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Abstract—Text-to—SQL models allow users to interact with a
database more easily by generating executable SQL statements
from natural-language questions. Despite recent successes on
simpler databases and questions, current Text-to—SQL meth-
ods still suffer from low execution accuracy on industry—scale
databases and complex questions involving domain-specific busi-
ness logic. We present PaVeRL-SQL, a framework that combines
Partial-Match Rewards and Verbal Reinforcement Learning to
drive self-improvement in reasoning language models (RLMs)
for Text-to—SQL. To handle practical use cases, we adopt two
pipelines: (1) a newly designed in—context learning framework
with group self-evaluation (verbal-RL), using capable open-and
closed—source large language models (LLMs) as backbones; and
(2) a chain-of-thought (CoT) RL pipeline with a small back-
bone model (OmniSQL-7B) trained with a specially designed
reward function and two-stage RL. These pipelines achieve
state—of—the-art (SOTA) results on popular Text-to—-SQL bench-
marks—Spider, Spider 2.0, and BIRD. For the industrial-level
Spider2.0-SQLite benchmark, the verbal-RL pipeline achieves
an execution accuracy 7.4% higher than SOTA, and the CoT
pipeline is 1.4% higher. RL training with mixed SQL dialects
yields strong, threefold gains, particularly for dialects with lim-
ited training data. Overall, PaVeRL-SQL delivers reliable, SOTA
Text—-to—SQL under realistic industrial constraints. The code is
available at https://github.com/PaVeRL-SQL/PaVeRL-SQL.

Index Terms—Text-to-SQL, Reinforcement Learning, Large
Language Models, Reasoning

I. INTRODUCTION

Structured Query Language (SQL) is the de facto inter-
face to relational data. Text-to-SQL models translate natural-
language questions into executable SQL, enabling non-experts
to query complex databases. As large, heterogeneous schemas
proliferate across industries—and as SQL dialects vary—the
potential impact of reliable Text-to-SQL systems continues
to grow. Recent systems advance this goal via structural
bias and decoding constraints (e.g., RAT-SQL, PICARD) or
prompt/workflow design (e.g., DIN-SQL, CHESS) [1]-[4].

Despite strong progress on academic benchmarks such as
Spider [5] and BIRD [6], execution accuracy (EX) remains
fragile on industry-scale databases and harder queries that re-
quire multi-step reasoning and domain-specific business logic.
The newer Spider 2.0 [7] further surfaces this gap by stressing
realistic schema complexity and stricter evaluation.

Moving from benchmark settings to production environ-
ments reveals recurring challenges: (i) Complexity—target
queries are long, compositional, and logic-heavy (multi-way

joins, nested subqueries, window/aggregate functions), with
Common Table Expressions (CTEs), aliases, and schema con-
straints compounding error propagation; (ii) Uncertainty—user
questions can be ambiguous or under-specified, while
schema/context at inference may be partial, noisy, or stale, re-
quiring robust intent inference and schema grounding (see, for
example, schema-linking and context-aware prompting) [8],
[9]; (iii) Data sparsity—high-quality question—-SQL pairs are
scarce and uneven across domains and dialects, leaving
long-tail operators and rare join patterns underrepresented;
(iv) Generalization—supervised fine-tuning (SFT) and heuris-
tic augmentation often overfit, degrading under distribution
shift (new schemas, domains), and synthetic data is labor-
intensive and brittle to prompt or schema changes; (v)
Resource constraints—Ilatency, cost, and governance concerns
favor compact on-premises models over large general models,
demanding efficient, auditable pipelines that meet service-level
agreements (SLAs) and compliance requirements. Moreover,
exact-match and execution-match metrics can provide sparse
or misleading signals in realistic settings [10].

Recent advances in Reasoning Language Models (RLMs)
trained with reinforcement learning (RL)—for example,
ol [11] and DeepSeek—R1 [12]—show that verifiable feedback
can substantially improve multi-step reasoning, aligning with
chain-of-thought evidence [13] and the heuristic that super-
vised fine-tuning memorizes while RL generalizes [14]. Text-
to-SQL is naturally amenable to such feedback via execution
signals (see also early execution-based RL in Seq2SQL [15]),
yet rewards remain sparse (binary success/failure) and dialect
coverage uneven, complicating training and deployment. In
this work we operationalize RL with group-relative policy
optimization (GRPO) [16] while addressing reward sparsity
through denser, partial-match signals.

