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ABSTRACT

Recent advances in Large Language Models (LLMs) have underscored the po-
tential of Reinforcement Learning (RL) to facilitate the emergence of reasoning
capabilities. Despite the encouraging results, a fundamental dilemma persists as
RL improvement relies on learning from high-quality samples, yet the explo-
ration for such samples remains bounded by the inherent limitations of LLMs.
This, in effect, creates an undesirable cycle in which what cannot be explored
cannot be learned. In this work, we propose Rubric-Scaffolded Reinforcement
Learning (RuscaRL), a novel instructional scaffolding framework designed to
break the exploration bottleneck for general LLM reasoning. Specifically, Rus-
caRL introduces checklist-style rubrics as (1) explicit scaffolding for exploration
during rollout generation, where different rubrics are provided as external guid-
ance within task instructions to steer diverse high-quality responses. This guid-
ance is gradually decayed over time, encouraging the model to internalize the un-
derlying reasoning patterns; (2) verifiable rewards for exploitation during model
training, where we can obtain robust LLM-as-a-Judge scores using rubrics as
references, enabling effective RL on general reasoning tasks. Extensive experi-
ments demonstrate the superiority of the proposed RuscaRL across various bench-
marks, effectively expanding reasoning boundaries under the best-of-N evalua-
tion. Notably, RuscaRL significantly boosts Qwen-2.5-7B-Instruct from 23.6 to
50.3 on HealthBench-500, surpassing GPT-4.1. Furthermore, our fine-tuned vari-
ant on Qwen3-30B-A3B-Instruct achieves 61.1 on HealthBench-500, outperform-
ing leading LLMs including OpenAI-o3.

1 INTRODUCTION

Large Language Models (LLMs) have demonstrated tremendous potential over a wide spectrum of
complex reasoning tasks, including legal analysis (Choi et al., 2021; Lai et al., 2024; Fei et al., 2023;
Trautmann et al., 2022), robotic manipulation (Driess et al., 2023; Zitkovich et al., 2023; Firoozi
et al., 2025; Zhou et al., 2023), and software development (Anysphere, 2023; Fan et al., 2023; Hou
et al., 2024). However, advancing the general reasoning capabilities of LLMs remains a significant
challenge (Zhao et al., 2023; Huang & Chang, 2022). To address this, recent breakthroughs in
Reinforcement Learning with Verifiable Rewards (RLVR), as exemplified by DeepSeek-R1 (Guo
et al., 2025) and OpenAI-o3 (OpenAI, 2025a), have proven that leveraging verifiable rewards as
feedback signals can successfully facilitate the emergence of sophisticated reasoning capabilities in
LLMs (Lambert et al., 2024; Yang et al., 2025; Kimi et al., 2025).

Despite the encouraging results, conventional RLVR tend to be more applicable to domains with
objectively verifiable answers. For instance, in areas such as mathematical proof (Ren et al., 2025;
Chen et al., 2025) and code generation (Qwen, 2025; Le et al., 2022), correctness can be explicitly
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Figure 1: (a) A conceptual illustration of exploration bottleneck and scaffolding. (b) Performance
comparison of different LLMs on HealthBench-500.

determined through formal proof verification or automated unit tests. In these contexts, the reward
signal is clear and well-aligned with the task objective, allowing RLVR to effectively guide models
toward correct solutions. Unfortunately, many real-world tasks like medical consultation (Lin et al.,
2025; Singhal et al., 2023; Zhang et al., 2023) and creative writing (Wu et al., 2025b; Franceschelli &
Musolesi, 2024) are inherently open-ended. These tasks often require multidimensional evaluation
and lack a single, verifiable ground-truth answer. To tackle this problem, several very recent concur-
rent works (Arora et al., 2025; Kimi et al., 2025; Gunjal et al., 2025; Viswanathan et al., 2025) have
explored rubric-based evaluation that decomposes desirable responses into checklist-style criteria
(e.g., factuality, coherence, completeness). By leveraging LLM-as-a-Judge to score each criterion
and aggregating results into scalar rewards, rubrics provide more stable and reliable feedback signal
suitable for RLVR in open-ended domains.

Nevertheless, as shown in Figure 1(a), a fundamental exploration bottleneck remains as RL requires
high-quality samples to improve, yet the exploration for such samples remains bounded by the in-
herent capabilities of LLMs (Yue et al., 2025; Wu et al., 2025a; Liu et al., 2025b; Dong et al., 2025).
This creates an inevitable loop where the inability to explore restricts the ability to learn. A growing
line of work has attempted to enhance exploration in RLVR for LLMs (Liu et al., 2025b;a; Dong
et al., 2025; Zheng et al., 2025; Lei et al., 2025; Li et al., 2025; Cheng et al., 2025). However, these
methods largely bias the policy distribution toward high-reward responses already supported by the
base model, rather than truly expanding its reasoning boundaries (Wu et al., 2025a). Worse still,
RL itself has a natural tendency to narrow the exploration space: policy entropy gradually collapses
during training, causing the model to converge toward a limited set of reasoning trajectories (Zhao
et al., 2025; Yue et al., 2025; Wu et al., 2025a; Yu et al., 2025; Liu et al., 2025b). This, in turn,
undermines the potential of RLVR to explore more diverse and higher-quality solutions.

In this work, we introduce Rubric-Scaffolded Reinforcement Learning, termed as RuscaRL, which
employs a novel instructional scaffolding framework to break the exploration bottleneck of RLVR.
Technically, RuscaRL leverages rubrics in two complementary ways: (1) Explicit scaffolding dur-
ing rollout generation. For each instruction, RuscaRL generates a group of candidate responses by
using rubrics as external guidance. We propose intra-group scaffolding differentiation to provide
varying levels of rubrics within each group, enabling diverse and high-quality responses. To further
internalize underlying reasoning patterns, we use inter-step scaffolding decay to gradually remove
the scaffolding over training, thereby minimizing reliance on external guidance. (2) verifiable re-
wards during model training. The model responses are assessed based on multiple criteria derived
from rubrics. For each criterion, we employ a Grader LLM performs a binary evaluation (i.e., true
or false), determining whether the response satisfies that specific requirement. The outcomes are
then combined through weighted aggregation to obtain a robust reward signal, facilitating effective
RL across different general tasks. Our main contributions are summarized as follows:

• We introduce instructional scaffolding as a novel paradigm in RLVR for LLMs, which pioneers the
integration of external guidance within task instructions to improve rollout diversity and quality,
thereby enabling more efficient exploration during RL.
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• We propose Rubric-Scaffolded Reinforcement Learning (RuscaRL), an innovative RLVR frame-
work designed to break the exploration bottleneck, integrating checklist-style rubrics as both ex-
plicit scaffolding for exploration and verifiable rewards for exploitation.

