arXiv:2512.07738v1 [cs.CV] 8 Dec 2025

HLTCOE Evaluation Team at TREC 2025: VQA Track

Dengjia Zhang!* Charles Weng'* Katherine Guerrerio!
Reno Kriz!?

?Human Language Technology Center of Excellence

Kenton Murray 2 Alexander Martin!

! Johns Hopkins University

Yi Lu?
Benjamin Van Durme'+

{dzhang98, amart233}@jhu.edu

Abstract

The HLTCOE Evaluation team participated in TREC VQA’s
Answer Generation (AG) task, for which we developed a
listwise learning framework that aims to improve seman-
tic precision and ranking consistency in answer genera-
tion. Given a video—question pair, a base multimodal model
first generates multiple candidate answers, which are then
reranked using a model trained with a novel Masked Pointer
Cross-Entropy Loss with Rank Weights. This objective in-
tegrates pointer-based candidate selection, rank-dependent
weighting, and masked cross-entropy under vocabulary re-
striction, enabling stable and interpretable listwise opti-
mization. By bridging generative modeling with discrimi-
native ranking, our method produces coherent, fine-grained
answer lists. Experiments reveal consistent gains in accu-
racy and ranking stability, especially for questions requir-
ing temporal reasoning and semantic disambiguation.'

1. Introduction

The TREC VQA answer generation (AG) task requires sys-
tems to generate multiple plausible answers per query and
return them as a ranked list. Such tasks continue to pose dif-
ficulties for current VLMs, which often struggle to generate
diverse, well-ranked answer candidates and to maintain sta-
ble orderings in open-ended settings [4, 6, 10].

To address these limitations, we adopt a listwise learn-
ing framework for answer generation and ranking. Our
approach is inspired by multi-hypothesis generation meth-
ods [5, 7, 9, 11], which encourage diverse and expres-
sive candidate answers, as well as listwise reranking tech-
niques [3, 12, 13], which provide principled mechanisms
for ordering candidate outputs. Given a video and an
associated question, our system first generates multiple
candidate answers using a base VLM, and then reorders
them using a reranker. For reranking, we introduce a
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novel Masked Pointer Cross-Entropy Loss with Rank

Weights, which integrates three key mechanisms. First,

rank-labeled candidate representation explicitly encodes or-

dinal relations among answer candidates. Next, masked
pointer cross-entropy facilitates permutation-consistent op-
timization through selective supervision of ranked outputs.

Finally, rank-dependent weighting enhances the learning

signal for higher-priority predictions, while maintaining

balanced gradient propagation. Together, these mechanisms
allow the model to capture both ranking consistency and lin-
guistic fluency, effectively bridging the gap between gener-
ative modeling and discriminative ranking.

Our contributions can be summarized as follows:

1. We propose a generate-and-rerank setting for producing
diverse ranked lists in open-ended Video QA.

2. We introduce Masked Pointer Cross-Entropy Loss
with Rank Weights, explicitly incorporating ranking in-
formation into the optimization process.

3. We present detailed experiments demonstrating that our
proposed pipeline yields consistent improvements over
baseline models across multiple evaluation metrics.

2. Method

Our approach consists of two main components: (1) a gen-
erator that produces multiple candidate answers given a
query, and (2) a reranker that refines these candidates into
a ranked list using a masked pointer-based objective. An
overview of the full pipeline is shown in Figure 1.

2.1. Generator

The generator module is responsible for producing a diverse
set of candidate answers for each input query q. For each
query, we generate N candidates {a1, as,...,an}, which
are subsequently used as input to the reranker.

To encourage diversity, we employ a collection of
prompt templates that differ in phrasing, structure, and rea-
soning cues. Instead of tuning model parameters or sam-
pling hyperparameters, we rely on prompt variation as a
lightweight and reproducible way to obtain diverse candi-
dates. These prompts are empirically evaluated on a valida-
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Figure 1. Overview of the proposed generate-rank framework. The framework comprises two key components: a Generator, which
produces a set of candidate responses given an input prompt, and a Reranker, which assigns relevance scores to these candidates and orders
them accordingly. (a) Inference Pipeline: The generator outputs multiple candidate responses, which are subsequently reordered by the
reranker based on their predicted relevance to the query. (b) Reranker Training: The reranker is trained using ground-truth rankings,
where token-level weighting is incorporated into the loss function to emphasize more informative tokens. Darker colors denote higher

token weights, indicating a greater contribution to the overall loss.

tion set, and the template that yields the best reranking per-
formance is selected and fixed for both training and evalua-
tion. This setup ensures that the generation process remains
deterministic and reproducible, while the resulting candi-
date pool maintains sufficient diversity.

2.2. Reranker

The reranker aims to reorder the generated candidates
{aj,as,...,an} into a coherent ranked list that aligns
with ground-truth relevance. It is trained using a Masked
Pointer Cross-Entropy Loss with Rank Weights, which
integrates three key mechanisms: (1) Rank-Labeled Can-
didate Representation, (2) Masked Pointer Cross-Entropy,
and (3) Rank-Dependent Weighting.