Contributions. We present PaVeRL-SQL (Partial-Match Re-
wards and Verbal RL for Text-to—SQL), an RL framework that
makes the following contributions:

I. We design, build, and evaluate two complementary
pipelines tailored to deployment constraints: (i) a ver-
bal self-evaluation in—context workflow that samples
executable candidates until it collects K = 10 valid
SQLs per query and uses the backbone large language
model to rank and select the final query; and (ii) a
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chain—of-thought reinforcement—learning pipeline that
trains a small on—premises backbone (OmniSQL-7B)
end—to—end with execution feedback. Together, these
pipelines achieve state—of—the—art (SOTA) results on
Spider, Spider2.0-SQLite, and BIRD.

II. We introduce evaluation metrics and reward shaping
that capture fractional correctness via column-level
fractional execution accuracy (EXy) alongside binary
execution accuracy (EX,), providing denser, more in-
formative signals than 0/1 exact match and improving
training stability.

III. We develop a cost—effective two—stage group-relative
policy optimization (GRPO) schedule—best—checkpoint
restart followed by cosine decay—that improves stability
and sample/compute efficiency, reaching strong accuracy
within a modest training budget (e.g., < 20 epochs)
without second—order methods.

IV. We demonstrate mixed—dialect training that transfers
across SQL dialects and yields substantial gains for
low—resource dialects, strengthening cross—dialect gen-
eralization under realistic industrial constraints.

II. RELATED WORK

a) From Prompting & Fine-Tuning to RL in Text-to-SQL:
Text-to-SQL systems have advanced through (i) model adapta-
tion and (ii) prompt engineering. Fine-tuning methods—RAT-
SQL [1], PICARD [2], RESDSQL [17], CodeS [18], and
PSM-SQL [19]—inject schema structure and enforce decod-
ing constraints. Prompt-driven approaches—ACT-SQL [20],
DIN-SQL [3], CHESS [4], CHASE-SQL [21]—use carefully
designed instructions for zero/few-shot generalization. Other
innovations include semantic schema linking [8], context-
aware prompting [9], modular query breakdown [3], memory-
based self-correction [22], and confidence calibration [23],
[24]. These techniques deliver strong results on Spider [5] and
BIRD [6], but scaling to the complexity of Spider 2.0 [7] re-
mains challenging—motivating RL for complicated industry-
level databases and convoluted user questions involving
domain-specific business logic.

b) Reasoning LMs as Bases for RL: Reasoning Language
Models (RLMs) trained with RL can produce deliberate chain-
of-thought (CoT) traces, improving multi-step reasoning [11],
[13]. Empirically, SFT memorizes, RL generalizes [14], and
large-scale RL boosts math/code performance [25]. RL is
sensitive to base-model strength: weak cold starts hinder
RL efficiency [12]. Recent strong bases (ol [11], DeepSeek
R1 [12], Qwen3 [26], Phi-4 [27]) enable more reliable RL for
Text-to-SQL. Two-stage training (e.g., DeepSeekLLM [28])
can also prime models for reasoning; however, two-stage RL
has not been thoroughly explored for Text-to-SQL.

c) RL for Text-to-SQL: A growing body of work applies
RL to SQL generation. SEQ2SQL [15] uses policy gradients
with execution feedback for clause refinement. ICRL [29]
introduces retrieval-based in-context learning with reward
signals. SQL-RL-GEN [30] and STAR-SQL [31] explore
evolutionary search and reward shaping. DEEPSQL-R1 [32]

targets efficiency via LoRA and quantization. REASON-
ING-RL [33] augments schema linking with similarity-based
rewards. SQL-R1 [34] advances multi-table and nested
queries using dynamic rewards, while ARCTIC-TEXT-TO-
SQL-R1 [35] emphasizes execution correctness and syntax
validity.

d) Reward Design: Execution accuracy provides a nat-
ural but sparse reward in Text-to-SQL, which can impede
policy optimization. Composite rewards have been proposed:
LLM-as-a-Judge, syntax checks, schema-linking, and n-gram
similarity [33]; and format/execution/result/length compo-
nents [34]. Recent simplifications focus on execution and
syntax validity [35]. However, most approaches treat cor-
rectness as exact match against the ground truth, ignoring
degrees of partial correctness in results. Our work introduces
a partial-match execution reward that supplies denser, more
informative signals, stabilizing RL and improving learning
efficiency. Moreover, we address multi-dialect training within
a single RL pipeline, whereas prior RL methods are typically
per-dialect, limiting cross-dialect generalization.

e) Agents & Workflows as RL Substrate: Agentic cod-
ing systems combine reasoning, tool use, and iterative cor-
rection [36]-[38]. ReAct [36] integrates reasoning with ac-
tions; Spider Agent [7] adapts this to database tasks. Multi-
agent/workflow strategies [22], [39], [40] assist complex plan-
ning, though domain-specific methods often outperform gen-
eral agents [41]. ReFoRCE [42] scales to Spider 2.0 with
iterative exploration and schema compression. In our setting,
such agentic infrastructure is complementary: it provides an
environment where RL-trained Text-to-SQL policies can ex-
ecute, receive feedback, and improve, but our contribution is
model-centric RL training, not orchestration logic.