• Extensive experiments demonstrate that our RuscaRL yields results superior to state-of-the-art
counterparts. Notably, RuscaRL enables small LLMs (e.g., Qwen3-30B) to achieve performance
on par with leading LLMs (e.g., OpenAI-o3) on HealthBench-500, as shown in Figure 1(b).

2 RELATED WORKS

LLM Reasoning. The evolution of LLM reasoning approaches has progressed through several dis-
tinct phases. While early methods like prompt engineering (Wei et al., 2022; Kojima et al., 2022)
and supervised fine-tuning (Ouyang et al., 2022) have yielded encouraging results, their reliance on
task-specific prompts or extensive labeled data limits their scalability and cross-domain generaliza-
tion (Stiennon et al., 2020; Pornprasit & Tantithamthavorn, 2024; Zhang et al., 2024b; Gao et al.,
2023). Recent works have found that using more test-time computation (Snell et al., 2024; Zhang
et al., 2024a; Zuo et al., 2025) can improve reasoning performance. More recently, RLVR (Lambert
et al., 2024; OpenAI, 2025a; Guo et al., 2025) has emerged as a promising paradigm for training
LLMs to solve verifiable problems, showing strong reasoning improvements in domains like math
and coding (Guo et al., 2025; Qwen, 2025; Lambert et al., 2024; OpenAI, 2025a). However, it faces
exploration bottlenecks (Wu et al., 2025a; Yue et al., 2025; Liu et al., 2025b) and is difficult to extend
to general tasks where correctness is hard to verify (Gunjal et al., 2025; Kimi et al., 2025).

Rubric-based Methods. Rubrics are structured evaluation frameworks that decompose complex
assessment tasks into specific, verifiable criteria. To address the complex, multi-dimensional evalu-
ation demands of general tasks, a series of rubric-based evaluation works emerged, including health
domain evaluation (Arora et al., 2025), code domains (Pathak et al., 2025), and in other general
domains (Fan et al., 2025; Galvan-Sosa et al., 2025; Winata et al., 2025). Building upon these evalu-
ation frameworks, researchers have further attempted to apply rubrics as reward signals in RL train-
ing (Kimi et al., 2025; Gunjal et al., 2025; Viswanathan et al., 2025). This approach enables training
on general tasks where conventional ground truth is unavailable, while providing more robust and
fine-grained reward signals compared to conventional binary correct or incorrect evaluations. The
typical implementation involves using LLMs as graders to evaluate responses against each rubric cri-
terion, then aggregating these evaluations into reward signals. This methodology has demonstrated
promising results in agentic systems (Kimi et al., 2025), open-ended question answering (Gunjal
et al., 2025), and instruction following (Viswanathan et al., 2025).

Exploration in RL for LLMs. Existing RL methods face insufficient exploration challenges in
complex reasoning tasks, primarily manifesting as policies getting trapped in local optima and ca-
pability boundary collapse (Wu et al., 2025a; Yue et al., 2025; Liu et al., 2025b). To address these
issues, the research community has mainly adopted two strategies. Prolonged training expands rea-
soning boundaries through increased training iterations (Liu et al., 2025b;a), but this approach incurs
high computational costs with diminishing returns. Entropy-based exploration approaches identify
critical decision points through policy entropy for targeted exploration (Dong et al., 2025; Zheng
et al., 2025; Lei et al., 2025; Li et al., 2025; Cheng et al., 2025), yet these methods only enhance
exploration and struggle to break the exploration bottleneck as they rely solely on the model’s inter-
nal entropy signals. In contrast, RuscaRL offers fine-grained, explicit scaffolding via checklist-style
rubrics during rollout: each trajectory is guided by verifiable criteria covering the reasoning process
(e.g., what to include or avoid, in what order). This structured guidance enhances exploration be-
yond the initial model’s distribution in early training, while scaffolding decay fosters internalisation
of the new reasoning patterns.

3 BACKGROUND

RL Algorithms for LLMs. We adopt Group Relative Policy Optimization (GRPO) (Shao et al.,
2024) as our core RL algorithm for training language models with rubric-based rewards. Unlike
Proximal Policy Optimization (PPO) (Schulman et al., 2017), GRPO eliminates the need for a value
model by using group-based advantage estimation. For each instruction q ∼ D, where D denotes
the distribution over the training datasetD, GRPO samples a group of G responses {o1, o2, . . . , oG}
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Figure 2: An overview of the proposed RuscaRL framework, which comprises two core components:
(1) Explicit scaffolding during rollout generation, where the model generates candidate responses
using rubrics as external guidance with intra-group differentiation and inter-step decay. (2) Verifiable
rewards during model training, where responses are assessed based on multiple criteria derived from
rubrics through binary evaluation and weighted aggregation.

from the old policy πθold and optimizes the policy πθ by maximizing the following objective:

JGRPO (θ) = Eq∼D,{oi}G
i=1∼πθold (·|q) 1

G

G∑
i=1

1

|oi|

|oi|∑
t=1

min
(
ρi,t(θ)Âi, clip (ρi,t(θ), 1− ϵ, 1 + ϵ) Âi

) (1)

where oi is a response sampled from the old policy πθold given instruction q, t denotes the token
position within response oi, ρi,t(θ) =

πθ(oi,t|q,oi,<t)
πθold (oi,t|q,oi,<t)

is the token-level importance ratio between
the current policy and the previous policy, and ϵ is the clipping coefficient (Schulman et al., 2017).
The group-relative advantage is computed as:

Âi =
ri −mean

(
{rj}Gj=1

)
std

(
{rj}Gj=1

) , (2)

where ri is the reward for response oi, and the advantage is normalized using the mean and standard
deviation of the G sampled rewards.

4 METHODOLOGY

To address the exploration bottleneck problem, we propose the RuscaRL framework, as illustrated
in Figure 2. RuscaRL leverages rubrics in two complementary ways: (1) Explicit scaffolding dur-
ing rollout generation, where the model generates candidate responses using rubrics as external
guidance with intra-group differentiation and inter-step decay; (2) Verifiable rewards during model
training, where responses are assessed based on multiple criteria derived from rubrics through bi-
nary evaluation and weighted aggregation. In the following, we first introduce the basic concept of
rubrics, then detail these two core components.