2.2.1. Rank-Labeled Candidate Representation

For each query ¢ with its reference answer a*, we first com-
pute the BERTScore [15] between each generated candidate
a; and a*. Candidates are then ordered to form a ranked se-
quence in a fixed way:

<R1> = <CAND_...>
<R2> = <CAND_...>
<RN> = <CAND_...>
<ENDLIST>

Each token in this sequence represents either a rank marker
(<Rn>), a candidate pointer (<CAND_m>), or regular textual
content. This rank-labeled sequence serves as the target su-
pervision for the reranker.

2.2.2. Masked Pointer Cross-Entropy

The reranker is trained to autoregressively generate the
rank-labeled sequence. At each decoding step ¢, the model
produces logits z; € RY over the vocabulary. When
the target token corresponds to a candidate pointer (e.g.,
<CAND_3> or the termination token <ENDLIST>), the pre-
diction space is restricted to the subset of valid, unselected
candidates Cy:

. exp(=\11))
PyMCy) = ——— (1)
Zjeck eXp(Zj )
The corresponding pointer loss is:
Ly = —log P(y[Cy). )

For non-pointer tokens (e.g., rank markers or normal
text), the model computes standard cross-entropy over the
full vocabulary:

exp(z4y)

£ = log —————————.
text ZXZI eXp(Zq()t))

3)
2.2.3. Rank-Dependent Weighting

To emphasize higher-ranked predictions, we assign a weight
wg, to each pointer step corresponding to rank k:
ag, ifk <3,
WE =
L,

otherwise,

“)



nDCG

| BERTScore | METEOR

Split Settings
BERTScore Rank METEOR Rank | Mean Max | Mean Max
QwenOmni Generator 0.997 0.772 0.869 0.875 | 0.145 0.182
Dev Data QwenVL Generator 0.995 0.664 0.904 0.905 | 0.175 0.183
QwenVL Generator+Reranker 0.998 0.742 0.904 0.916 | 0.175 0.250
Test Data QwenVL Generator 0.995 0.708 0.896 0.896| 0.157 0.159
QwenVL Generator+Reranker 0.995 0.718 0.896 0.897 | 0.156 0.161

Table 1. Comprehensive evaluation of different generator configurations on the TRECVID AG task. Results are reported on both the
development and test splits under three metrics: NDCG, BERTScore, and METEOR. QwenVL achieves superior overall performance
compared to QwenOmni, particularly in semantic similarity metrics (BERTScore and METEOR). The inclusion of a reranker further
refines ranking quality, yielding the most notable gains under the METEOR metric.

where o, > 1 are hyperparameters controlling the relative
importance of top-ranked predictions. These weights are
applied directly to the loss terms at respective rank steps.

2.2.4. Final Objective

The final training objective aggregates all weighted losses:

1
Lot = = wy Ly, 5
totl thtzu 5)

t

where L, is either Eéﬁ) or E[(:}gt. This formulation ensures:
1. candidate tokens are compared only within the subset of
valid remaining candidates;
2. higher-ranked predictions receive stronger supervision;
3. gradient flow remains stable without in-place masking.
The proposed Masked Pointer Cross-Entropy with
Rank Weights thus enables the model to learn fine-grained
correspondences between candidate order and predicted
likelihood, achieving stable and consistent listwise rerank-
ing performance.

3. Experiment

Data and Models We designate the first 30 examples of
the official training data provided for the TREC VQA AG
task as an ad-hoc dev split and use the remainder as our
actual train split. We report results both on this ad-hoc
dev split and on the official test split. For the genera-
tor, we evaluate both Qwen2.5-VL-7B [1] and Qwen2.5-
Omni-7B [14] to compare their generative capabilities. For
the reranker, we employ Qwen2.5-VL-7B as the backbone
model and fine-tune it specifically for ranking refinement.

3.1. Results

The overall results are presented in Table 1. We evaluate

two main configurations:

1. Generator: a single-stage model that directly generates
candidate answers.

Prompt ROUGE-L METEOR  STS

PROMPT1 0.224 0.222 0.469
PROMPT2 0.334 0.216 0.607
PROMPT?3 0.389 0.228 0.631
PROMPT4 0.383 0.227 0.623
PROMPTS 0.407 0.251 0.638
PROMPT6 0.390 0.246 0.620
PROMPT7 0.352 0.245 0.595
PROMPTS w/ lora 0.394 0.239 0.636

Table 2. Ablation results of different prompt templates and their
LoRA variants on our ad-hoc dev split.

2. Generator + Reranker: a two-stage framework where
the generator produces candidate answers and the
reranker refines their ranking.

For the dev split, we additionally test the Qwen Omni
Generator to investigate the performance of the Omni vari-
ant. Although Qwen Omni achieves slightly higher NDCG
scores, it performs worse in BERTScore and METEOR.
Since our goal is to achieve a balanced improvement across
all evaluation metrics, and as shown in subsection 3.2, fine-
tuning the generator alone does not substantially enhance
semantic alignment, we ultimately adopt Qwen-VL as the
generator in our final system.