III. METHODOLOGY

We introduce PaVeRL-SQL (Partial-Match Rewards and
Verbal RL for Text—to—-SQL), a two—track approach that bal-
ances deployability and accuracy: a verbal self-evaluation
workflow that treats a backbone LLM as both generator and
judge, and a chain—of-thought (CoT) reinforcement learn-
ing pipeline trained with group-relative policy optimization
(GRPO) [16]. Both tracks leverage verifiable execution feed-
back in the spirit of recent reasoning systems [11], [12] and are
evaluated with a denser, partial-match criterion to complement
exact/execution match metrics [10].

We designed and evaluated two specific pipelines for dif-
ferent use cases of Text-to-SQL to optimize performance and
cost depending on available resources.

A. Evaluation

We adopted the official evaluation methodologies for each
dataset to calculate the accuracy of the SQL execution (EX)
generated in all test cases [1]-[5], [7]. However, we also
observed that there are obvious limitations of these evalua-
tions, because these metrics compare the exact match of the
execution results between the golden SQL and the generated
SQL. These limitations of existing evaluation metrics are also



well documented in other works [10]. Moreover, in many
practical scenarios, the result can be counted as correct even if
it does not exactly match the ground truth, provided that all the
requested information is reflected in the execution result table.
This can happen due to the vagueness of the user questions,
differences in database setting, etc.

Considering the nature of SQL statements, we developed
a new evaluation metric, which compares the golden result
table with the generated SQL execution result table column
by column. We report two complementary measures computed
by comparing the generated result table T against the golden
table T' column—by—column:

1) Binary execution accuracy EX;, € {0,1} assigns, for
each sample, a label as either correct (1) or incorrect (0).
The criterion for EXj, is less strict than an exact match.
If the execution result table contains all the information
from the golden table and the shape difference (the
counts of extra columns) is less than 7 (we use 7 =5
as default, tunable per application), it is still consid-
ered correct. Lower 7 values mean tighter evaluation
and higher values mean looser evaluation. Formally, if
|Cols(T") \ Cols(T)| < 7, we still count the sample as
correct.

2) Fractional execution accuracy EX; € [0,1] measures,
for each sample, the proportion of the result column
matching the golden result, with continuous values from
0 to 1. It averages per—column matches: each column in T’
contributes 1 if its values match in 7T’ (up to row ordering
and formatting), and O otherwise; extra columns neither
help nor hurt.

Together, EX; and EX ¢ supply denser signals during analysis
and training while remaining faithful to execution semantics.

B. Verbal RL

Use Case 1: The database is very similar to general
databases in the public data, or training in-house Text-to-SQL
models is not feasible due to hardware restriction or cost.

We developed a verbal self-evaluating RL pipeline inspired
by Group Relative Policy Optimization (GRPO) [16] training
process, Reflexion [22] and ReAct [36]. For settings where
training an in—house model is infeasible or the target schema is
close to public distributions, we use this verbal self—evaluation
pipeline that approximates GRPO’s groupwise preference sig-
nal and self-reflection/act paradigms.

First, for each user question, we sample SQL candidates
with the backbone LLM using Prompt 1. We execute each
candidate to check validity and repeat sampling until we
collect K = 10 executable SQLs or reach a cap of 200
attempts. If, after 200 attempts, we still have fewer than
K executable candidates, we proceed with the candidates
collected so far. We then ask the same LLM to score these
candidates using the scoring prompt (Appendix A). For each
SQL candidate 20 scores will be generated, and the final score
of the SQL will be the mean of the 20 scores. We select the
highest score SQL, and if multiple candidates tie, we break

YES

Executable?

Gen SQLs

Get Scores Best SQL as

Output

Fig. 1. Verbal RL Pipeline: A generate-and-judge workflow that approxi-
mates GRPO without gradient updates. For each natural language question,
the pipeline (1) samples SQL candidates from the backbone LLM using the
generation prompt until collecting K = 10 executable SQLs or reaching 200
attempts, (2) executes each candidate to verify validity, (3) uses the same LLM
to score all executable candidates via the scoring prompt, and (4) selects the
highest-scoring SQL as the final output.

ties uniformly at random. The selected highest-scoring SQL
is returned as the final output.

