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ABSTRACT

Traditional query expansion techniques for addressing vocabulary mismatch problems in information
retrieval are context-sensitive and may lead to performance degradation. As an alternative, document
expansion research has gained attention, but existing methods such as Doc2Query have limitations
including excessive preprocessing costs, increased index size, and reliability issues with generated
content. To mitigate these problems and seek more structured and efficient alternatives, this study
proposes a method that divides documents into chunk units and generates textual data for each
chunk to simultaneously improve retrieval efficiency and accuracy. The proposed "Chunk Knowledge
Generation Model" adopts a T5-based multi-task learning structure that simultaneously generates
titles and candidate questions from each document chunk while extracting keywords from user
queries. This approach maximizes computational efficiency by generating and extracting three types
of semantic information in parallel through a single encoding and two decoding processes. The
generated data is utilized as additional information in the retrieval system. GPT-based evaluation on
305 query-document pairs showed that retrieval using the proposed model achieved 95.41% accuracy
at Top@ 10, demonstrating superior performance compared to document chunk-level retrieval. This
study contributes by proposing an approach that simultaneously generates titles and candidate
questions from document chunks for application in retrieval pipelines, and provides empirical evidence
applicable to large-scale information retrieval systems by demonstrating improved retrieval accuracy
through qualitative evaluation.
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1 Introduction

One of the core challenges in information retrieval that has been addressed for decades is the vocabulary mismatch
problem. This refers to the phenomenon where important documents fail to be retrieved because words in user queries
do not match words in relevant documents. To mitigate this problem, various approaches have been proposed over
decades, with query expansion techniques—which supplementarily add related words or phrases to queries—being the
most widely used [1} 2]]. Recently, document expansion techniques have gained attention as a new alternative to address
vocabulary mismatch problems [3]]. Document expansion improves document expressiveness by attaching additional
words or sentences to documents, enabling matching in broader semantic spaces during indexing and retrieval. A
representative approach, Doc2Query [4]], used T5-based sequence-to-sequence models to generate various queries from
documents and indexed them together with documents to improve retrieval performance. Such document expansion
shows effects beyond simply adding meaningful words to documents. For example, even when specific query words
appear only 1-2 times in the original text, adding 80 expansion queries can increase the frequency of those words dozens
of times, significantly impacting the ranking process. Moreover, words that did not exist in the original document can be
included, contributing to resolving potential vocabulary mismatch problems. However, methods like Doc2Query have
several drawbacks. First, generating dozens of queries per document requires expensive sequence generation operations,
demanding substantial preprocessing time before indexing in large-scale document collections [5]. Second, adding
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queries to documents increases overall index size, potentially causing retrieval delays or increased memory usage [6].
Third, some generated expansion queries may contain content unrelated to the actual document, which can degrade
retrieval accuracy. To address these limitations, the Doc2Query approach introduced filtering methods that remove
low-scoring queries based on semantic relevance between queries and documents [[7]. Recognizing these limitations of
existing document expansion methods, this study proposes a Chunk Knowledge Generation Model as a more structured
and efficient document representation approach. The proposed Chunk Knowledge Generation Model divides documents
into fixed-size chunks, then simultaneously generates keywords, titles, and candidate questions for each chunk and uses
them as metadata for indexing. This is distinctive in that it can simultaneously improve retrieval precision and efficiency
by utilizing meta-information with diverse semantic structures, beyond the single form of information augmentation
through existing expansion queries. Furthermore, this model adopts a T5-based multi-task learning structure that can
perform multiple generations with a single encoding operation, making it advantageous in terms of computational
efficiency and response speed. Thus, this study demonstrates that document expansion techniques can be refined
and structured at the chunk level to simultaneously provide realistic scalability and performance improvements for
large-scale information retrieval systems. The contributions of this paper are as follows: (1) structured document
expansion through chunk-level multi-task generation (titles, questions, keywords), (2) reduced preprocessing costs
through single encoding-based parallel generation, (3) systematic comparison and performance/cost analysis across
various vector indexing configurations.