3.2. Prompt Study

To further examine the influence of instruction formulation
and fine-tuning strategies, we conduct an ablation study
on prompt templates and LoRA-based fine-tuning.” Each
prompt variant represents a distinct instruction template
used during generation.

Table 2 reports ROUGE-L [8], METEOR [2], and STS
on our ad-hoc dev split. Among all prompt variants,
Prompt5 consistently achieves the best overall performance

2See Appendix A for the parameters used in training. The prompt vari-
ants can be found in Appendix B.



across metrics. Accordingly, we adopt Prompt5 as the final
instruction template for the generator in our final system.

4. Conclusion/Discussion

Our experiments have aimed to assess the effectiveness
of our proposed framework on the TREC VQA AG task,
examining the influence of prompt design on the genera-
tor’s performance and the usefulness of weighted reranking
for optimizing the ordering of candidate answers. Results
demonstrate that well-crafted prompts play a crucial role in
producing semantically accurate and contextually relevant
responses. Moreover, the proposed Masked Pointer Cross-
Entropy Loss with Rank Weights substantially enhances
ranking consistency and improves the quality of top-ranked
answers. We believe that this training paradigm provides
valuable insights for future research on rank-list optimiza-
tion and could serve as a general framework for learning-to-
rank in multimodal generation tasks.
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A. Model Parameters

For Generator, we use Qwen2.5-VL 7B as the generator
model, with the decoding parameters setto temperature
= 0.7and top.p = 0.9.

For Reranker Training, we adopt LoRA Fine-tuning. The
training dataset is from TREC VQA AG dataset, containing
a total 500 samples and we choose 90% of them for train-
ing and rest of them for evaluating. The reranker’s weights
are set as wy; = 3, wo = 1.5, and w3 = 1.2. The train-
ing hyperparameters are as follows: learning rate =
2e—6,batch size = 1,and epochs = 5.

For the LoRA configuration, we set lora.r = 16,
lora_alpha = 32,and lora_dropout = 0.05.

B. Prompts

In this section we provide the prompt variations used in sub-
section 3.2 for Prompts 1-7 in Figure 2, Figure 3, Figure 4,
Figure 5, Figure 6, Figure 7, and Figure 8, respectively.



Answer the following question concisely in one sentence:
question: guestion

Figure 2. Prompt1

Answer the following question concisely in one sentence, you should follow the points:

1. You should answer the question as simple as possible, some questions may just need a
word or two.

2. You don’t need to answer the question in a very detailed way, Jjust give a concise
answer.

question: question

Figure 3. Prompt2

Answer the following question concisely in one sentence, you should follow the points:

1. You should answer the question as simple as possible, some questions may just need a
word or two.

2. You don’t need to answer the question in a very detailed way, Jjust give a concise
answer.

3. For the answer in number, you should answer the number (one, two, three, etc.) but
not 1,2,3, etc. in the question.

question: question

Figure 4. Prompt3

Answer the following question concisely in one sentence, you should follow the points:

1. You should answer the question as simple as possible, some questions may just need a
word or two.

2. You don’t need to answer the question in a very detailed way, Jjust give a concise
answer.

3. For the answer in number, you should answer the number (one, two, three, etc.) but
not 1,2,3, etc. 1in the question.

4. You need to think about the question and answer it carefully.

question: question

Figure 5. Prompt4

Answer the following question concisely in one sentence, you should follow the points:

1. You should answer the question as simple as possible, some questions may just need a
word or two.

2. You don’t need to answer the question in a very detailed way, Jjust give a concise
answer.

3. For the answer in number, you should answer the number (one, two, three, etc.) but
not 1,2,3, etc. in the question.

the transcript of the video is: transcript
question: guestion

Figure 6. Prompt5




Answer the following question concisely in one sentence, you should follow the points:

1. You should answer the question as simple as possible, some questions may just need a
word or two.

2. You don’t need to answer the question in a very detailed way, Jjust give a concise
answer.

3. For the answer in number, you should answer the number (one, two, three, etc.) but
not 1,2,3, etc. 1in the question.

4. You need to think about the question and answer it carefully.

5. If the question is about the audio, you should answer the question based on the
transcript of the video.

6. The transcript can be in different languages, you should answer the question in
English.

the transcript of the video is: transcript

question: qguestion

Figure 7. Prompt6

Answer the following question concisely in one sentence, you should follow the points:

1. You should answer the question as simple as possible, some questions may just need a
word or two.

2. You don’t need to answer the question in a very detailed way, Jjust give a concise
answer.

3. For the answer in number, you should answer the number (one, two, three, etc.) but
not 1,2,3, etc. in the question.

4. The ASR transcript can be in different languages, you should answer the question in
English.

5. Base your answer on both the ASR transcript and the video frames; if needed, use

reasoning or general knowledge to give the most reasonable answer.

the ASR transcript of the video is: transcript
the question is: question

Figure 8. Prompt7
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