This  “generate—and—judge” loop  approximates a
group—relative signal without gradient updates and consistently
improves over zero—shot prompting baselines [4], [43]. The
entire pipeline is shown in Figure 1.

C. CoT RL

Use Case 2: There is a requirement to use small on-prem
Text-to-SQL models and compute resource is available to train
them. If access to the database is limited either due to the data
security, or the cost of accessing is very high due to speed,
size or any other factor of the database, it is recommended
to train a one-shot SQL generator model based on CoT RL
training with verifiable output rewards model (ORM).

When on—prem inference and stronger robustness are re-
quired, we train a small backbone with GRPO using verifiable
execution rewards.

1) RL Approach: For the CoT RL training, we adopt
GRPO [16], which has been shown to be very successful
in many verifiable rewards tasks (e.g. math and code) and
therefore is ideal to be extended to Text-to-SQL task. For
an optimum training effect, a supervised finetuning (SFT)
warm up is usually suggested [12]. OmniSQL models [44] are
SFT trained on Qwen2.5-coder models [45] using SynSQL-
2.5M [44] data, which is an ideal choice as the starting base
model for GRPO (after the SFT warmup stage). We initialize
from OmniSQL-7B [44], an SFT—primed coder model suited
for SQL generation, and condition on Prompt 1 that includes
dialect, schema, optional context, and question.

a) RL objective: GRPO training proceeds as follows:
using the prompt P that contains the question, the database
schema, and the relative context as input, the policy model g
(parameterized by 6) will generate a set G of SQL candidates



(aka rollouts), {01, ...,0c}. Each generated SQL is executed
and the execution result is compared to the golden SQL
execution result using the defined reward function (described
in detail in Section III-C2).

After executing each o; and scoring it, GRPO updates
the policy using group-relative advantages A;. By checking
the relative performance of the SQL candidates within the
group, the policy is updated in accordance with the following
objectives:

G
1 . .
Jerro(0) :=E [G ;:1 min (r;4;, clip(r;, 1 —¢,1+€)A;)
- ﬁDKL(WGHWT'ef)v

where P is the input prompt (dialect, schema, optional context,
and question); 7y is the current policy parameterized by 6; G is
the number of rollouts per prompt; o; is the ith generated SQL;
ri = % is the likelihood ratio of generating output o;
under the new policy 7y compared to the old policy mg,,, A;
is the group relative advantage of each output, € > 0 is the
PPO-style clipping parameter, 3 > 0 weights the KL regular-
izer, and Dy, is a KL-divergence penalty to keep the policy
close to the reference policy 7.t (the SFT checkpoint). The
expectation is over training prompts/minibatches. This mirrors
successful verifiable-reward training in math/code [11], [12]
and prior execution—based RL for SQL [15].

b) Two—stage schedule: Inspired by DeepSeekLLM [28],
we adopt the two-stage training strategy to achieve optimal RL
training from small number of training epochs (aka training
budget). However, we made a change to the strategy as
follows: Stage one: For the first 10 epochs, apply the most
commonly used learning rate schedule, which starts with initial
3% steps of flat low learning rate to warm-up, followed by a
linear increase to the pre-defined max learning rate for the
3% to 10% steps, then ending with a slow cosine decay of the
learning rate for the rest of the steps. Stage two: Always start
from the best model (highest greedy decoding accuracy) of
stage one. The best model of stage one can appear at any steps
(beginning, middle or end). Unlike typical two-stage training,
the starting point of stage two is not constrained to the final
model of stage one. We also need to observe the accuracy
curve of stage one models:

1) If the accuracy curve increases then starts to show signs
of plateauing, raise the stage two starting learning rate to
the pre-defined max, followed by a slow cosine decay.

2) If the accuracy curve fluctuates without showing a clear
trend, reduce the starting learning rate of stage two by
half (of the best model learning rate), followed by a slow
cosine decay.

Using the above training strategy, we gain satisfactory accu-
racy level within 20 epochs of training, leading to significant
reduction of the training time and cost.