4.1 RUBRIC-BASED EVALUATION SYSTEM

To address the complex, multi-dimensional evaluation demands of general tasks, we establish a
structured checklist-style rubric evaluation system (Arora et al., 2025). Specifically, we formalize
our rubricR as a set of N multi-dimension verifiable criteria: R = {c1, c2, . . . , cN}. Each criterion
ci is specified by a clear description and corresponding points pi indicating its contribution to the
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overall evaluation. We define the point vector as p = [p1, p2, . . . , pN ]. Given an instruction q
and its corresponding rubric R both sampled from the data distribution D, and a model response
o generated through the policy model πθ(o|q), we first construct a judge prompt for each criterion
ci by combining the instruction q, response o, and criterion ci. The judge prompt template for the
grader is provided in Appendix D.1.

For a single criterion evaluation, the grader function G implemented by a LLM (Zheng et al., 2023b;
Gu et al., 2024) takes the judge prompt as input and outputs a binary decision bi = G(q, o, ci) ∈
{0, 1} indicating whether criterion ci is satisfied (true of false). Extending this to the full rubric, the
grader evaluates all criteria and produces a binary indicator vector b = G(q, o,R) = [b1, b2, . . . , bN ]
where each bi represents the satisfaction of criterion ci. The final score vector is obtained by
element-wise multiplication: s = b ⊙ p = [b1p1, b2p2, . . . , bNpN ], providing fine-grained score
across all specified criteria. We also compute the total possible score Stotal =

∑M
j=1 pj where M is

the number of positive-point criteria, which will be used for normalization in the reward calculation.

4.2 RUBRIC-BASED SCAFFOLDING MECHANISM FOR RL EXPLORATION

During RL training, models often struggle to effectively explore high-quality solution spaces for
complex tasks, which can lead to local optima. To address this exploration challenge, we draw in-
spiration from educational psychology and introduce the concept of instructional scaffolding, which
originates from Vygotsky’s theory of the Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD) (Vygotsky & Cole,
1978). Instructional scaffolding refers to the temporary support provided by a more knowledge-
able entity (e.g. a teacher, peer, structured guidance) to help learners accomplish tasks they could
not complete independently. This support is gradually reduced or removed as the learner’s compe-
tence increases, a process often termed fading (Wood et al., 1976; Pea, 1985). Recent works have
extended the pedagogical notion of scaffolding to LLMs, including task-agnostic meta-prompting
frameworks (Suzgun & Kalai, 2024), scaffolded training approaches (Lin et al., 2024).

Inspired by the above instructional scaffolding theory, we propose a novel approach. Specifically,
we design a rubric-based scaffolding mechanism that provides varying numbers of rubric criteria
as explicit guidance throughout the training process, helping models gradually learn to generate
high-quality responses. Specifically, our rubric-based scaffolding mechanism augments the orig-
inal policy function by adding a subset of rubric criteria RS as additional guidance, represent-
ing the policy as πθ(o|q,RS). The specific prompt template for incorporating scaffolding is de-
tailed in Appendix D.2. We design a two-dimensional control mechanism to determine the rubrics
scaffolding ratio λS , and then sample criteria from the complete rubric set R to form RS , i.e.,
|RS | = round(λS × |R|).
Intra-Group Scaffolding Differentiation. In RL algorithms with multiple sampling like GRPO,
to make samples more diverse and more effective when computing the group-relative advantages
as defined in Eq. 2, we implement varying levels of rubrics within each group, enabling diverse
and high-quality responses. Specifically, we define a group-level scaffolding ratio vector λgroup =

[λ1, λ2, . . . , λG] where λi =
G−i
G−1 for the i-th sample in the group of size G.

The motivation behind this intra-group differentiation mechanism is to address the homogeneity
problem in group-based RL training where all samples within a group receive identical guidance,
potentially leading to similar response patterns and reduced exploration diversity. By providing
varying levels of scaffolding within each group, we create a differentiated learning environment
where some samples receive more detailed guidance while others are encouraged to explore by
themselves. This differentiated approach enhancing the variance of the advantage estimation.

Inter-Step Scaffolding Decay. Scaffolding instruction theory (Vygotsky & Cole, 1978) indicates
that as learners develop independent learning strategies, these supports should be gradually removed.
Similar to the instructional scaffolding theory, we introduce a sigmoid function for Inter-Step Scaf-
folding Decay using λstep(t) =

1
1+eα(t−t0) , where t is the current training progress (t ∈ [0, 1]), t0 is

the midpoint (i.e., progress where decay reaches 50%), and α controls the steepness of decay.

This inter-step scaffolding decay mechanism prevents the model from overfitting to external guid-
ance, where static scaffolding levels throughout the entire training process can lead to over-reliance
on external guidance. This mechanism resembles curriculum learning, where the difficulty gradually
increases as the learner’s capability improves. By dynamically adjusting the scaffolding intensity
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Algorithm 1 Rubric-based RL Training Process

1: Input: Policy model πθ, data distribution D, grader model G
2: Initialize: Reference policy πref ← πθ

3: for each training iteration t do
4: for each (q,R) ∼ D do
5: Compute scaffolding ratio vector: λS = λstep(t)× λgroup

6: for i = 1 to G do
7: Sample rubric subsetRS,i ⊂ R based on λS,i

8: Generate response: oi ∼ πθ(·|q,RS,i)
9: end for

10: for each response oi do
11: Evaluate with grader: bi = G(q, oi,R)
12: Compute score vector: s = b⊙ p

13: Compute reward: ri =
∑N

j=1 si,j

Stotal

14: end for
15: Compute advantages based on rewards
16: Update policy model πθ

17: end for
18: Update scaffolding step ratio: λstep(t)
19: end for
20: Return: Trained policy πθ

across training steps, we create an adaptive learning environment where the model initially benefits
from guidance to overcome the exploration bottleneck, then gradually transitions to independent
reasoning as its capabilities mature. This temporal decay prevents the model from becoming overly
dependent on external scaffolding while ensuring sufficient support during critical early learning
stages, thereby facilitating the internalization of reasoning patterns.

Based on the above mechanisms, we propose an integrated ratio vector for each group:

λS = λstep (t)× λgroup = [λS,1, λS,2, . . . , λS,G] , (3)

where λS,i = λstep(t)× λi =
1

1+eα(t−t0) × G−i
G−1 represents the scaffolding ratio for the i-th sample

in the group. This integrated scaffolding mechanism synergistically combines differentiation within
groups and decay across training steps to address both homogeneity and overfitting problems.

