationID text)

Both tables combine the image or audio recording with a ran-
domly generated station ID and city (five possible cities and four
possible stations). In this scenario, our queries focus in particular
on semantic filters on audio and image data.

Example 4.2. The following query determines cities where ele-
phants are present, indicated either by a corresponding picture or
audio recording.

1 SELECT DISTINCT city
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FROM (SELECT city FROM ImageData I WHERE
AI.IF(I.image, 'the picture shows an elephant'))
UNION (SELECT city FROM AudioData A WHERE
AI.IF(A.audio, 'this sounds like an elephant'));

4.3 E-Commerce

The E-Commerce scenario is inspired by an online fashion retail
store, with the underlying dataset being available on Kaggle [1].
The dataset covers textual data, e.g., product description, structured
data, as well as image data for each item, and overall comprises
44446 items, which also corresponds to the maximum scale factor.
Products include various clothes as well as shoes, accessories, per-
sonal care, and home equipment. The ground truth for each of the
queries is established using the columns with structured data, e.g.,
the primary color of the item, the type of item etc.

styles_details(id text, productDescription text,
productImage img ...)

The queries of the E-Commerce scenario can be split into two
groups, each with a separate goal: Single operator queries, which
allow testing individual operators in isolation, as well as a set of
complex queries with multiple operators.

Queries 1-9 assess individual semantic operator performance
in an isolated way across systems on textual and image modality.
Specifically, this includes the operators SEM_FILTER, SEM_MAP, and
SEM_CLASSIFY on textual and image data respectively, as well as
SEM_JOIN on text-to-text, text-to-image, and image-to-image joins.
This allows establishing a fundamental understanding of operator
performances between different systems as well as assessing the
impact of new ways of implementing operators in a standardized
and easy-to-understand setting. The prompts in these queries are
deliberately kept simple with respect to modern LLM-standards
to primarily focus on how efficiently a system can interact with a
model and not on model-performance itself.

Queries 10-14 are more complex, requiring multiple different
semantic operators on multiple modalities, oftentimes two different
modalities as input to a single operator, and include many oppor-
tunities for complex cross-operator optimizations and other query
optimization techniques, including prompt simplification and join
ordering.

Currently, not all systems support all of these complex queries—
in parts due to not supporting all required operators, in other parts
due to excessive query runtimes even with a small scale factor (500).

Example 4.3. The following query finds product IDs of Reebok
backpacks using semantic filtering on product descriptions.

SELECT id

FROM styles_details

WHERE AI.IF('This is a backpack from Reebok',
productDescription);

1

10

4.4 Medical

This scenario simulates a multi-modal hospital Electronic Health
Records (EHR) system to assist healthcare professionals with inves-
tigating disease presence and co-occurrence through diverse data
modalities. We construct five interconnected tables based on four
publicly available, anonymized datasets from Kaggle [5, 22, 23, 48]
and Mendeley [13, 14]:

Patient(PatientId int, Age int, Gender text,
SmokingHistory text, DidFamilyHaveCancer bool)

SymptomsText(PatientId int, SymptomId int,
Symptom text)

XrayImage(PatientId int, XrayId int,
XrayImage image)

SkinMoles(PatientId int, SkinImage_id int,
SkinImage image)

LungAudio(PatientId int, Audiold int,
Location text, FiltrationType text, Audio audio)

The medical scenario contains all four modalities covered in our
benchmark (tables, text, images and audio). In particular, it inte-
grates tabular patient data with diverse diagnostic modalities: first-
person symptom descriptions (text), human lung sound recordings
(audio), chest X-rays (imaging), and skin mole mapping (dermato-
logical imaging). Each patient may have zero to multiple diagnoses,
while diagnostic data can indicate either pathological conditions
or healthy states. Patients can be subject to zero or multiple dis-
eases. When feasible, diseases are represented across compatible
modalities, e.g., a pneumonia patient may have both abnormal chest
X-rays and pathological lung sounds. Alternatively, patients may
have multiple distinct conditions.

To construct the data for the scenario, we synthesize patient data
and randomly assign conditions to patients, adhering to specific
rules for disease co-occurrence. For evaluation, we utilize the origi-
nal labels from the source datasets as the ground truth (which are
not exposed to the evaluated system). We want to stress that the
purpose of this scenario is to evaluate the performance of seman-
tic query processing systems, and that no medical insights can or
should be derived from this dataset.

Example 4.4. The following query determines all sick patients.

(SELECT PatientId FROM SymptomsText WHERE

AIL.IF('The patient is sick according to the
symptoms. ', Symptom))

UNION DISTINCT

(SELECT PatientId FROM LungAudio WHERE

AIL.IF('The patient is sick according to the
audio.', Audio))

UNION DISTINCT

(SELECT PatientId FROM XrayImage WHERE

AIL.IF('The patient is sick according to the X-ray
image.', XrayImage))

UNION DISTINCT

(SELECT PatientId FROM m.SkinMoles WHERE
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n  AL.IF('The mole or skin patch is malignant/sick
according to the image.', SkinImage));

4.5 MMOQA

The MMOQA scenario simulates a multi-modal question answering
system and is built on top of the MultiModalQA dataset [45]. It
covers three modalities including tables, texts and images. For this
scenario, we construct five tables from Wikipedia tables and texts
within the MultiModalQA dataset, along with an additional meta-
data table for the images from the same dataset. We also curate 11
questions that involve various Al operators such as semantic filters,
joins, extraction and summarization.