2) Reward Function: We defined a reward function that
encourages the promotion of EXpy, that is, the fraction of
correct columns in the result table. To reduce sparsity while
preserving verifiability, we reward execution and scale payoff

by partial correctness. To save training time, we execute each
golden SQL to get the golden result table before the GRPO
training starts. Then during the training we only compare the
rollout SQL execution result table to the golden result table.
Let EX € [0, 1] denote the fractional column—match score
from Section III-A. The rewards are defined as follows:

10 - EXy,
0.5,
0, otherwise (if SQL fails to execute).

if SQL executes and returns results;

R = if SQL executes but is incorrect;

During our experiments, we tested various reward function
designs and observed that applying both reward (positive
value) and punishment (negative value) causes confusion dur-
ing GRPO training, leading to unstable results. Empirically,
non—negative rewards stabilize GRPO updates; mixing large
positive and negative signals degraded convergence. The above
reward function focuses on execution correctness and syntax
validity. Moreover, it gives a continuous reward score based
on the correctness fraction. This reward function contributed
to a significant performance gain in our GRPO RL training
and aligns with recent Text-to—SQL RL that centers execution
and syntax validity [34], [35] while adding a graded notion of
correctness that improves sample efficiency.

IV. EXPERIMENTS AND RESULTS

We present empirical results from two practical Text-to-SQL
pipelines under different deployment scenarios and compare
them with SOTA approaches on the popular Spider [5],
Spider 2.0 [43], and BIRD [46] benchmarks. We report three
metrics: (1) the official execution accuracy (EX) defined by
each dataset; (2) binary execution accuracy (EX3); and (3)
fractional execution accuracy (EXy). All three metrics are
described in Section III-A.

A. Datasets and Pre-processing

For ease of comparison, we focus on the SQLite dialect first
and present results for another dialect in Section IV-D.

1) Spider, Spider 2.0-SQLite, and BIRD Datasets: The
Spider [5] dataset consists of 8,659 training question—SQL
pairs from 146 databases. We filtered out questions with
missing columns and incorrect SQL (typically misuse of table
abbreviations), resulting in 8,648 pairs. We then split these into
8,000 for training and 648 for validation for RL training. The
trained models are evaluated on the development set (1,034
question—SQL pairs from 20 databases).

The BIRD [46] dataset contains 9,428 training ques-
tion—SQL pairs from 69 databases. After removing samples
with missing columns/tables or incorrect SQL, we obtained
9,029 pairs from 68 databases, split into 8,600 for training and
429 for validation. The BIRD development set includes 1,534
question—SQL pairs from 11 databases. Following CHESS [4],
we select a representative subsample (147 question-SQL pairs



TABLE I
TRAINING AND EVALUATION DATASET STATISTICS FOR PAVERL-SQL
EXPERIMENTS.

Training # Que # DB
Spider_train 8000 142
Spider_val 648 5
BIRD_train 8600 67
BIRD_val 429 2
SynSQL_train 10000 7387
SynSQL_val 175 109
Testing # Que # DB
Spider_dev 1034 20
Spider2.0-SQLite 135 30
BIRD_dev 1534 11
BIRD_dev_sub? 147 11

2Small subsample for cost efficient inference.

from 11 databases)' for cost efficiency. Spider 2.0 [43] con-
tains 135 questions from 30 databases in SQLite dialect; we
use this set only for evaluation.

To obtain a general-purpose Text-to-SQL model not limited
by domain or difficulty, we added a third training set from
SynSQL-2.5M [44]. We randomly selected 10K question—SQL
pairs with balanced difficulty, covering 7,387 databases. We
excluded multi-turn dialogue style questions, as single-turn
CoT RL is not ideal for this setting, and defer multi-turn
modeling to future work. We also selected 175 question—-SQL
pairs from 109 databases as a validation set. For this dataset,
we ignore the provided gold CoT and allow RL to fully explore
solutions. The details are summarized in Table I.

2) Database Schema Details and Context Information:
During our experiments, we found that augmenting the
database schema with lightweight data profiles—such as pri-
mary/foreign keys, min/max values for numeric columns, and
the top-3 most frequent values for text columns—substantially
improves SQL generation, especially for filtering and joins.
Accordingly, we curate and use enriched metadata that in-
cludes these signals in addition to the canonical schema. An
example schema string is shown in Appendix B.

For BIRD, OmniSQL [44] segments long-form context into
per-column descriptions and inlines them into the schema
string. We adopt the same approach and observe meaningful
gains. Because some BIRD databases are highly complex,
the full schema will not fit in the model’s context window
during RL training. Following OmniSQL [44], we therefore
include (i) all columns referenced by the gold SQL, (ii) all
primary/foreign key columns, and (iii) a small set of ran-
domly sampled additional columns. For the SPIDER and Syn-
SQL10K training sample, we directly included all the database
schema strings described above. For some SynSQL10K sam-
ples that have context information, we just included them as
separate paragraphs in the prompt. For testing, we always use

Uhttps://github.com/ShayanTalaei/CHESS/blob/main/data/dev/
sub_sampled_bird_dev_set.json

the full database schema string. The prompt for generating the
SQL is shown in Prompt 1.