2 Related Work

The emergence of pre-trained small language models (SLMs) has brought significant changes to the information
retrieval field in terms of search and ranking structures [8]. In particular, embedding-based retrieval technologies and
neural network-based re-ranking techniques have moved beyond simple word matching to capture semantic similarity,
leading to performance improvements in various retrieval environments [9]. Various attempts to address vocabulary
mismatch problems arising from traditional keyword matching through document or query expansion have gained
attention [10, [11]]. Traditionally, query expansion methods that add related words or phrases to supplement short and
simple user queries have been widely studied [1]]. However, query expansion has the disadvantage of requiring different
expansion words for each query and being context-sensitive, potentially causing retrieval performance degradation
when expansion is inappropriate [12]. In contrast, document expansion techniques that supplement information to
documents themselves are gradually emerging as alternatives [3]]. A representative document expansion technique
is Doc2Query proposed by Nogueira and Lin. This research used sequence-to-sequence models to generate various
queries based on documents, then added them to original documents to improve retrieval quality [4]. Subsequently,
Gospodinov et al. pointed out that among generated queries through document expansion, queries with low relevance
to documents could actually hinder retrieval effectiveness. To solve this problem, they proposed document filtering
techniques that evaluate relevance between queries and documents and attach only queries above a certain threshold to
documents [[7]. Additionally, S. Jeong et al. proposed document expansion techniques using probabilistic text generation
through unsupervised learning. They showed that diverse contextual information could be effectively provided to
documents without separate labels to improve information retrieval efficiency [13]]. Recently, document expansion
research using large-scale generative language models has become active. Weller et al. explored the possibility of
generating document expansion queries using ChatGPT but reported that it was unclear whether this was superior
to existing TS5-based Doc2Query methods [[10]]. Lee et al. also proposed document expansion methods incorporating
SLM-based pre-training and confirmed performance improvements in the Dense Passage Retrieval field [[14]. Existing
studies have mainly focused on document expansion through query generation and refining expansion queries through
query-document relevance filtering. This study expands this direction by proposing a new document expansion method
that simultaneously generates titles, related questions, and keywords at the document chunk level and utilizes them as
metadata in the indexing stage to diversify retrieval signals, aiming to further enhance the efficiency and accuracy of
semantic-based retrieval.

3 Chunk Knowledge Generation Model

The Chunk Knowledge Generation Model proposed in this paper is a multi-task learning-based framework designed to
maximize retrieval effectiveness at the document chunk level by simultaneously extracting and generating keywords,
titles, and candidate questions from each chunk. The model architecture is built on the TS5 family language model
KETI-AIR/ke-t5-base [15} [16], where the encoder is utilized for keyword extraction, while two specialized decoders
independently generate titles and candidate questions from the encoder representations. After a single encoding process
of the input text, the model produces task-specific outputs in parallel. The overall architecture of the proposed model is
illustrated in Figure



Chunk Knowledge Generation Model for Enhanced Information Retrieval: A Multi-task Learning Approach

Question Decoder

Title Decoder

H’l H.?: W. T

Figure 1: Overall Architecture of the Proposed Chunk Knowledge Generation Model

3.1 Keyword Extraction Model

Keyword extraction is a task for selecting meaningful central concepts from user queries. In this study, it was de-
fined and processed as a sequence tagging problem. Specifically, a BIO tagging method similar to Named Entity
Recognition (NER) was adopted, with labeling using three classes: KB (Keyword-Begin), KI (Keyword-Inside),
and 0(Outside). Input sentences are pre-separated into morpheme units using the Mecab morphological analyzelﬂ
enabling more precise token-level prediction. For separated morphemes, it was designed as a task to classify whether
each token corresponds to a keyword. The classifier is trained as a Softmax-based token classifier that takes TS5 encoder
output vectors as input. During training, only parts corresponding to keywords are considered as correct labels, reducing
unnecessary entity learning and enabling keyword-focused concentrated learning.

3.2 Title Generation Model

Title generation is a task that summarizes document chunk content to describe the chunk’s representative topic in one
sentence. This task is defined as a text generation problem, where the decoder generates natural language sentences
based on T5 encoder output vectors for input chunks, trained to generate titles limited to a maximum of one sentence
length. The decoder uses shared vectors derived from the same encoder as keyword extraction but is designed as an
independent decoder structure with separate decoder parameters for each task. This allows title generation to maintain
topic-centered summary generation performance without interference from other tasks.

3.3 Candidate Question Generation Model

Candidate question generation is a task that generates expected questions users might actually search for based on
chunk content. In this study, it was configured as a task generating three natural language questions per chunk. This
is also classified as a text generation task, with T5’s independent decoder responsible for question generation. The
candidate question generation decoder receives shared context vectors from the encoder like title generation and is
independently trained using question generation-specific parameters. This enables simultaneous output of three task
results with a single encoding, providing an efficient computational structure.