1 ap_warrior(id int, finish varchar, race varchar,
distance varchar, track varchar, ...)

2 ben_piazza(year int, title varchar, role varchar,
notes varchar)

3 ben_piazza_text_data(row_id int,title varchar,url
varchar, id varchar, text varchar)

+« lizzy_caplan_text_data(row_id int, title varchar,
url varchar, text varchar)

s tampa_international_airport(row_id int , airlines
varchar, destinations varchar, airport varchar)

¢ 1images(row_id int, image_filename varchar,
image_filepath varchar)

Example 4.5. The following query joins airlines with images
containing their logos.

1 SELECT t.Airlines, i.uri

2 FROM mmga.tampa_international_airport t,
mmga.images i

3 WHERE AI.IF("You will be provided with an airline
name and an image. Determine if the image

shows the logo of the airline. Airline: ",
t.Airlines, ", Image: ", i.uri);

4.6 Comparison of Scenarios

Table 2 compares all of the scenarios introduced before. The scenar-
ios are complementary in terms of the data types to which semantic
operators are applied. The Medical scenario is most diverse in terms
of data modalities, applying semantic operators to text, images, and
audio files. On the other hand, the Movies scenario is more re-
stricted and applies semantic operators only to analyze text data.
The Movies scenario enables developers to use our benchmark
in parts for evaluating SQPEs that only support a limited set of
modalities (typically, text).

Different scenarios focus on different semantic operators. The
semantic filter operator, supported by all of the SQPEs we tested, is
used in all scenarios. The E-Commerce scenario is the most join-
heavy, using 9 semantic join operators in its 10 benchmark queries.
Three scenarios use semantic classification, whereas two scenarios
use semantic ranking and the semantic map operator, respectively.
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Additionally, Table 2 shows the number of labeled items for each
data modality (text, images, and audio files) that appear in each
benchmark data set. Note that data processing via semantic opera-
tors is much more expensive than data processing with relational
operators. With current systems, processing even a small part of
our benchmark data sets is prohibitively expensive for many of
our queries. Therefore, we only use a small part of our data (a few
hundred to a few thousand rows, depending on the scenario) for the
experiments. While the number of rows may seem small, compared
to the row counts typically used to evaluate systems on benchmarks
such as TPC-H, it is largely sufficient to evaluate SQPEs.

5 BENCHMARK SYSTEMS

We describe the systems used for our experiments in detail.

5.1 LOTUS

LOTUS [38] is a query engine that integrates LLMs to process both
structured and unstructured data. It offers a declarative program-
ming interface based on the DataFrame abstraction, along with
an optimized execution engine that reduces cost and latency by
approximating a predefined “gold algorithm”. This gold algorithm
is a physical implementation of semantic operators using LLMs. Ap-
proximations can take various forms, such as using a less expensive
model (e.g., replacing a powerful but expensive model gpt-40 with
a smaller model gpt-40-mini), or using embedding similarity (e.g.,
applying a pre-trained transformer model like e5-small-v2 [51]
to compute embeddings and then evaluating similarity scores to
determine whether items satisfy a join condition). The main ob-
jective of LOTUS is to reduce monetary and computational cost
while maintaining accuracy guarantees with respect to the gold
algorithm. LOTUS supports all semantic operators listed in Table 1,
and it is capable of processing both text and image data. However,
at the time of writing, LOTUS does not support audio data.

5.2 Palimpzest

Palimpzest [31] is a Python programming framework and query
engine which enables developers to write declarative Al programs
with semantic operators. The framework features lazy execution
semantics with an interface based on the DataFrame abstraction.
Palimpzest’s cost-based query optimizer [43]—modeled after the
Cascades relational query optimizer [16]—samples a multitude of
physical operators and leverages ground truth labels and/or LLM-
based judging in order to optimize the physical query plan. If the
query optimizer is not provided with ground truth labels or an LLM
judge, it instead uses prior beliefs about physical operators’ cost,
latency, and quality to optimize the plan.

In addition to its physical optimizations, Palimpzest also sup-
ports logical optimizations including filter pushdown and join re-
ordering. Palimpzest is capable of optimizing query plans for quality,
cost, or latency subject to a constraint on zero or more of the other
dimensions. Finally, Palimpzest supports all semantic operators
listed in Table 1 and is capable of processing text, image, and audio
data.
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Table 2: Comparison of different scenarios.