Prompt 1: SQL Generation Prompt

Task Overview:

You are a powerful text-to-SQL model. Below, you are
provided with a database schema and a natural language
question. Your task is to understand the schema and
generate a valid SQL query to answer the question.

Database Engine:
{dialect}
Database Schema:
{dbschema}
Context:
{context}
Question:
{question}

Instructions:

- Please use the minimum number of tokens required
to provide a SQL statement and use sql functions for
{dialect} database.

- Make sure you only output the information that is asked
in the question. If the question asks for a specific column,
make sure to only include that column in the SELECT
clause, nothing more.

- The generated query should return all of the information
asked in the question without any missing or extra
information.

- Please think through the steps of how to write the query
with minimum number of tokens.

Output Format:

In your answer, please enclose the thinking block with
less than 1600 tokens followed by a code block with the
generated SQL code:

<think>

—-— Your brief thinking
</think>

YYisgl

—-— Your SQL query

AR U

Please DO NOT generate any explanation to the final SQL
code solution.

\ J

B. Verbal RL Pipeline

As described in Section III-B and shown in Figure 1, we
evaluated the verbal RL pipeline using several recent open- and
closed-source LLMs as backbones: GPT-5 mini? (‘gpt-5-mini-
2025-08-07"), gpt-0ss-20B and gpt-oss-120B [47], Qwen3-
30B-A3B-Instruct-2507 [26], and Qwen3-Coder-30B-A3B-

Zhttps://platform.openai.com/docs/models/gpt-5-mini



TABLE 11
VERBAL RL EXECUTION ACCURACY (%) COMPARED TO 0 SHOT AND
OTHER PIPELINE

Spider2.0-SQLite BIRD
Method Backbone LLM EX EX; EX; | EX EX;, EXy
Agent® [43] | GPT-5 mini 244 23.0 354|299 333 425
CHESS? [4] | GPT-5 mini 29.6 29.6 426 |61.2 57.8 65.0
PaVeRL GPT-5 mini 37.0 341 499 (558 59.9 64.5
GPT OSS 20B 28.1 27.4 395 |53.1 60.5 649
GPT OSS 120B 333 32.6 485 |54.4 60.5 64.8
Qwen3-30B¢ 11.1 11.1 212 |53.7 53.7 573
Qwen3-Coder-30B¢ | 20.0 18.5 30.2 |60.5 64.6 67.3
0 shot® GPT-5 mini 33.1 28.1 42.1 |55.1 55.8 60.5
Claude Opus 4.1 319 304 427 |59.2 64.6 68.1
GPT OSS 20B 8.89 889 10.8 |51.0 544 59.0
GPT OSS 120B 18.5 148 21.7 | 544 57.8 61.6
Qwen3-30B¢ 11.1 104 16.3 |46.9 56.5 59.1
Qwen3-Coder-30B4 | 22 22 62 |15.0 156 163
a. Agent = SpiderAgent [43]. We strictly follow the authors’ official GitHub.
b. We strictly follow the CHESS [4] official GitHub.
¢. Qwen3-30B = Qwen3-30B-A3B-Instruct-2507.
d. Qwen3-Coder-30B = Qwen3-Coder-30B-A3B-Instruct.
e. We use Prompt 1 with enriched database schema as in Appendix B.

TABLE III
COT-RL EX RESULTS IN %

Models Spider(dev) | BIRD(dev) | Spider2.0-SQLite
Gre Maj | Gre Maj | Gre Maj
OmniSQL-7B [44] 81.2 81.6 |63.9 66.1 | 15.6* 17.0*
SQL-R1-7B [34] - 87.6 - 66.6 - -
Arctic-Text2SQL-R1 [35] | - - 67.6 694 | 15.6 -
PaVeRL-Spider 83.4 86.6 | N/A N/A | N/A N/A
PaVeRL-BIRD N/A N/A |67.2 69.3 | N/A N/A
PaVeRL-SynSQL10K 782 81.7 |60.6 64.7 | 17.0 19.3

*Recalculated after database question update. Upper panel shows
literature-reported accuracy. ’-’ indicates values not reported in literature.
Spider-trained models tested only on Spider; BIRD-trained only on BIRD.

N/A indicates values not applicable due to table structure.