4 Experiments

4.1 Experimental Environment Setup

To quantitatively verify performance improvements when titles and candidate questions generated through the Chunk
Knowledge Generation Model are utilized in actual retrieval systems, comparative experiments were conducted by
constructing various Vector DB configurations.

"https://github.com/konlpy/konlpy
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Dataset Name Source Sample Count
Outsourcing Data Crowdsourcing 14,982
Administrative Document MRC Data Al-Hub 158,546
Financial/Legal Document MRC Data Al-Hub 123,130
Book Material MRC Data AI-Hub 237,500

Table 1: Original Dataset Composition

Component Total | Validation/Test Data | Training Data
Document Chunks 210,522 20,000 190,522
Questions 631,566 60,000 571,566
Titles 210,522 20,000 190,522
Keyword Training Queries | 210,522 20,000 190,522

Table 2: Final Constructed Dataset Composition and Split after Preprocessing

Embedding Model We used E5-large [17], a retrieval-specialized language model, was used as the embedding model.
This model can effectively vectorize sentence-level semantic representations and can distinguish between sentences and
questions through passage: and query: prompt formats. In this experiment, E5 model’s special tokens <s> and </s>
were utilized as delimiters to clearly distinguish between items. After combining titles and questions generated from
document chunks in various ways, each item was formatted by wrapping with <s>... </s>.

Vector DB Environment We used erantﬂ as the vector storage supporting high-performance retrieval, configured to
return document chunks most similar to queries through cosine similarity-based similarity calculation. For experiments,
seven vector cases were constructed with different input configurations to compare retrieval result accuracy (Table[7).

Each case is an experimental setting to comparatively analyze the impact of Vector DB configuration methods on
retrieval performance, quantitatively measuring how differences in combination order and inclusion of document chunk
titles, candidate questions, and document chunks affect retrieval precision.

Test Environment Experiments were performed on NVIDIA RTX 8000 with 48GB GPU memory, and all vector
processing operations including embedding inference, vector insertion, and query retrieval were repeatedly measured in
the same hardware environment.

4.2 Dataset

Training and Evaluation Dataset for Chunk Knowledge Generation Model To train the Chunk Knowledge
Generation Model that generates keywords, titles, and candidate questions at the document chunk level, diverse domain
machine reading comprehension-based datasets were collected and preprocessed from four sources. The composition of
each dataset is shown in Table[Il

The collected original dataset consists of 519,176 document chunks, which were directly used as units for subsequent
chunk-based generation training. Considering cases where sentence length is too long to be suitable for model input,
chunks exceeding 512 TS tokens were filtered and removed. Subsequently, for filtered document chunks, the following
data were generated using the GPT-4o0-mini model: (1) one representative title summarizing the document chunk
content, (2) three candidate questions derivable from the document chunk, (3) keywords derived from generated
questions.

The composition scale of each item in the finally constructed dataset is shown in Table 2}

Retrieval System Evaluation Dataset Data for testing retrieval performance comparison were extracted from the
KoRAG dataseﬂ KoRAG is a question-answering dataset for Korean retrieval augmentation that searches for documents

“https://github.com/qdrant/qdrant
*https://huggingface.co/datasets/LDCC/korag
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matching queries from original PDF files and generates responses based on them, composed of data with Public Nuri
1-4 type copyrights. The original data consists of questions and answers, source PDF files for those answers, and
corresponding page lists. Among these, 100 PDF files were selected for evaluation, and only questions sourcing from
the selected 100 documents were extracted from the entire dataset (272 from Train data, 33 from Validation data). To
reprocess as a vector retrieval performance evaluation dataset, each PDF file was converted to text by page, with each
page considered as an actual retrieval unit chunk (total 15,716 pages). To correct problems with line breaks, tables,
and chart representations not being properly output during PDF text conversion, post-processing was performed using
an large language model (GPT-40-mini) to reprocess into clean chunks. The scale of the finally constructed dataset is
shown in Table 3l

Component Quantity
Documents 100
Questions 305
Answer Chunks (Pages) 338
Total Chunks (Pages) 15,716

Table 3: Retrieval System Evaluation Dataset Composition and Quantity

4.3 Evaluation Methods

BERTScore BERTScore [18] is a metric that quantitatively evaluates semantic similarity between sentences using pre-
trained BERT-based language models, unlike traditional n-gram based evaluation metrics (e.g., BLEU, ROUGE). In this
study, BERTScore was used to evaluate how semantically consistent generated titles, candidate questions, and keywords
extracted based on questions were with references. Specifically, the google-bert/bert-base-multilingual-cased [[19]]
model released by Google was used to calculate precision, recall, and F1 scores for each item. BERTScore enables
more precise and reliable quality assessment for evaluating text generated or extracted based on natural language (e.g.,
questions, keywords) because it can consider context and meaning together, not just surface-level word matching.