. . Modalities Number of Semantic Operators Modality Sizes (#rows)

Scenario #Queries
Table Text Image Audio Filter Join Map Rank Classify Text Image Audio

Movie 10 v v - - 4 3 - 2 1 1,375,738 - -
Wildlife 10 v - v 17 - - - - - 8,718 650
E-Commerce 14 Vv v v - 12 9 3 1 2 44,446 44,446 -
MMOQA 11 v v v - 5 3 4 - - 5,000 1,000 -
Medical 10 v v v 12 - - - 1 1,200 10,012 336
Total 55 v v v v 49 15 7 3 4 1,426,384 64,176 986

5.3 ThalamusDB

ThalamusDB [20] is a semantic query processing engine designed
to handle multimodal data. It employs approximate query process-
ing (AQP) to enable users to balance query quality and execution
costs. During query execution, ThalamusDB presents partial results
with error bounds, allowing users to obtain approximate answers
with low latency. To control processing costs, ThalamusDB sup-
ports user-defined termination conditions that set thresholds on
approximation error, execution time, token usage (i.e., monetary
execution fees), or the number of LLM invocations. In addition,
ThalamusDB adopts batch processing to reduce latency and lower
token consumption. At the time of writing, ThalamusDB supports
semantic filtering and joins, and is capable of processing text, image,
and audio data.

5.4 BigQuery

BigQuery [12] is a fully managed, serverless, and highly scalable
data warehouse on Google Cloud. BigQuery offers a suite of Al
functions such as AI.CLASSIFY, AI.IF, and AI.SCORE to enable
semantic data processing tasks. Under the hood, BigQuery is tightly
integrated with Vertex Al, Google Cloud’s model hosting platform,
and can leverage models such as Gemini for inference. BigQuery’s
Al functions support row-level inference, for example extracting
structured information from text, filtering records, and performing
cross-modal semantic joins between text, images, and audio within
a single SQL query. BigQuery supports all the semantic operators
listed in Table 1 and all the modalities covered by SemBench (text,
image, and audio). For cost accounting, BigQuery reports per-query
token usage, including per-modality input tokens, thinking tokens
from reasoning models, and output tokens, which allows users to
compute monetary costs based on these consumptions.

5.5 Other Semantic Query Processing Engines

We considered including several other SQPEs in our experiments.
FlockMTL [10] supports semantic query processing on DuckDB.
However, the system does not report token usage, preventing us
from calculating token consumption and processing fees.
CAESURA [49] proposes using LLMs for generating Python code
for data processing (which may, in turn, involve calls to LLMs). It
assumes natural language queries as input. We transformed our
SQL queries on the Movies scenario into natural language versions.
After that, CAESURA was able to generate executable code for the

first two queries in the Movies scenario, while exceeding the pre-
set number of retries for the remaining ones. CAESURA took 119
seconds to process the first query with a cost of 41 Cents, resulting
in an F1 score of 60%. For the second query, it produced executable
code within 117 seconds with a cost of 56 Cents but obtained a
recall of 0. By default, CAESURA uses the GPT-4 model. This shows
that the approach adopted by CAESURA can, in principle, work in
our scenario. However, as SemBench focuses primarily on semantic
SQL queries while CAESURA processes natural language input, a
comparison with the other systems would not be fair.

6 EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

In Section 6.1, we describe our general experimental setup. In Sec-
tion 6.2, we provide details on how each of the evaluated systems
was tuned. Next, in Section 6.3, we report and analyze our experi-
mental results.

6.1 Experimental Setup

Hardware Settings. All experiments are conducted on an EC2
instance of type g4dn.2xlarge, configured with 32 GB of RAM, 8
vCPUs, an NVIDIA T4 GPU with 16 GB of memory, and 250 GB of
disk storage. The GPU is used solely for embedding computation,
and we do not deploy LLMs locally. It should be noted that the
major bottleneck of SQPE are (remote) model-invocations; by using
the described machine, we made sure that query execution does
not hit any other hardware limits.

Model Settings. For all main experiments presented in the paper in
Section 6.3, we use gemini-2.5-flash, which belongs to the latest
Gemini-series, as the backing LLM across all systems. The choice of
the model has the biggest influence on system performance—hence
it is crucial to evaluate all systems with the same model. We chose
gemini-2.5-flash because it is available for use in all evaluated
systems and supports all required modalities in the benchmark.
Our experiments also showed that the model strikes a good bal-
ance between cost and output quality in the context of large-scale
multimodal data processing. Additionally, We disable the reason-
ing capability of the LLM in the main experiments due to long
processing times and high monetary cost and, as we see in the
Appendix, not necessarily better results. We further set the model
temperature to 0 for applicable systems for reproducibility. Results
for additional models can be found on our online leaderboard at
https://sembench.ngrok.io/.
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Table 3: Scale Factors for Different Scenarios

Scenario Available Range Scale Factor Used
Movie 1-1,375,738 2,000
Wildlife 1-8,718 200
E-Commerce 50-44,446 500
Medical 1-11,112 11,112
MMOQA 25-1000 200

Degree of Parallelism. We set the degree of parallelism for LLM
invocation to 20 for all applicable systems (LOTUS, Palimpzest, and
ThalamusDB). BigQuery does not give users the option to control
this setting.