Instruct [26]. We tested on the Spider 2.0 SQLite subset (135
samples) and the BIRD dev subsample (147 samples). For time
and cost considerations, we did not evaluate on the full BIRD
dev set. For comparison, we also report zero-shot inference and
SOTA pipelines with code that we can reproduce (CHESS [4]
and SpiderAgent [43]) using official execution accuracy (EX),
binary execution accuracy (EXj), and fractional execution
accuracy (EXy) from Section III-A.

On Spider2.0-SQLite, our simple verbal RL pipeline
reaches 37% EX—+12.6 points over SpiderAgent and +7.4
over CHESS with the same backbone (GPT-5 mini). In
general, the pipeline substantially outperforms vanilla zero-
shot prompting across backbones. Prompts are provided in
Appendix A; detailed results are in Table II.

C. CoT RL Pipeline

As described in Section III-C, we trained on Spider, BIRD,
and SynSQLIOK and evaluated on Spider, BIRD, and Spi-
der2.0-SQLite, respectively. Training was run on 8§ H100
GPUs (96 GB each). We use the VERL package [48] with
batch size 1024, temperature 0.8, and 10 rollouts. In Stage 1,
the warm-up learning rate is le—7 or 5e—7; the maximum

TABLE IV
PAVERL WITH MIXED DIALECTS EX IN %

Spider2.0-SQLite | in-house-MySQL
Model EX EX; EX; |EX, EXy
OmniSQL-7B [44] | Gre | 15.6 13.3 22.1 | 20.1 29.9
PaVeRL-Mixed Gre | 133 119 21.2 | 747 82.5
Maj | 17.8 14.1 229 |75.7 83.8

Note: our in-house data do not have public official evaluation metrics.

learning rate is le—5 or 5e—5 (depending on the run). Fig-
ure 2 shows greedy EX, the learning-rate schedule, and mean
rewards across the two-stage GRPO training (blue: Stage 1;
green: Stage 2).

Because SynSQLI10K is general-purpose public data, we
also evaluate the resulting model on Spider and BIRD. Execu-
tion accuracies of our best checkpoints versus recent RL Text-
to-SQL systems (SQL-R1 [34], Arctic-Text2SQL-R1 [35]) are
summarized in Table III (official EX only for brevity).

Overall, PaVeRL CoT RL matches or exceeds SOTA RL sys-
tems, with clear gains on the more industrial Spider2.0-SQLite
benchmark.

We additionally study how the number of samples used for
majority voting affects accuracy. We test group sizes of 8, 16,
32, 64, and 128 and find that larger groups do not necessarily
help; a size of ~32 is typically optimal (Figure 3).

D. Mixed Dialects CoT RL Training

Training data for some SQL dialects are often limited.
Although dialects differ in functions and types, the underlying
reasoning is shared. We therefore test whether training on a
data-rich dialect transfers to a low-resource dialect. Concretely,
we randomly select 6,000 SynSQL10K SQLite samples and
combine them with 2,000 proprietary MariaDB/MySQL sam-
ples (8,000 total) and run CoT RL as in Section III-C. Table IV
compares results before and after RL on Spider2.0-SQLite and
an in-house MySQL test set. Performance on the rich SQLite
test set does not degrade, while the low-resource MySQL set
improves by roughly 3 in execution accuracy.

V. CONCLUSION

We presented PaVeRL—-SQL, a practical Text—to—SQL frame-
work that combines partial-match rewards with two comple-
mentary tracks: a lightweight verbal self-evaluation work-
flow and a compact CoT-RL pipeline. By leveraging ver-
ifiable execution and denser feedback via EX; and EXp,
PaVeRL-SQL improves learning stability and sample effi-
ciency while remaining deployable under real-world con-
straints. Across Spider, Spider2.0-SQLite, and BIRD, we
observe consistent accuracy gains, and mixed—dialect training
notably improves low-resource dialects without degrading
performance on richer ones.

Limitations include dependence on an executable environ-
ment and residual sensitivity of judge—style scoring to back-
bone biases. Looking ahead, we will (i) enrich rewards beyond
column-level signals (e.g., tuple—set comparisons, constraint
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Fig. 2. CoT RL training dynamics across two-stage GRPO optimization. Left: Greedy decoding execution accuracy (EX) progression showing model
performance. Center: Learning rate schedules with stage 1 using warm up-linear-cosine decay, and stage 2 restarting from the best stage 1 checkpoint with
adjusted rates based on convergence patterns. Right: Mean reward progression using the partial-match reward function, demonstrating improved signal density
over binary rewards. Blue curves represent stage 1 training, green curves represent stage 2 training. Top to bottom: Spider_dev, Spider2.0-SQLite, and
BIRD_dev datasets. The two-stage approach enables convergence within 20 epochs while maintaining training stability.