GPT-based Evaluation This study conducted qualitative evaluation of overall retrieval system practical generation
quality through automated evaluation prompts based on GPT-40. This evaluation metric was applied equally to individual
evaluation of title and candidate question generation as well as overall retrieval system performance. Evaluation was
also conducted on whether keywords were correctly extracted from generated questions. GPT-based evaluation has been
reported to show consistency and validity similar to human evaluators in evaluating natural language generation (NLG)
results recently, with the advantage of more effectively evaluating contextual appropriateness or semantic delivery that
are difficult to capture with quantitative metrics [20]]. Detailed evaluation prompt specifications, exact schemas, and
representative examples are provided in the appendix (Appendix [A).

* Retrieval Appropriateness Evaluation: We evaluated whether chunks selected by the retrieval system for
given questions contain key information needed to answer the corresponding questions. Evaluation criteria
were based on information relevance, sufficiency, and consistency with questions. The evaluation model
received questions and chunks as input, analyzed step-by-step whether the chunk contains information that can
appropriately respond to the question, and finally judged as ‘pass’ or ‘fail’.

Question Generation Evaluation: We evaluated whether the questions generated for each chunk accurately
reflected the information in the corresponding chunk. Evaluation criteria were whether questions accurately
reflect the topic and information of the chunk and whether they were constructed without excessive inference.
When multiple questions were generated for one chunk, if one or more met the criteria, it was judged as ‘pass’.

¢ Title Generation Evaluation: We evaluated whether generated titles concisely and accurately summarize key
information of the corresponding chunk. The evaluators examined whether the titles faithfully represented the
core content of each chunk and are expressed without information distortion as judgment criteria to determine
‘pass/fail’.

Question-Keyword Consistency Evaluation: We evaluated whether keywords extracted from questions can
accurately represent the meaning of the corresponding questions. As this is directly related to subsequent
retrieval and filtering performance, we evaluated in a pass/fail manner depending on whether the keywords
appropriately captured the key concepts of the question.
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4.4 Experimental Results

BERTScore Evaluation Table[d]shows BERTScore-based quantitative evaluation results for generated titles, candidate
questions, and keywords. The proposed model achieved the highest performance with 95.0% F1 score in title generation
and also showed excellent results with 95.0% in keyword extraction. Question generation scored relatively lower
at 82.2% F1 but maintained overall high consistency. It showed superior performance in all items compared to T5
fine-tuned models, and while Qwen3-8B and Qwen3-14B models showed some competitive results in certain items
through prompt-based inference only without fine-tuning, they generally did not match the proposed model.

Model

Question

Title

Keyword

Proposed Model
TS5 fine-tuned
Qwen3-8B (prompt-only)

Qwen3-14B (prompt-only)

81.1/83.3/82.2
81.0/82.8/81.9
79.4/78.3/78.8
80.5/80.3/80.4

95.1/95.0/95.0
91.9/919/91.9
76.1/85.3/80.4
78.1/86.1/81.8

96.6/93.7/95.0
92.5/89.7/91.0
89.1/91.3/90.1
94.9/95.3/95.1

Table 4: Performance Comparison Based on BERTScore (%) (Precision / Recall / F1)

GPT-based Evaluation Table [5| shows GPT-based qualitative evaluation results for generated titles, candidate
questions, and keywords. The proposed model achieved the highest accuracy of 92.0% in title generation and also
showed excellent performance of 93.6% in keyword extraction. Question generation scored somewhat lower at 90.0%
but maintained overall balanced results. Performance improvements were achieved in all items compared to simply
fine-tuned T5 models, and while Qwen3-8B and Qwen3-14B models showed competitive results in some items through
prompt-based inference only due to their small language model (SLM) characteristics, the proposed model was relatively
superior in overall performance and balance.