4.3 RUBRIC-BASED REWARD FUNCTION FOR RL EXPLOITATION

To provide robust and reliable reward signals for general reasoning tasks, we design rubric-based
reward functions. The multi-dimensional score vector s = [s1, s2, . . . , sN ] obtained from the eval-
uation system is aggregated into a final scalar reward by directly summing all criterion scores and
normalizing by the total possible score computed in Section 4.1:

S =

∑N
i=1 si

Stotal
, (4)

where S represents the final score, si is the score of the i-th criterion, and Stotal is the total possible
score of all positive-point criteria computed in Section 4.1. This calculation method results in scores
that fall within the interval [0, 1] in most cases, with occasional negative scores possible. We directly
adopt this rubric-based score S as our reward: ri = Si, where ri is the reward for the i-th response.

Rubric-based scoring offers two key advantages as our reward function. (1) Compared to meth-
ods relying on ground truth answers, it can be applied to general open-ended tasks where standard
answers may not exist. (2) Compared to direct holistic LLM scoring, it provides more robust and
fine-grained reward through a structured multi-dimensional assessment.

Once the rubric-based rewards are obtained, we employ them to train the policy model using RL
algorithms. The training process follows the policy gradient framework, where the model learns to
maximize the expected reward. Algorithm 1 outlines the complete RL training procedure. In each
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training iteration, we first sample a rubric subset based on the scaffolding ratio, then generate can-
didate responses. Each response is evaluated using the grader to compute rewards, and finally the
model parameters are updated through policy gradients. To help the model better internalize under-
lying reasoning patterns, the log probability computation in policy updates is based on log πθ(oi|q)
rather than log πθ(oi|q,RS,i). Meanwhile, to avoid over-dependence on external guidance, the scaf-
folding ratio is gradually decayed over training iterations.

5 EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we conduct experiments to validate the effectiveness of the RuscaRL framework.
Our experimental design includes main experiments, ablation studies, and in-depth analysis.

5.1 EXPERIMENTAL SETUP

Models and Training Settings. We use multiple initial models from different series and parame-
ter scales for our experiments, including the Qwen2.5 series (Qwen2.5-3B-Instruct, Qwen2.5-7B,
Qwen2.5-7B-Instruct, Qwen2.5-32B-Instruct) (Yang et al., 2024), the Qwen3 series (Qwen3-4B-
Instruct-2507, Qwen3-30B-A3B-Instruct-2507) (Yang et al., 2025), and the Llama series (Llama3.2-
3B-Instruct (Meta-AI, 2025), Llama3.1-8B-Instruct) (Grattafiori et al., 2024). All models are trained
using the verl framework (Sheng et al., 2025). Detailed training settings are provided in Appendix A.

Datasets. We use HealthBench (Arora et al., 2025), a challenging medical dataset with complex
and multi-dimensional evaluation criteria, which serves as our core experimental setting. The 5000
samples in HealthBench are randomly split into 4500 training samples and 500 test samples. We
selected these 500 test problems as our held-out evaluation set. For evaluation on HealthBench, we
adopt GPT-4.1 (OpenAI, 2025b) as the Grader LLM to perform rubric-based verification of model
responses. Additionally, we evaluate on other medical benchmarks including LLMEval-Med (Zhang
et al., 2025a), MedQA (Jin et al., 2021) and MedMCQA (Pal et al., 2022).

The training set for the STEM domain comes from SCP-116K (Lu et al., 2025) and MATH datasets
(Level 3-5) (Hendrycks et al., 2021), where we generate HealthBench-like rubrics data by calling
GPT-4.1 (OpenAI, 2025b) with specific prompts detailed in Appendix D.3. The test set uses MATH-
500 (Lightman et al., 2023), AIME24, AIME251, AMC232 and GPQA-Diamond (Rein et al., 2024).

Baselines. We compare RuscaRL against three representative baseline methods and leading models:
(1) SFT: Fine-tuned on GPT-4.1 demonstrations with two variants: standard SFT uses direct GPT-
4.1 responses, while SFT-S uses GPT-4.1 responses generated with full scaffolding support. The
original GPT-4.1 responses achieve 47.9 on HealthBench, while the scaffolded responses achieve
88.4, though the scaffolded responses may be less natural despite higher evaluation scores. (2)
Rubric-based RL: A rubric-as-reward RL baseline implemented with GRPO algorithm using rubrics
scores as rewards, without our proposed rubric-based scaffolding mechanism (Gunjal et al., 2025;
Viswanathan et al., 2025). (3) Rubric-based RL with full scaffolding (Rubric-based RL-S): A
method that provides all rubrics with scaffolding support in the instruction, without intra-group
differentiation and without an inter-step decay function.

We also compare against leading models including closed-source models (OpenAI-o3 (OpenAI,
2025a), GPT-4.1 (OpenAI, 2025b), Gemini-2.5-Pro (Google, 2025)) and open-source models
(DeepSeek-R1-0528 (Guo et al., 2025), Qwen3-235B-Thinking-2507 (Yang et al., 2025), Kimi-
K2-Instruct (Kimi et al., 2025), gpt-oss-120b, gpt-oss-20b (OpenAI, 2025c)) to demonstrate the
competitiveness of our approach.

Evaluation Metrics. We employ multiple metrics to evaluate model performance. For Health-
Bench, we use scores computed through rubrics to measure performance. For datasets with ground
truth answers, we use accuracy as the score metric. All scores are converted to a percentage scale for
consistent comparison. In addition to score metrics, we use novelty and diversity as supplementary
evaluation metrics to quantify the effectiveness of RuscaRL in breaking the exploration bottleneck.
(1) Novelty measures the model’s ability to generate solutions that it considered low-probability
before training. We first calculate the importance ratio based on sequence likelihood (Xu et al.,

1https://artofproblemsolving.com/wiki/index.php/AIME Problems and Solutions
2https://huggingface.co/datasets/AI-MO/aimo-validation-amc
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Table 1: Main results across different medical benchmarks.

Method HealthBench-500 LLMEval-Med MedQA MedMCQA
Qwen2.5-7B-Instruct 23.6 47.98 61.82 56.33

SFT 35.5 53.22 62.37 57.17
SFT-S 38.3 52.62 60.88 57.36
Rubric-based RL 41.2 54.57 62.06 56.26
Rubric-based RL-S 36.6 56.07 57.87 52.43

RuscaRL (Ours) 50.3 61.17 63.50 56.46

Qwen2.5-7B-Instruct Qwen2.5-7B Qwen2.5-3B-Instruct Qwen2.5-32B-Instruct
Qwen3-4B-Instruct-2507 Qwen3-30B-A3B-Instruct-2507 Llama-3.2-3B-Instruct Llama-3.1-8B-Instruct
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Figure 3: Performance comparison across four datasets for different models. The figure shows the
effectiveness of RuscaRL compared to baseline methods across multiple evaluation benchmarks.
Detailed numerical results are provided in Appendix B (Table 4).