satisfaction), (ii) strengthen cross—model judging and cali-
bration, and (iii) improve schema retrieval/compression for
very large databases; we also plan to extend PaVeRL-SQL
to multi—turn interactions and privacy—constrained, on—prem
deployments.
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APPENDIX A
VERBAL RL PROMPTS

The SQL generating prompt is the same as Prompt 1.
We use the scoring prompt in a lightweight generate—judge
loop that approximates GRPO without gradient updates: for
each question we sample until we obtain K=10 executable
candidates (deduplicated by normalized SQL), then query the
same backbone to score the set and select the top candidate;
ties are broken uniformly at random. The <think> block
is ignored by our parser—only the numeric values inside
<scores> are consumed—to limit susceptibility to prompt
injection and formatting drift.

For reproducibility and stability, we clamp scores to [0, 1],
optionally apply within-group z-score normalization before
arg max, and seed decoding. A light SQL linter and a dry-run
executor filter non-executable outputs before judging, which
reduces wasted judge capacity and aligns the loop with the
executable-first reward used in training.

Prompt 2: SQL Score Prompt

Task Overview:

You are a scoring machine to make scores for
{len(all_sqls)} SQL scripts, based on understanding
from input DATABASE SCHEMA, CONTEXT and
QUESTION.

Database Engine:
{dialect}
Database Schema:
{dbschema}
Context:
{context}
Question:
{question}

Instructions for scoring SQL scripts:

- Based on your understanding from input DATABASE
SCHEMA, CONTEXT and QUESTION, please give
score for each SQL script.

- Please compare all SQL scripts and give high score for
SQL script that fully answers the input QUESTION.

- Please think through the steps with minimum number
of tokens and the score should be between 0 and 1.

{sqls}

Output Format:

In your answer, please enclose the thinking block with
less than 1600 tokens followed by a code block with
scores for each SQL script:

<think>

—— Your brief thinking
</think>

<scores>

{scores}

</scores>

Please DO NOT generate any explanation to the final
scores.

APPENDIX B
DATABASE SCHEMA STRING

The following is an example database schema string that
we use for both training and inference. Example values
(MIN/MAX, top-3 modes) are computed by self-defined SQL
functions that scan each database to extract schema metadata
and representative values. For long schemas, we always retain
all PK/FK columns and any columns referenced by the gold
SQL, and sample a small additional subset of columns to
respect the context budget. Figure 4 shows an example from
the Spider dataset school_budget database.



School

CREATE TABLE School (

School_id TEXT, --Example 1, 2, 3,

School_name TEXT, --Example Triton, New Prairie 1, LaVille,
Location TEXT, --Example Walkerton, New Carlisle, Lakeville,
Mascot TEXT, —--Example Trojans, Redskins, Lions,

Enrollment INT, --MIN 287 MAX 852,

IHSAA_Class TEXT, ——-Example AAA, AA, A,

IHSAA_Football_Class TEXT, ——-Example AAA, A, AAAA,

County TEXT, --Example 50 Marshall, 71 St. Joseph, 75 Starke,
PRIMARY KEY ("School_id")

)i

budget

CREATE TABLE budget (

School_id INT, --MIN 1 MAX 5,

Year INT, --MIN 1999 MAX 2006,

Budgeted INT, --MIN 3666 MAX 119527,
total_budget_percent_budgeted REAL, -—-MIN 1.3 MAX 2.4,
Invested INT, --MIN 2134 MAX 146102,
total_budget_percent_invested REAL, --MIN 2.0 MAX 2.7,
Budget_invested_percent TEXT, —--Example 71.3, 42.9, 228.8,

PRIMARY KEY ("School_ id","YEAR"),
FOREIGN KEY ("School_id") REFERENCES "School" ("School_id")

)

endowment

CREATE TABLE endowment (

endowment_id INT, --MIN 1 MAX 11,

School id INT, --MIN 1 MAX 8,

donator_name TEXT, --Example Valverde, Santo Domingo Este, Santiago,
amount REAL, —--MIN 8.33 MAX 9.83,

PRIMARY KEY ("endowment_id"),
FOREIGN KEY ("School_id") REFERENCES "School" ("School_id")
)i

Fig. 4. Example schema string for the Spider school_budget database used in both training and inference. The string includes primary/foreign keys and
lightweight profiles (MIN/MAX for numeric columns and top-3 modes for text) to guide joins and filters without leaking answers.