Scenario Settings. As shown in Table 2, the benchmark corpus
includes over 1.4 million text rows, approximately 93 thousand
image rows, and nearly one thousand audio rows. These data vol-
umes support meaningful evaluation of LLMs and semantic query
processing engines in terms of both processing time and cost. To
control database sizes systematically, we define a scale factor (SF)
for each scenario, corresponding to the maximum number of rows
in that scenario. Table 3 lists the available SF ranges per scenario,
along with the specific SFs used in our main experiments.
Evaluation Metrics. We report monetary cost, result quality, and
query latency in our evaluation. For quality metrics, we use the
metrics described in Section 3.3 in our experiments. All metrics
are normalized to the range [0, 1], where higher values indicate
better performance. This normalization ensures consistency in both
visualization and comparison. Specifically, the F1 score naturally
falls within [0, 1]. For relative error, we apply the transformation
1/(1 + relative_error) to map it into [0, 1]. Spearman’s rank corre-
lation [9] and the Adjusted Rand Index (ARI) originally range from
[-1, 1], where —1 indicates opposite ranking or clustering similar-
ity, 1 indicates identical outcomes, and 0 corresponds to random
behavior. In our experiments, all evaluated systems produce rank
correlation and ARI values greater than 0. Therefore, we do not
perform additional normalization for these two metrics.
Evaluation Settings. Each experiment is repeated five times. We
report the average performance of monetary cost, quality, and
latency per query, as well as the overall averages across all queries.
In the tables, we also report the standard deviation across all queries.
Due to space limitations, the per-query deviations are omitted, but
are available in our online leaderboard.

6.2 System Settings

All systems are under active development, and we did not tune
any system to achieve its best possible performance. Hence, the re-
ported results are only a snapshot in time that provide directions for
future improvements. We encourage authors of systems to submit
optimized versions to the SemBench leaderboard.

LOTUS. We use LOTUS version 1. 1.3 for our experiments. LO-
TUS provides options for optimized semantic filter, join, and rank.
In evaluation, we fix the model to gemini-2.5-f1lash. For semantic
join, we use the optimized operator from LOTUS, where embedding
similarity scores are used as approximations to LLM calls. Following
the recommendations of the authors, we use e5-base-v2 for text
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embeddings and c1ip-ViT-B-32 for image embeddings. For rank-
ing, LOTUS provides semantic map and semantic top-k operators.
In our experiments, we find that semantic map and semantic top-k
achieve similar ranking quality, but semantic top-k incurs signifi-
cantly higher costs. Therefore, we use the semantic map operator
for ranking queries.

Palimpzest. We use Palimpzest version @. 8.2 with the Abacus op-
timizer [43] turned off. We apply the MaxQuality objective, which
configures Palimpzest to use its default “best" operator implementa-
tion(s) based on prior belief. We use the parallel execution strategy
with the degree of parallelism set to 20. Model selection is disabled
since a fixed model is used in the evaluation.

ThalamusDB. We use version @.1.15 and the default settings for
all parameters. In particular, we use a degree of parallelism of 20
and set the batch size for the join operator to ten (i.e., ten rows from
both input tables are integrated into the same prompt). Specifically
for the Medical scenario, we slightly rewrote queries to eliminate
SQL WITH clauses, materializing the query results described in the
WITH clause as temporary tables.

BigQuery. In the evalutaion, we use a default reservation of 2000
slots and fix the model to gemini-2.5-flash. Scalability param-
eters such as LLM parallelism or batch size are managed by the
engine and are not controllable by users.

6.3 Benchmark Results

Table 4 reports the results for the Movies scenario. The colors
indicate the relative performance of the different systems for each
query. For cost and latency, we normalize the values using (v —
min)/(max —min), and classify the systems into three categories:
the top 33% are labeled Better, the middle 33% are labeled Middle,
and the bottom 33% are labeled Worse. For quality, we use absolute
thresholds: values in [0.8, 1] are labeled Better, values in [0.6, 0.8)
are labeled Middle, and values in [0, 0.6) are labeled Worse. The left-
most column shows the query number together with the semantic
operators used in the query.

For the Movies scenario, most systems support all queries. Tha-
lamusDB does not support the last two queries, requiring semantic
rank operators, which are not supported by ThalamusDB. Despite
a small SF=500, we find some queries (e.g., Q7) require several
minutes of processing time, along with non-negligible monetary
cost, for most of the compared systems. This shows that even rela-
tively small amounts of data compared to database standards pose
significant challenges in semantic query processing.

Table 4 shows per-query average values for each compared sys-
tem, along with the relative standard deviation. Note that the stan-
dard deviation is usually small for cost and quality, compared to run
time. Cost and quality variance are due, primarily, to randomization
of the LLM output. However, the compared systems generally try
to minimize randomization of the LLM output, e.g., by choosing a
low temperature whenever possible. Run time, on the other hand,
is influenced primarily by the latency variance of LLM calls.

Comparing only systems supporting all queries, BigQuery, the
only commercial system in our evaluation, achieves optimal per-
formance according to all metrics, followed closely by LOTUS (in
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Table 4: Experimental Results of SemBench for the Movie Scenario. Applied operators: F - semantic filter, J - semantic join, R -
semantic rank, C - semantic classify, L - LIMIT clause. The colors express relative performance ( Better than Average , Average ,

Worse than Average , and X for not supported).