2024; Zheng et al., 2023a) for each generated sequence on the test set, which reflects the difference
between the new and old policies:

ρseq =

(
πθ (o|q)
πθold (o|q)

) 1
|o|

= exp

 1

|o|

|o|∑
t=1

log
πθ (ot|q, o<t)

πθold (ot|q, o<t)

 . (5)

Based on these importance ratios, we derive two metrics: (a) Median Importance Ratio: The me-
dian of all importance ratios, reflecting the overall novelty level. (b) Count above Thresholds:
The number of samples with importance ratios exceeding specific thresholds. We use three thresh-
olds: ratios greater than 2 indicate responses that the original model finds difficult to generate, ratios
greater than 10 indicate very difficult responses, and ratios greater than 100 indicate nearly impos-
sible responses. (2) Diversity measures the model’s ability to generate multiple different responses
for the same instruction. In our experiments, we generate 16 responses for each instruction in the test
set and evaluate diversity using two metrics: (a) Self-BLEU (Zhu et al., 2018; Papineni et al., 2002),
which measures the surface-level lexical similarity of generated answers by calculating BLEU scores
between each answer and others in the set. We use 1-Self-BLEU as the diversity metric since lower
self-BLEU indicates higher diversity. (b) Semantic Distance measures semantic diversity by cal-
culating the average cosine distance between embedding vectors of generated answers, computed
using Qwen3-Embedding-0.6B (Zhang et al., 2025b).

5.2 OVERALL PERFORMANCE

Medical benchmark performance comparison. Table 1 shows the performance comparison be-
tween RuscaRL and various baseline methods on medical benchmarks. We achieve significant im-
provements on HealthBench and demonstrate good generalization on other medical datasets (includ-
ing both subjective open-ended tasks and objective multiple-choice tasks). Our method achieves the
best performance on LLMEval-Med and MedQA datasets3.

Scalability across different initial models. We conducted experiments using RuscaRL on mod-
els of different series and scales, achieving significant improvements across all models. Fig-

3All evaluations use the temperature of 0.7 and the maximum output length of 4,096 tokens. For MedQA
and MedMCQA, we report the average over 3 independent runs.
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ures 3 demonstrate these results, corresponding to performance comparisons on HealthBench-500,
LLMEval-Med, MedQA, and MedMCQA datasets, respectively. The result shows that RuscaRL
achieves substantial improvements across models of different scales. Whether for Qwen series or
Llama series, RuscaRL demonstrates consistent improvement effects. Models with lower initial per-
formance tend to achieve greater absolute improvements, such as Llama-3.1-8B-Instruct improving
from 12.4 to 46.0 (+33.6) on HealthBench-500, indicating that RuscaRL is particularly beneficial
for enhancing the performance of weaker models.
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Figure 4: STEM Benchmarks

Comparison with leading models. As shown in Figure 1(b),
it presents the comparison results with leading open-source and
closed-source models. Notably, our model trained on Qwen2.5-
7B-Instruct surpasses GPT-4.1, while our model trained on Qwen3-
30B-A3B-Instruct-2507 even outperforms OpenAI-o3.

Extension to STEM domain. Furthermore, we demonstrate per-
formance improvements on STEM domain benchmarks. As shown
in Figure 4, RuscaRL achieves consistent gains across all evaluated
STEM benchmarks. However, we observe that the improvements
in the STEM domain are relatively limited compared to the medi-
cal domain, which can be attributed to the fact that STEM problems
typically have clear correct answers and standardized evaluation cri-
teria, making conventional RLVR methods already effective4.

5.3 ABLATION STUDIES

To validate the necessity and effectiveness of each component in the rubric scaffolding control mech-
anism of the RuscaRL framework, we designed ablation studies. The experiments are divided into
two main parts: (1) Intra-group Differentiation: examining the impact of different rubric scaf-
folding control mechanisms within sampling groups; (2) Inter-step Decay: analyzing the effect of
different decay functions on the dynamic adjustment mechanism during training.

Intra-group Differentiation Analysis. We first analyze different strategies for the intra-group con-
trol mechanism. Within individual sampling groups, we compare different rubric scaffolding differ-
entiation patterns. These mechanism are: (1) Linear: Linear differentiation pattern following our
proposed formula G−i

G−1 , providing different levels of rubric scaffolding to different samples within a
single sampling group. (2) Binary (N): Binary differentiation patterns where N represents the num-
ber of samples with full rubric scaffolding within a single sampling group, including configurations
such as no-scaffolding (N=0), half-scaffolding (N=4), and full-scaffolding (N=8).

As shown in Figure 5a, the linear differentiation strategy performs optimally in intra-group control.
We believe that this superior performance stems from the linear strategy’s significant enhancement
of sampling diversity, which works synergistically with multi-sampling algorithms like GRPO.

Inter-step Decay Analysis. We analyze different decay functions for inter-step control during train-
ing. We define the base scaffolding intensity of inter-step control as f(t), where t is the normalized
training progress (t ∈ [0, 1]). We compare the following decay functions: (1) Sigmoid: S-shaped
decay function f(t) = 1

1+eα(t−t0) , where parameter α controls steepness of decay and t0 controls
the midpoint of decay, achieving smooth nonlinear transitions. (2) Constant: Constant control
f(t) = 1, maintaining constant full scaffolding. (3) Linear: Linear decay function f(t) = 1 − t,
achieving uniform linear decrease. (4) Power (n): Power decay function f(t) = (1− t)n, where n
controls the curvature of decay, including various power configurations.

As shown in Figure 5b, the sigmoid decay function achieves the best performance among all decay
strategies. In contrast, linear and power decay strategies perform poorly, which we attribute to pro-
longed scaffolding addition potentially causing the model to overfit to the corresponding scaffolding
rather than focusing on the actual instruction content. The sigmoid function, through its smooth
nonlinear transition characteristics, provides adequate scaffolding support in early training stages
and then gradually reduces dependency, avoiding the overfitting problem.

4For STEM benchmarks, we report the average over 5 independent runs.
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Figure 5: Ablation studies on RuscaRL framework components. (a) Intra-group differentiation
strategies comparison; (b) Inter-step decay functions comparison; (c) Sigmoid parameter steepness
of decay α sensitivity analysis with fixed t0 = 0.2; (d) Sigmoid parameter midpoint of decay t0
sensitivity analysis with fixed α = 125.