Model Title | Question | Keyword
Proposed Model 92.0 90.0 93.6
TS5 fine-tuned 79.6 80.2 91.8
Qwen3-8B (prompt-only) 90.4 95.8 92.4
Qwen3-14B (prompt-only) | 91.0 97.6 94.0

Table 5: GPT Evaluation-Based Result Comparison (Accuracy %)

Inference Speed and Memory Efficiency Results of measuring average inference time and GPU memory usage by
model are shown in Table[6] All experiments were performed using NVIDIA A100 GPU (total 81,920MiB). For the
proposed model, average inference time per query significantly decreases when batch size increases from 1 to 16, while
GPU memory usage remains low at 6-11% levels. This suggests the proposed model can perform fast and efficient
inference even in resource-constrained environments. In contrast, SLMs like Qwen3-8B and Qwen3-14B use over 90%
of GPU memory with relatively long inference times per query.

Model GPU Memory (%) | Title (sec) | Question (sec) | Keyword (sec)
Proposed Model (1 batch) 6.87 % 0.1859 0.9544 0.0094
Proposed Model (16 batch) 10.65% 0.0460 0.2633 0.0007
TS5 fine-tuned (1 batch) 8.06% 0.1943 1.0349 0.0094
Qwen3-8B 90.65% 0.3297 0.9599 0.1787
Qwen3-14B 90.74% 0.6311 1.6304 0.2980

Table 6: Average inference time and GPU memory usage (% of total) for different models.

Retrieval System Application Evaluation To compare performance of various retrieval methods, GPT-based
qualitative evaluation was performed on 305 query-document pairs based on the proposed model. Retrieval accuracy
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evaluation was conducted using Top@ 1, Top@3, Top@5, Top@ 10 criteria, meaning whether appropriate chunks were
included within the top (n) results. According to Table[/| Cases 4-6 generally showed excellent performance, with Case
6 achieving the highest accuracy of 84.26% at Top@1 and 95.41% at Top@ 10. In contrast, Case 2, which performed full
document-level retrieval, showed the lowest performance of 38.36% at Top@ 1. Even by average performance (Avg),
Case 6 was most outstanding at 91.39%, followed closely by Case 5 (91.06%) and Case 4 (90.90%). These results
suggest that combining candidate questions and title generation data for chunks is effective for improving retrieval
accuracy.

Case | Top@1 | Top@3 | Top@5 | Top@10 | Avg
Case 1 | 80.00 89.18 90.82 92.79 88.19
Case2 | 38.36 52.13 55.08 61.31 51.72
Case3 | 72.46 88.85 90.49 92.79 86.14
Case4 | 83.61 91.48 94.10 94.43 90.90
Case5 | 82.62 92.46 93.77 95.41 91.06
Case 6 | 84.20 91.80 94.10 95.41 91.39
Case7 | 80.66 87.54 91.48 92.46 88.03

Table 7: Pass Rates (%) by Various Retrieval Methods (GPT Evaluation-based)

* Case 1: passage: <s> document chunk </s>

* Case 2: passage: <s> title </s>

* Case 3: passage: <s> candidate questions </s>

* Case 4: passage: <s> title </s> candidate questions </s> document chunk </s>
* Case 5: passage: <s> candidate questions </s> title </s> document chunk </s>
* Case 6: passage: <s> candidate questions </s> document chunk </s>

* Case 7: passage: <s> title </s> document chunk </s>

5 Discussion

While the proposed model did not achieve absolute best performance in all items compared to small language models
(SLMs), it achieved balanced performance through fine-tuning. Particularly in title and keyword generation, it showed
similar or better results than SLM-based prompt methods, while maintaining stable performance in question generation.
This demonstrates that even with relatively small-scale models, competitive performance can be secured through
appropriate fine-tuning strategies. In terms of efficiency, the proposed model has distinct advantages over SLMs in
speed and resource utilization. Experimental results showed that while Qwen3-8B and Qwen3-14B consume over
90% of GPU memory with long inference times, the proposed model maintains low resource occupation of 6-11%
while providing fast responses. Particularly in query-keyword extraction stages, response speeds of milliseconds were
recorded, greatly enhancing applicability in environments requiring real-time responsiveness. This is significant in
simultaneously meeting speed and efficiency requirements that are core to RAG (Retrieval-Augmented Generation)
systems. In retrieval accuracy evaluation, the proposed model significantly improved Top @k accuracy when candidate
questions and titles were combined with chunks to construct retrieval passages, with Case 6 achieving the best results of
84.26% at Top@1 and 91.39% average. This suggests that candidate questions and titles generated by the proposed
model provide important contextual information in retrieval processes beyond simple summarization. In summary, the
proposed model is not only superior in efficiency and speed compared to SLMs but also has the ability to generate
auxiliary signals that enhance retrieval quality, making it a practical alternative for RAG systems.