LOTUS Palimpzest ThalamusDB BigQuery
Cost  Quality Latency Cost  Quality Latency Cost  Quality Latency Cost  Quality Latency
Q1:FL $0.09 1.00 33.1s $1.1073 1.00 3.8s $4-10-4 0.95 4.2s $0.05 1.00 26.3s
Q2:FL $0.01 1.00 2.1s $0.01 1.00 29.7s $2:1073 0.92 1.9s $3-1073 1.00 9.5s

Q3:F $5-1073 0.64 2.1s $0.01 0.64 4.6s $2:1073 0.74 3.1s $3-1072 0.64 11.0s
Q4:F $5:1073 0.64 28s $0.02 0.74 4.4s $2:1073 0.74 3.8s $3-1073 0.64 11.4s
Q5:JL $2.38 0.59 536.5s $0.01 0.39 1.9s $1:1073 1.00 2.3s $1.01 0.89 54.5s
Q6:JL $1.81 0.67 432.4s $0.01 0.83 23s $9:-10-¢ 0.84 1.7s $1.00 0.69 54.5s
Q7:] $1.81 0.21 431.8s $7.72 0.68 1056.1s $0.15 0.57 636.9s $3.31 0.70 198.3s
Q8:C $4-1073 0.93 23s $0.02 0.86 4.3s $5-1073 0.83 6.8s $3:1073 0.76 10.9s
Q9:R $0.02 0.75 49s $0.05 0.78 5.7s X X X $0.02 0.78 13.3s
Q10: R $0.13 0.40 30.9s $0.38 0.42 39.2s X X X $0.13 0.44 32.1s
Avg $0.62 0.68 147.9s $0.82 0.73 115.2s $0.02 0.82 82.6s $0.55 0.75 42.2s
Std Dev +1.2% +1.5% +17.4% +2.2% +3.4% £12.7% +0.8% +0.1% +9.2% +0.4% +1.6% +6.4%
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Figure 2: Relative costs in the Wildlife scenario.

terms of cost) and Palimpzest (in terms of quality). While Thala-
musDB only supports a subset of queries in this scenario, it achieves
optimal costs for each supported query (eight out of ten).
Interestingly, there are several queries for which the relative cost
difference between different systems is significant. Figure 1 shows
the relative cost of all systems, dividing processing costs for each

clause is available, achieve significantly better performance for
those queries. Query Q2 uses a LIMIT clause as well, but restricts
the scope to reviews of one specific movie (using SQL standard
equality predicates, which are evaluated efficiently). In this case,
applying semantic operators to all relevant data is less costly than
for the other three LIMIT queries (which consider all reviews).

Among all queries without LIMIT clause, Q7 is the one with the
most significant cost differences. ThalamusDB achieves minimal
average processing costs, followed by LOTUS. This is explained by
the fact that these two systems use implementations of the semantic
join operators that are aimed at reducing execution costs. LOTUS
implements relational joins by matching items first based on their
embedding vectors, evaluating the join condition via LLM calls only
on those row pairs whose embedding vectors are within a certain
distance range. ThalamusDB uses batching to include multiple items
from both tables into the prompt, instructing the LLM to find all
matches regarding the join condition. On the other hand, those cost
optimization strategies come at the expense of quality. BigQuery
and Palimpzest achieve the highest average quality.

Table 5 shows results for the E-Commerce scenario. This scenario
features the most diverse selection of semantic operators, making it
challenging to implement it for all systems even though all generally
support the required data modalities. LOTUS and BigQuery are the
only systems that allow a complete implementation of this scenario,
with Palimpzest being only missing out on one query because it does
not support SEM_RANK and also doesn’t allow emulating SEM_RANK



Jiale Lao, Andreas Zimmerer, Olga Ovcharenko, Tianji Cong, Matthew Russo, Gerardo Vitagliano, Michael Cochez, Fatma Ozcan, Gautam Gupta, Thibaud Hottelier, H. V. Jagadish,

Kris Kissel, Sebastian Schelter, Andreas Kipf, and Immanuel Trummer

Table 5: Experimental Results of SemBench for the E-Commerce Scenario. Applied operators: F - semantic filter, J - semantic
join, M - semantic map, R - semantic rank, C - semantic classify. The colors express relative performance ( Better than Average,

Average , Worse than Average , and X for not supported).