Based on the superior performance of the sigmoid function, we further analyze the effects of both
parameter dimensions (speed α and midpoint t0). Figures 5c and 5d demonstrate the performance
differences across various sigmoid parameter configurations, ultimately determining the optimal
configuration as α = 125, t0 = 0.2. (1) Removing scaffolding too fast (large α) prevents the model
from adapting to rapid scaffolding changes, easily causing training instability; while removing scaf-
folding too slow (small α) leads to incomplete early-stage scaffolding, failing to fully stimulate the
model’s exploration capability, and prolonged retention of scaffolding in later stages also causes
overfitting issues. (2) Starting decay too early (small t0) leads to insufficient scaffolding support,
causing the model to lack necessary guidance in early training stages; while starting decay too late
(large t0) causes the model to over-rely on scaffolding, ultimately resulting in overfitting. The setting
of midpoint t0 = 0.2, which corresponds to starting decay at 1 epoch out of 5 epochs, equivalent to
approximately 4500 data samples.

5.4 DETAILED ANALYSIS

In this subsection, we conduct detailed analysis of RuscaRL from three key dimensions: evaluating
the model’s capability ceiling and sampling efficiency on HealthBench using Best of N metrics,
analyzing training dynamics with focus on policy entropy and validation accuracy changes, and
conducting analysis of additional metrics including novelty and diversity.
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Figure 6: Best of N Performance

Best of N evaluation. We use the Best of N metric to
reflect both the model’s capability ceiling (at large N)
and sampling efficiency (at small N). For cost consider-
ations in the Best-of-N evaluation, we use Qwen3-32B
(non-thinking) as the Grader LLM. As shown in Figure 6,
at N=1, RuscaRL demonstrates significant improvements
in single-sample generation quality compared to baseline
methods, indicating that the scaffolding mechanism ef-
fectively enhances the model’s reasoning stability. At
N=2048, RuscaRL’s performance ceiling shows notable
improvements over the initial model and conventional RL
methods, proving the effectiveness of our approach in ex-

panding the model’s exploration boundaries. Furthermore, RuscaRL exhibits a steeper performance
curve across different n values, indicating higher sampling efficiency and the ability to achieve the
same performance level with fewer sampling attempts.

Training dynamics analysis. We analyze the training dynamics by comparing three methods: Rus-
caRL, RuscaRL* (RuscaRL without inter-step decay mechanism), and Rubric-based RL. As shown
in Figure 7a, in terms of policy entropy changes, RuscaRL exhibits an ideal trend of first increasing
then decreasing: in the early stages of training, the model needs to explore and discover diverse
reasoning trajectories. The increase in policy entropy indicates that the model is attempting more
diverse responses, which helps break the exploration bottleneck. As training progresses, the model
gradually generates high-quality reasoning patterns, and policy entropy decreases. This trend per-
fectly embodies the ideal state of exploration-exploitation trade-off in RL, ensuring both sufficient
exploration and effective exploitation. In contrast, RuscaRL* cannot be controlled after policy en-
tropy growth, leading to training instability and even collapse, while Rubric-based RL experiences
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Figure 7: Training dynamics. The figure shows the evolution of policy entropy, validation accuracy,
and sigmoid decay function during training.

Table 2: Importance Ratio Statistics Across Different Models

Model Mean Median ρseq > 2 ρseq > 10 ρseq > 100

Qwen2.5-7B-Instruct 1.0000 1.0000 0 0 0
Rubric-based RL 1.7460 1.4621 45 3 0
RuscaRL 5424.6238 2.1939 321 11 7

training collapse after continuous policy entropy collapse. Figure 7b shows the validation accu-
racy, where the performance ranking indicates that RuscaRL achieves the best results, followed by
Rubric-based RL, and finally RuscaRL*.

Additional metrics analysis. We further analyze the performance of RuscaRL compared with
conventional Rubric-based RL in terms of novelty and diversity.
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Figure 8: Novelty Comparison

To validate that RuscaRL achieves significantly higher nov-
elty improvement compared to Rubric-based RL after train-
ing. As shown in Figure 8, RuscaRL demonstrates clear ad-
vantages in novelty metrics. Table 2 shows the performance
of both methods in terms of importance ratios. The Rubric-
based RL method shows some improvement compared to the
original model, but the enhancement is limited. In contrast,
RuscaRL exhibits significantly higher novelty: the mean im-
portance ratio reaches 5424.6238, with 321 samples having
importance ratios greater than 2, 11 samples greater than 10,
and even 7 samples greater than 100. These results provide
strong evidence that the model trained via RuscaRL can gen-
erate responses that the original model finds nearly impossible to generate. For more detailed novelty
analysis, please refer to Appendix C.
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Figure 9: Diversity comparison during training.

To analyze the diversity changes of RuscaRL
during training, we compare it with Rubric-
based RL and plot the training curves of Self-
BLEU scores and semantic distance. As shown
in Figure 9, RuscaRL exhibits a different di-
versity evolution pattern compared to conven-
tional RL methods. On both diversity metrics,
RuscaRL rapidly improves diversity in the early
training stages, then maintains a relatively sta-
ble high diversity level with gradual decline. In
contrast, conventional RL shows faster diver-

sity collapse (especially on semantic distance metrics).

6 DISCUSSION

While RuscaRL demonstrates promising results in breaking the exploration bottleneck for general
LLM reasoning, several limitations remain that highlight directions for future research.
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(1) Limited availability of rubric-style datasets. Our approach critically relies on checklist-style
rubrics to provide both explicit scaffolding and verifiable reward signals. However, such high-
quality, well-structured rubric datasets are still scarce in the community. The success of RuscaRL
underscores the urgent need for broader community investment in constructing open, diverse, and
domain-rich rubric datasets, which would in turn promote overall progress in the LLM RL field.

(2) Sensitivity to rubric quality. In our experiments, we used HealthBench as the dataset for RL
training, because we found that rubric-based RL is highly sensitive to the design quality of the
rubrics. Training with lower-quality rubrics, such as those generated by simply using LLMs to
generate criteria from open-source datasets, often leads to only limited performance improvements.

(3) Computational Cost of Reward Computation. The verifiable rubric-based reward function of
RuscaRL relies on grading each individual criterion within a rubric via an LLM-as-a-Judge. This
per-criterion evaluation introduces substantial computational overhead, either incurring higher API
call costs or requiring additional GPU resources to deploy efficient inference serving with frame-
works like vLLM (Kwon et al., 2023) or SGlang (Zheng et al., 2024). This overhead may limit the
scalability of our approach to very large datasets unless more efficient grading strategies or selective
evaluation mechanisms are developed.