6 Conclusion

This study proposed a multi-task based chunk knowledge generation model that generates titles and candidate questions
from document chunks and extracts keywords from user queries. The proposed model showed high accuracy in
BERTScore and GPT-based evaluations, with significant improvement in retrieval accuracy when candidate questions
and titles were combined with chunks for retrieval use. The model also achieved competitive performance while
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maintaining significantly lower memory usage and faster inference speed compared to SLMs, proving it can be an
effective alternative in RAG system environments where real-time responsiveness and resource efficiency are important.
Future research plans to extend in directions that further enhance retrieval precision by combining query-based keyword
extraction with metadata filtering and retrieval candidate reduction techniques.
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A Evaluation Prompt Examples

We provide the detailed structure of the evaluation prompts used in GPT-based evaluation.
A.1 Keyword Evaluation Prompt

System prompt

YAL queryS 7|PIO2 keyword?t A ZEE|UEA| WItste MERIHYUCE
User prompt

2 F0i2 2ES 7|92 2F 7|/E7t H&EshA| FItet7| {18t Hlo[E{YLTt.
[BEGIN DATA]

(7t 21&1: 220 7|8tsty 22 7|E7t oY HEE F&stn HAEsHA gtFste J=7t
[Z&]: {Question}

[ZI2=]: {Keywords}

[AE 7|95 (318)]: {Ground truth}

JISEE WIEAl BRI 22E S OO} SiDi, o0l BRI LEHO| oft B9 falee

=]
« W 2SS Oa ATS I OAIY OB, WIt 272 ALRSHA| OHHI2.

Of2Ofl *pass’ L= ’fail’ & StLIE Y& HOM2.
bE offof 2/ TCHS CHAl 8 ¥ BEESM A0 M2 (OZE §0], Tl = 244).

A.2 Title Evaluation Prompt

System prompt
YA2 chunkE 7|BIC2 MAHE H=0| HHet2| HWolste ME7tYUtt. =012 Bt 7|20 Tt A
EO| Y chunko| HEO| ZAISH| MAEPEAS AlZcin =alzo mEksiMe.

User prompt

G52 F0{2 chunkE 7|%H2=2 YEE A=0| HEet| BIIst7| 9 HOIE YLt
[BEGIN DATA]

[87F 7181 A 2200l 7|2tsto] dde A=0| sie YES F&otn A5 gIstn A7t

[Chunk] : {Chunk}
[M=]: {Title}
[HE title (A1 E)]: {Ground truth}

* JE title Che ZNE QISH OA|Y #O|0, HIt ZHZE AMESHA| DN
% WIh= BIEA| [Chunk]2} [AHZI1CHS 7|22 L3HSIML.

B} of2f 7|Z0| T2t AT H20| <Sih(pass) 91| Alf(fail)> 9IAS BEIHOF BILICH.
o] Toto| Y2 ASo| Bel A0 2% BZIF OILIRt, chunk0] T YEE 28 AZ00%t
£ Tojsts AUt



Chunk Knowledge Generation Model for Enhanced Information Retrieval: A Multi-task Learning Approach

got 7182 o3 2sU

—

T H20] chunko| WA HWL ZAS U U}
- chunko| YEOIOR UR0| Cfst 225 227 FBELT)

- H20| chunk0f ZEE|Z] ore LWES 2E5riLt pteaiAl st ARE oredt
- chunk®| 00| T3] o1 HEF| ATt

L2l 42 3%9e ‘Alfi(fail)’2 SHL|C}
- chunk®| A LHEul 2#H Gl= H=0| MHE
- chunkOf ZESE|Z| 42 HEO| 7|85t =0 =
- chunkQ| FE2E= AHF0| st 2202 FAHE 4+ Qs
- chunk®| 2|0|Z ZXx siAMsto] AfIE A|=0| HHE

o
J
o
-
a

[END DATA]

ddE 20| 2| 7|20 FEot=A FIIstMR. i
d =, ¢ = Ofefiof 'pass’ = ’fail’ & SILHE TS| 2H2MR.

A.3 Question Evaluation Prompt
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A.4 Retrieval System Application Evaluation Prompt

System prompt
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