LOTUS Palimpzest ThalamusDB BigQuery
Cost  Quality Latency Cost  Quality Latency Cost  Quality Latency Cost  Quality Latency

Q1:F $0.06 1.00 12.2s $0.08 1.00 12.2s $0.03 1.00 34.8s $0.04 0.59 21.2s
Q2:F $0.18 0.87 166.1s $0.38 0.83 57.5s $0.31 0.67 100.8 s $3.96 0.21 55.7s
Q3: M $0.07 0.97 17.1s $0.12 0.98 16.5s X X X $0.12 0.97 21.2s
Q4: M $0.14 0.45 156.7 s $0.24 0.53 335.0s X X X $0.37 0.69 31.0s
Q5:C $0.04 0.99 7.4s $0.07 0.98 X X X $0.17 0.98 25.7s
Q6: C $0.12 0.89 114.8s $0.43 0.89 143.7 s X X X $0.35 0.88 34.9s
Q7:] $1.33 0.75 199.4s $1.79 0.92 287.6s $0.08 0.51 97.7s $0.86 0.83 45.4s
08:] $4-1073 1.00 4.1s $0.01 1.00 $0.30 0.00 713.0s $18.23 0.29 126.2's
Q9:] $0.06 0.55 243.4s $0.10 0.49 44.9s $0.31 0.00 872.2s $0.21 0.58 48.6 s
Q10:FJ $0.21 0.00 519.5s $1.02 0.06 1192.5s X X X X X X

Q11:F] $0.27 0.78 158.7 s $0.61 0.73 132.4s X X X X X X

Q12:FM $0.10 0.60 36.4s $0.14 0.00 31.9s X X X $0.10 0.97 31.1s
Q13:F $0.24 0.74 | 274.8s $0.44 0.74  238.3s X X X $0.38 0.70 22.4s
0Q14:FJR $0.23 0.87 178.2s X X X X X $4.26 0.37 73.6 s
Avg $0.22 0.75 149.2 s $0.42 0.70 192.5s $0.21 0.44 363.7 s $2.42 0.67 44.7 s
Std Dev +41.5% +2.0% +27.4% +0.1% +0.9% +70.0% +0.0% +0.5% +31.2% +1.1% +7.7%  +£20.5%

with a SEM_MAP together with a ORDER_BY as the system does not
support classical sorting. ThalamusDB only supports 5 out of the 14
queries due to only supporing SEM_FILTER and SEM_JOIN together
with the limitation that only a single input column for semantic
operators is supported. While Q10 and Q11 are implementable in
BigQuery, they do not complete within a reasonable execution time.
Notably, LOTUS consistently achieves the lowest cost across all
queries, being outperformed only by ThalamusDB on Q1 and Q7,
while still achieving the best average accuracy in this scenario.

Table 6 shows results for the Wildlife scenario. This scenario
uses semantic operators on audio data and images. LOTUS does
not currently support analysis of audio data. Hence, it only sup-
ports four out of ten queries in this scenario. The other systems
support all ten queries. Among the systems supporting all queries,
ThalamusDB achieves the lowest average costs (followed closely
by Palimpzest) while BigQuery maximizes quality.

Figure 2 shows the relative costs of all systems, scaled to the
minimal costs (over all systems) for each query. Comparing Figure 2
with Figure 1, we find that cost differences are generally smaller
(reaching only a relative cost difference of up to ten, rather than
more than a factor of 100). The Wildlife scenario uses only the
semantic filter operator, but no semantic joins, which tend to lead
to larger cost differences between the compared systems. Analyzing
the compared open-source systems, we find significant differences
in the prompt templates used to implement the semantic filter.
All systems use simple and compact prompt templates, especially
for output tokens to reduce costs. Palimpzest uses relatively long
prompt templates, containing examples for few-shot learning and
detailed instructions. This increases quality while increasing costs

associated with reading input tokens. ThalamusDB uses concise
prompt templates that reduce costs at the expense of quality.

Table 7 presents the experimental results for the MMQA scenario.
Only Palimpzest fully supports MMQA queries. LOTUS can tech-
nically cover all semantic operators but across runs, it can throw
internal processing errors. These errors occur when the LLM re-
sponses fail to adhere to the specified output schema in the prompt
and the following code fail to handle unexpected outputs. This
explains the “n/a” entry for Q4 despite LOTUS’s support for the
semantic map operator. ThalamusDB only supports a small number
of queries, in particular due to the lack of a semantic map operator
and a semantic join operator across modalities. While BigQuery can
perform one-to-one semantic mapping, they lack the many-to-one
semantic map operator, which is essential for summarizing values
across multiple rows within a single column.

Among the systems that successfully handled at least nine out
of ten queries, BigQuery proved to be the most cost-effective solu-
tion. In contrast, Palimpzest achieved the highest average quality,
with LOTUS following closely behind. Across all queries, the most
challenging and expensive operations—in terms of both monetary
cost and latency—were semantic joins between tables and images.
This difficulty is illustrated by the results for Q7, which required
40,000 LLM calls for join predicate evaluation. This single query
took Palimpzest over 35 minutes and LOTUS nearly 40 minutes to
complete. The monetary cost for this query alone was more than
1,000 times that of a filtering query. The inherent complexity of
these joins is also reflected in their consistently lower quality scores
compared to other operations like semantic filtering and mapping.
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Table 6: Experimental Results of SemBench for the Wildlife Scenario. Applied operators include: F - semantic filter, L -
LIMIT clause. The colors express relative performance ( Better than Average , Average , Worse than Average , and X for not

supported).
LOTUS Palimpzest ThalamusDB BigQuery
Cost  Quality Latency Cost  Quality Latency Cost  Quality Latency Cost  Quality Latency