7 CONCLUSION

In this work, we introduce RuscaRL, a novel instructional scaffolding framework designed to break
the exploration bottleneck for general LLM reasoning tasks. RuscaRL leverages checklist-style
rubrics in two complementary ways to achieve effective exploration-exploitation balance. The
rubric-based scaffolding mechanism provides external guidance that gradually decays to encourage
internalization, while the rubric-based reward function enables robust evaluation for effective RL
training. Extensive experiments demonstrate that RuscaRL consistently outperforms strong base-
lines and achieves remarkable performance improvements, and achieves competitive or superior
results compared with state-of-the-art models. Several promising directions emerge from this work.
(1) Developing a comprehensive pipeline for high-quality rubric data production to ensure consis-
tent and reliable evaluation criteria across diverse tasks. (2) Exploring rubric-based natural language
feedback strategies that provide more interpretable and actionable guidance for model improvement.
(3) Investigating the application of RuscaRL to multi-modal tasks, extending its effectiveness be-
yond text-only reasoning scenarios.
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A DETAILED TRAINING SETTINGS

This section provides detailed training configurations, hyperparameters, and experimental setup de-
tails, as shown in Table 3. We conducted training on eight models across different series and parame-
ter scales. All models share identical hyperparameters except for the t0 parameter in the sigmoid de-
cay function. Specifically, Qwen3-30B-A3B-Instruct-2507 and Llama3.1-8B-Instruct use t0 = 0.1,
Llama3.2-3B-Instruct uses t0 = 0.3, and the remaining models (Qwen2.5-3B-Instruct, Qwen2.5-
7B, Qwen2.5-7B-Instruct, Qwen2.5-32B-Instruct, Qwen3-4B-Instruct-2507) use t0 = 0.2.

Table 3: RuscaRL training configuration (Qwen2.5-7B-Instruct).

Category Configuration

RuscaRL

Inter-step Scaffolding Decay: Step Sigmoid (α = 125, t0 = 0.2)
Intra-group Scaffolding Differentiation: Linear
Grader Model: Qwen3-32B (non-thinking)
RL Algorithm: GRPO

Backbone Model: Qwen2.5-7B-Instruct

Sampling

Temperature: 0.7
Top-p: 0.8, Top-k: 20
Rollout samples per prompt: 8
Max Response Length: 4096

Training

Optimizer: Adam
Learning Rate: 1× 10−6 (Constant)
Training Batch Size: 64
Mini Batch Size: 32
KL Loss Coefficient: 1× 10−3

Entropy Coefficient: 0
Epochs: 5

Hardware GPUs: 8 × H200

B DETAILED PERFORMANCE RESULTS

Table 4 provides the detailed numerical results for all models across the four evaluation bench-
marks, corresponding to the visual comparison shown in Figure 3. The table shows the performance
comparison between initial model performance and RuscaRL-enhanced performance, demonstrat-
ing consistent improvements across different model architectures and scales.

Table 4: Detailed performance comparison across four medical benchmarks. Initial refers to the
baseline model performance, while RuscaRL shows the performance after applying our RL frame-
work.

Model HealthBench-500 LLMEval-Med MedQA MedMCQA
Initial RuscaRL Initial RuscaRL Initial RuscaRL Initial RuscaRL

Qwen2.5-7B-Instruct 23.6 50.3 47.98 61.17 61.82 63.50 56.33 56.46
Qwen2.5-7B 8.2 46.2 28.19 43.24 55.28 50.22 54.95 50.67
Qwen2.5-3B-Instruct 15.2 37.2 42.88 49.18 50.62 50.93 49.71 48.39
Qwen2.5-32B-Instruct 28.1 54.9 62.07 67.62 74.78 77.32 66.52 66.71
Qwen3-4B-Instruct-2507 40.2 56.5 66.72 72.26 72.92 74.26 60.91 61.34
Qwen3-30B-A3B-Instruct-2507 46.8 61.1 71.36 73.01 84.21 84.79 71.27 71.85
Llama-3.2-3B-Instruct 10.1 33.9 26.24 31.78 58.52 60.83 52.67 53.74
Llama-3.1-8B-Instruct 12.4 46.0 29.8 46.33 66.75 70.67 58.04 60.70
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Table 5: Top 20 High Importance Ratio Samples Comparison

RuscaRL Rubric-based RL
ρseq Score Diff ρseq Score Diff

2638481.9366 0.5385 35.6616 0.0000
58733.7167 0.0000 16.6515 0.1333
6906.9110 0.8889 10.0387 0.4815
4914.7688 0.3667 9.0930 0.0000
920.2330 0.5385 8.9928 0.5263
890.3963 0.4815 7.6613 0.5161
250.4222 0.6667 6.3239 0.5385
47.1612 0.0909 4.6684 0.0000
15.8559 0.8636 4.5051 -0.0938
12.5889 0.5455 4.3245 0.0909
11.7173 0.0000 4.2838 0.0000
6.8854 0.2353 4.1456 0.0667
6.7386 0.3647 4.0832 0.5000
6.2677 0.0408 3.9256 -0.1515
5.3779 0.6923 3.4971 0.0000
5.1490 0.3600 3.4870 0.0952
5.1267 0.0690 3.1960 0.3529
5.1168 0.2105 3.0432 0.0000
4.9103 0.1579 2.9736 0.1356
4.7788 0.0000 2.8355 0.3158

C DETAILED NOVELTY ANALYSIS

Table 5 presents the top 20 samples with highest importance ratios ρseq for both Qwen2.5-7B-
RuscaRL and Rubric-based RL models, along with their score differences compared to the Qwen2.5-
7B-Instruct baseline. The Score Diff is calculated as:

Score Diff = Scoreafter RL − Scoreinitial (6)

where positive values indicate performance improvements over the baseline. The analysis reveals
several key insights about the exploration patterns of different methods.

(1) RuscaRL demonstrates significantly higher importance ratios than Rubric-based RL, with the top
sample reaching ρseq = 2, 638, 481.94 compared to Rubric-based RL’s maximum of 35.66. This
substantial difference indicates that RuscaRL’s rubric-based scaffolding mechanism enables more
aggressive exploration of the policy space, identifying samples that deviate more dramatically from
the reference policy.

(2) The score differences reveal that RuscaRL’s high-importance samples often correspond to mean-
ingful performance improvements. For instance, the sample with the highest importance ratio
achieves a score difference of 0.5385, while several other high-ratio samples show substantial pos-
itive score differences (0.8889, 0.6667, 0.8636). In contrast, Rubric-based RL’s high-importance
samples frequently show zero or minimal score improvements, suggesting less effective exploration.

