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ABSTRACT
Query performance prediction (QPP) aims to estimate the retrieval
quality of a search system for a query without human relevance
judgments. Previous QPP methods typically return a single scalar
value and do not require the predicted values to approximate a
specific information retrieval (IR) evaluation measure, leading to
certain drawbacks: (i) a single scalar is insufficient to accurately rep-
resent different IR evaluation measures, especially when metrics do
not highly correlate, and (ii) a single scalar limits the interpretabil-
ity of QPP methods because solely using a scalar is insufficient to
explain QPP results. To address these issues, we propose a QPP
framework using automatically generated relevance judgments
(QPP-GenRE), which decomposes QPP into independent subtasks
of judging the relevance of each item in a ranked list to a given
query. This allows us to predict any IR evaluation measure using the
generated relevance judgments as pseudo-labels; also, this allows
us to interpret predicted IR evaluation measures, and identify, track
and rectify errors in generated relevance judgments to improve QPP
quality. We judge relevance by leveraging a leading open-source
large language model (LLM), LLaMA, to ensure scientific repro-
ducibility. In doing so, we address two main challenges: (i) excessive
computational costs of judging the entire corpus for predicting a
recall-based metric, and (ii) poor performance in prompting LLaMA
in a zero-/few-shot manner. We devise an approximation strategy
to predict a recall-oriented IR measure and propose to fine-tune
LLaMA using human-labeled relevance judgments. Experiments on
the TREC 2019–2022 deep learning tracks show that QPP-GenRE
achieves state-of-the-art QPP accuracy for both lexical and neural
rankers in both precision- and recall-oriented metrics.

CCS CONCEPTS
• Information systems→ Evaluation of retrieval results.

KEYWORDS
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1 INTRODUCTION
Query performance prediction (QPP), a.k.a. query difficulty predic-
tion, has attracted the attention of the information retrieval (IR)
community throughout the years [5, 9, 39]. QPP aims to estimate