Q1:F $0.11 0.79 92.4s $0.13 0.79 32.8s $0.11 0.79 19.6 s $0.11 0.79 32.0s
Q2:F X X X $0.01 0.17 2.8s $0.01 0.14 4.5s $0.01 0.19 9.4s
Q3:FL $0.11 1.00 99.4s $0.13 0.00 22.7s $0.03 0.00 4.3s $0.11 0.00 25.7s
Q4:FL X X X $0.01 0.00 2.7s $1:1073 0.00 1.3s $0.01 1.00 9.4s
Q5:F X X X $0.13 0.75 13.5s $0.01 0.75 2.3s $0.12 0.75 19.2s
Q6: F X X X $0.13 0.00 19.3s $0.06 0.50 13.2s $0.12 0.20 243s
Q7:F $0.23 1.00 188.3 s $0.13 1.00 43.9s $0.20 1.00 28.8s $0.22 1.00 24.6 s
Q8:F X X X $0.13 0.75 34.9s $0.12 0.75 23.8s $0.23 0.75 355s
Q9:F X X X $0.13 0.57 19.1s $0.08 0.67 17.2s $0.12 0.59 37.6s
Q10: FL $0.11 1.00 87.8s $0.13 0.00 19.6 s $0.03 0.00 44s $0.11 0.00 40.3s
Avg $0.14 0.95 117.0s $0.10 0.40 21.1s $0.07 0.46 11.9s $0.11 0.53 258s
Std Dev +0.0% +0.0% +8.0% +0.0% +0.0%  +48.7% +0.0% +0.0% *14.1% +0.0% *18.0% £59.6%

Table 7: Experimental Results of SemBench for the MMQA Scenario. Applied operators include: F - semantic filter, J - semantic
join, M - semantic map. The colors express relative performance (Better than Average , Average , Worse than Average , and
X for not supported).

LOTUS Palimpzest ThalamusDB BigQuery

Cost  Quality Latency Cost  Quality Latency Cost  Quality Latency Cost  Quality Latency
Q1: M $0.02 1.00 74s $3-102 1.00 4.5s X X X $0.01 1.00 14.1s
Q2a:] $0.89 0.83 169.6 s $1.04 1.00 135.9s X X X $0.08 0.00 53.8s
Q2b:] $0.89 0.83 166.8 s $1.04 1.00 133.8s X X X $0.12 0.00 38.4s
Q3a:F $0.01 0.83 4.2s $0.02 0.80 4.5s $0.01 0.75 11.0s $0.01 0.72 19.6 s
Q3f: F $0.01 1.00 4.2s $0.02 1.00 8.0s $0.01 1.00 7.0s $0.01 0.67 22.3s
Q4: M X X X $5-103  0.54 1.2s X X X $2:10°  0.60 9.7s
Q5: M $1.1073 1.00 0.48s $1.1073 1.00 0.50s X X X X X X
Q6a: F $0.01 1.00 4.4s $0.02 1.00 4.0s $2:1073 0.33 5.6s $4-1073 0.03 18.9s
Q6b: F $0.01 1.00 3.8s $0.02 1.00 4.1s $2-1073 1.00 5.5s $4-1072 0.04 17.3s
Q6c: F $0.01 1.00 4.6s $0.02 1.00 4.7s $2:1073 0.53 13.4s $4-1073 0.13 17.4s
Q7:] $13.61 0.32 2311.4s $15.65 0.31 2101.6s X X X $1.18 0.00 91.7 s
Avg $1.41 0.88 243.4s $1.62 0.88 218.4s $5-1073 0.72 8.5s $0.14 0.32 30.3s
Std Dev +0.0% +0.2%  £15.5% +0.0% +0.2% £12.1% +0.0% +0.0%  +£29.0% +0.3% +1.5% £30.1%

Table 8 presents the results for the ten queries of the medical sce-
nario, which simulates a multi-modal Electronic Health Record sys-
tem. Four key limitations emerge from these results. First, current
systems demonstrate poor performance in medical audio process-
ing. Similar to the Wildlife scenario, queries Q2, Q5, and Q6, which
rely on semantic filtering of audio data, are either unsupported by
LOTUS or perform poorly across systems. Second, existing systems
offer limited operator support. ThalamusDB lacks semantic clas-
sification required for Q10 and inconsistently supports common
table expressions, necessitating the manual materialization of tem-
porary tables for Q6 instead. Palimpzest does not support relational

joins and requires us to hardcode the join order and execute the
joins with Pandas instead, e.g., for Q6 and Q7. Third, Q4, Q6, Q7,
Q8, and Q10 exhibit similar quality across all evaluated systems,
while the execution costs differ significantly, with BigQuery being
the most expensive. The most significant cost differences appear
in Q3, Q5, Q6, and Q8, which process image data, again causing
BigQuery costs to increase substantially. We attribute this to the
higher computational cost of image semantic operators in BigQuery
relative to text-only queries. Fourth, in the case of semantic op-
erators for textual symptom detection, queries targeting patients
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Table 8: Experimental Results of SemBench for the Medical Scenario. Applied operators include: F - semantic filter, J - se-
mantic join, C - semantic classify, L - LIMIT clause. The colors express relative performance (Better than Average, Average,

Worse than Average , and X for not supported).