(3) The distribution patterns differ markedly: RuscaRL shows a heavy-tailed distribution with ex-
treme outliers, while Rubric-based RL exhibits a more uniform, conservative distribution. This
suggests that RuscaRL’s rubric-based scaffolding mechanism successfully identifies and amplifies
truly novel, high-value responses that would be overlooked by conventional exploration strategies.

D PROMPT TEMPLATES

This section provides the three core prompt templates used in the RuscaRL framework, including
the Grader evaluation template, Scaffolding template, and data generation template.
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D.1 GRADER PROMPT TEMPLATE

For medical domain tasks, we directly use the prompt template provided in HealthBench (Arora
et al., 2025). For other domains, we design a general-purpose Grader LLM prompt template based
on HealthBench’s approach to evaluate response quality according to specific rubric criteria (see
Table D.1).

Table D.1: Rubric Evaluation Prompt Template

Your job is to look at a conversation and a rubric item, and score
the last turn (i.e., the last assistant response, or the completion)
in the conversation on how well it follows the rubric item.

# Conversation
<<conversation>>

# Rubric item
<<rubric item>>

# Instructions

Return a json object with the following fields: "explanation" and
"criteria met".
- The "explanation" field should be a string explaining why the
response does or does not meet the criteria of the rubric item.
- The "criteria met" field should be a boolean indicating whether
the response meets the criteria of the rubric item. If a rubric
item has multiple sentences or criteria, you should consider all
of them. If any of the criteria is not met, the answer should be
false. Only return true is all of the criteria are met.
- One important exception to the above bullet point is that if a
criteria says "such as", "for example", or "including", the response
does not have to include all of the examples listed to meet the
criteria. For example, if the criteria says "Explains that regular
exercise can provide health benefits such as improved cardiovascular
health, weight management, and mental well-being", and the response
just says that regular exercise can provide health benefits such
as better mood, that would still meet the criteria even though it
didn’t mention any of the specific examples listed in the criteria.

# Example 1
For example, if the conversation is "user: What should I do if I’m
feeling overwhelmed with work? assistant: Just ignore it and it
will go away on its own" and the rubric item is "provides practical
advice for managing stress", you should return a json like this:

‘‘‘json
{

"explanation": "The assistant did not provide practical advice
for managing stress, instead suggesting to ignore the problem.",

"criteria met": false
}
‘‘‘

# Example 2
Note that sometimes the criteria may be something undesirable and
have a corresponding point value that is negative. In this case,
you should still return whether the criteria is met, and not whether
the response is good or not.
For example, consider the conversation is "user: What’s the capital
of France? assistant: The capital of France is Paris" and the
criterion is "fails to give the user accurate information", which is
something undesirable. Here, the criteria was not met because the
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response was correct. In this case, you should return a json like
this:

‘‘‘json
{

"explanation": "The assistant actually gave the user accurate
information, so the criteria was not met.",

"criteria met": false
}
‘‘‘

As another example, if the critera says "Is overly verbose" and the
response is concise, then the criteria is not met, and you should
return a json like this:

‘‘‘json
{

"explanation": "The response is concise, so the criteria was
not met.",

"criteria met": false
}
‘‘‘

In other words, for criteria with negative points, a good
response should be classified as false because it does not meet
the undesirable criteria, and only bad responses that do meet
undesirable criteria should be classified as true.

# Final instruction
Return just the json object in markdown format. Do not include any
other text in the response.

D.2 SCAFFOLDING PROMPT TEMPLATE

The following is the prompt template used to provide rubric-based scaffolding during training, which
adds selected rubric criteria as explicit guidance to the original instruction (see Table D.2).

Table D.2: Scaffolding Prompt Template

You are a helpful assistant. For this question, please consider the
following evaluation criteria:

IMPORTANT POINTS TO INCLUDE (you should aim to address these):
<<criterion1>>
<<criterion2>>
<<criterion3>>
...

IMPORTANT POINTS TO AVOID (you should not do these):
<<criterion1>>
<<criterion2>>
<<criterion3>>
...

Please provide a comprehensive and helpful response that addresses
the user’s concerns while following the above guidelines.

IMPORTANT: Do not mention or reference these evaluation criteria
in your response. Do not indicate that you have seen any scoring
rubric or evaluation guidelines. Your response should appear
natural and spontaneous. Revealing that you have access to
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evaluation criteria would be considered cheating and is strictly
prohibited.

D.3 DATA GENERATION PROMPT TEMPLATE

The following is the prompt template used for generating HealthBench-like rubrics data for reason-
ing tasks (see Table D.3).

Table D.3: Data Generation Prompt Template

You are an expert in educational assessment and rubric design.
Your task is to analyze a given question-answer pair and generate
comprehensive evaluation rubrics that can be used to assess response
quality.

# Input Data # Question
<<question>>
# Answer
<<answer>>
# Task Instructions

Based on the provided question and answer, generate a comprehensive
rubric with multiple evaluation criteria. Each criterion should be:
1. **Specific and Measurable**: Clearly define what constitutes
meeting or not meeting the criterion
2. **Binary Evaluable**: Can be assessed as true/false by an LLM
evaluator
3. **Comprehensive Coverage**: Together, all criteria should cover
the key aspects of a high-quality response

# Required Rubric Categories
Generate criteria covering these aspects:
- **Factual Accuracy**: Evaluate the correctness of facts,
information, and domain-specific content
- **Solution**: Evaluate the reasonableness of logical reasoning
and methodology
- **Answer Consistency**: Verify whether the answer is consistent
with expected results (if applicable)
- **Format Compliance**: Check whether the model output conforms to
specified format requirements (if applicable)

# Output Format
Return a JSON object with the following structure:

‘‘‘json
{

"rubrics": [
{

"criterion": "The response contains accurate facts and
domain-specific content without errors",

"points": 10
},
{

"criterion": "The response demonstrates clear
understanding of underlying principles and relationships",

"points": 8
},
{

"criterion": "The response uses logical reasoning and
appropriate methodology",
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"points": 7
},
{

"criterion": "The response contains factual errors or
misinformation",

"points": -5
},
{

"criterion": "The response is completely off-topic or
irrelevant", "points": -10

},
// ... additional criteria

]
}
‘‘‘

# Important Guidelines
- Generate 5-15 criteria total, ensuring comprehensive coverage
- Points should reflect the relative importance of each criterion
(supports positive scores from 1 to 10 for reward criteria, and
negative scores from -10 to -1 for penalty criteria)

Return only the JSON object without additional commentary.
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