LOTUS Palimpzest ThalamusDB BigQuery
Cost  Quality Latency Cost  Quality Latency Cost  Quality Latency Cost  Quality Latency
Q1:F $0.06 0.40 18.8 s $0.10 0.31 21.1s $0.02 0.28 32.8s $1.01 0.31 37.2s
Q2:F X X X $0.12 0.08 9.4s $0.15 0.04 25.6s $0.25 0.00 45.4s
Q3:FL $0.73 0.60 235.5s $4:1073 0.60 3.0s $0.02 0.91 3.2s $5.94 1.00 56.0's
Q4:F $0.06 0.99 18.3s $0.10 0.96 20.7 s $0.02 0.94 329s $0.65 0.98 29.2s
Q5:F X X X $4:1073 1.00 2.5s $0.41 0.50 80.5s $5.38 0.50 72.6s
Q6: F X X X $0.07 0.48 10.7 s $0.03 0.00 6.2s $0.80 0.53 26.1s
Q7:F X X X $4.24 0.86 617.1s $0.25 0.14 74.6s $14.46 0.87 118.8s
Q8:FL $0.11 0.73 149.6 s $0.08 0.65 19.6s $0.09 0.61 81.1s $2.81 0.56 43.0s
Q9:F $0.32 0.57 174.5s $0.43 0.38 67.2s $0.48 0.00 34325s $1.50 0.55 53.7s
Q10: C $0.16 0.55 22.1s $0.26 0.51 27.1s X X X $3.78 0.58 46.2s
Avg $0.24 0.64 103.2s $0.54 0.58 79.8s $0.16 0.38 418.8s $3.66 0.59 52.8s
Std Dev  +0.0% +0.1% +4.9% +1.5% +0.3% +9.3% +0.0% *15.1% *10.9% +5.2% +0.7%  *28.9%

with more specialized diseases (e.g., Q4 - acne, Q10 - disease classi-
fication) yield higher quality results compared to those involving
more generic conditions (e.g., Q1 - allergy). We hypothesize that
large language models perform better when the problem space is
narrower and more well-defined. The results indicate that none of
the evaluated systems are yet capable of adequately addressing all
queries in the specialized medical scenario.

Interestingly, when we tested different language models, some
of them (e.g., gemini-2.5-pro) initially refused to perform skin mole
mapping unless the prompt explicitly stated that the results would
not be used for real-world medical decisions. This model behavior
seems to be highly data-dependent though, since this limitation
did not occur with X-ray images, textual symptom descriptions, or
medical audio data. Unlike in traditional databases, the quality of
results produced by semantic operators is highly dependent on the
domain of the data being processed, and systems need to be aware
of this fact and actively manage it.

7 CONCLUSIONS AND OUTLOOK

We introduced SemBench, a benchmark evaluating a novel class of
systems: semantic query processing engines. Despite using only
a small part of the available benchmark data for our experiments,
we find that each of the evaluated systems incurs non-negligible
processing overheads (cost and time) at least for some of the queries.
Therefore, we believe that our benchmark will remain useful for
stress-testing SQPEs in the coming years.

We identified several factors with a significant impact on the
relative performance of SQPEs in our experiments. First, the imple-
mentation of semantic operators matters, for instance, for LIMIT
and JOIN operators, where we observed significant differences in
terms of costs as well as result quality. Second, prompt design
matters for semantic operator implementations. Different SQPEs
seem to aim at different cost-quality tradeoffs by using either rela-
tively compact prompts, lowering costs, or more detailed prompts

that tend to improve quality. In one scenario, we had to manually
expand our instructions to obtain answers on medical topics (a
topic for which the LLM refused answers by default). An inter-
esting extension to existing SQPEs would be automated prompt
design strategies, optimizing cost-quality tradeoffs, or automati-
cally rewriting prompts to fix situations in which the LLM refuses
to generate answers. At this point, none of the evaluated systems
implement such strategies.

Several optimizations, currently not or not widely supported
by SQPEs, seem useful to improve performance in our benchmark.
For instance, fusing multiple semantic operators into one single
LLM call offers potential for performance improvements in several
scenarios (e.g., in Q10 and Q11 of the E-Commerce scenario). As
our scenarios entail multiple queries on overlapping data subsets,
some of them with equal or similar predicates, caching strategies
would be useful to reduce processing overheads further.

At this point, none of the evaluated systems supports all of
our benchmark queries due to limitations either in terms of the
supported operators or data modalities. On the other hand, our
benchmark includes scenarios in which almost all evaluated systems
support all queries. This gives developers of SQPEs the opportunity
to start evaluating early-stage versions of their systems, supporting
a limited set of features, on easier scenarios, while expanding the
scope to more SemBench scenarios as new features are added. As
SQPEs expand the range of supported semantic operators over the
coming years (e.g., semantic aggregation), we plan to add more
scenarios in future SemBench instantiations.
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