the retrieval quality of a search system for a query without using
human-labeled relevance judgments [36]. Effective QPP benefits
various tasks [31], e.g., query variant selection [25, 86, 96], IR sys-
tem configuration selection [23, 99], and query-specific pool depth
prediction [40] to reduce human relevance judgment costs.
Limitations. QPP methods can be applied in various domains and
scenarios [31]; we are usually concernedwith the predicted retrieval
quality w.r.t. various IR measures across different scenarios, e.g.,
our emphasis might be on precision [30, 33] for conversational
search and on recall for legal search [98]. However, existing QPP
approaches typically predict only a single real-valued score that
indicates the retrieval quality for a query [39] and do not require the
predicted score to approximate a specific IR evaluation measure [3,
88, 89, 95, 111]. This results in two key limitations: (i) While the
predicted score has been shown to correlate with some IR evaluation
metrics [21, 39], relying on a single value to represent different IR
evaluation measures leads to a “one size fits all” issue, which is
problematic because the literature shows that some IR metrics do
not correlate well and the agreement varies across scenarios and
queries [44, 50], Although some studies train regression-based QPP
models to predict a specific IR evaluation measure [4, 11, 19, 45, 51],
they require training separate models to predict different measures,
leading to lots of storage and running costs. (ii) A single-score
prediction limits the interpretability of QPP; it is insufficient to
explain QPP outputs or to analyze and fix inaccurate QPP results
based solely on a single score. We argue that more in-depth and
interpretable insights into QPP outputs are required.
A new QPP framework. We propose a QPP framework using au-
tomatically generated relevance judgments (QPP-GenRE), in which
we decompose QPP into independent subtasks of automatically
judging the relevance of each item in a ranked list to a given query.
QPP-GenRE comes with various advantages: (i) it allows us to di-
rectly predict any desired IR evaluation measure at no additional
cost, using generated relevance judgments as pseudo-labels; and
(ii) the generated relevance judgments provide an explanation be-
yond simply gauging how difficult or easy a query is by offering
information about why the query is predicted as difficult or easy;
moreover, we can translate the “QPP errors” into easily observable
“relevance judgment errors,” e.g., false positives or negatives, inform-
ing potential ways of improving QPP quality by fixing observed
relevance judgment errors.
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QPP-GenRE can be integrated with various approaches for judg-
ing relevance. Obviously, for QPP-GenRE to excel in QPP, it is cru-
cial to equip QPP-GenRE with an approach capable of accurately
generating relevance judgments. Recent studies [29, 42, 62, 97]
have shown the potential effectiveness of using large language
models (LLMs) to generate relevance judgments. We build on them
to equip QPP-GenRE with LLMs for judging relevance. However,
those studies have certain limitations: [29, 97] prompt commercial
LLMs (e.g., ChatGPT, GPT-3.5/4) to generate relevance judgments;
commercial LLMs come with limitations like non-reproducibility,
non-deterministic outputs and potential data leakage between pre-
training and evaluation data, impeding their utility in scientific re-
search [77, 78, 108]; although MacAvaney and Soldaini [62] prompt
small-scale open-source language models (e.g., Flan-T5 [12] with
3B parameters) for generating relevance judgments, they focus on
a setting wherein the model is already given one relevant item for
each query, which does not apply to QPP as we typically do not
know any relevant item for a query in advance. In this paper, we
investigate the possibility of leveraging a leading open-source LLM,
LLaMA [100, 101] for generating relevance judgments; LLaMA has
shown competitive performance on many natural language pro-
cessing (NLP) and IR tasks [100, 101]. Also, we focus on a more
realistic setting wherein we do not know any relevant items for a
query in advance.
Challenges. We face two challenges when using QPP-GenRE for
QPP: (i) predicting recall-oriented measures requires seeking all
relevant items in the corpus for a query; it means that QPP-GenRE
needs to judge the entire corpus per query, which is infeasible
due to the high computational costs; (ii) our experiments reveal
that directly prompting LLaMA in a zero-/few-shot way yields
limited effectiveness in judging relevance, resulting in limited QPP
quality; this aligns with recent findings indicating limited success
in prompting open-source LLMs for specific tasks [79].
Solutions. To address the challenges, (i) we devise an approxima-
tion strategy to predict recall-oriented IR measures by only judging
a few items in the ranked list for a query and using them to esti-
mate the metric, hence avoiding the cost of traversing the entire
corpus to find all relevant items for a query; the approximation
strategy also enables us to investigate the impact of various judg-
ing depths in the ranked list on QPP quality; and (ii) we enhance
LLaMA’s ability to generate relevance judgments by training it
with parameter-efficient fine-tuning (PEFT) [22] on human-labeled
relevance judgments; unlike previous supervised QPP methods that
need to train separate models for predicting different IR evalua-
tion measures, training LLaMA to judge relevance is agnostic to a
specific IR metric.
Experiments. Experiments on the TREC 2019–2022 deep learning
(TREC-DL) tracks [13–16] show that QPP-GenRE achieves state-
of-the-art QPP performance in estimating the retrieval quality of
a lexical (BM25) and a neural ranker [ANCE, 104] in terms of
both precision- (RR@10) and recall-oriented IR evaluation met-
rics (nDCG@10). Also, we find that using LLMs to directly model
QPP, i.e., asking LLMs to directly generate values of IR evaluation
metrics, performs much worse than QPP-GenRE. This observation
reveals that QPP-GenRE is a much more effective way of modeling
QPP using LLMs.

Furthermore, our experiments demonstrate the effectiveness of
our devised approximation strategy in predicting recall-oriented IR
measures: QPP-GenRE achieves state-of-the-art QPP performance
at the shallow judging depth 10, and further judging up to 100–200
retrieved items in a ranked list can reach saturation. Moreover, we
compare QPP-GenRE using fine-tuned LLaMA against few-shot
prompted LLaMA, which reveals that better quality in generating
relevance judgments translates into better QPP quality. The perfor-
mance of fine-tuned LLaMA in terms of judging relevance exceeds
that of few-shot prompted LLaMA by a large margin, even outper-
forming that of a commercial LLM (GPT-3.5) [29]. Touvron et al.
[100, 101] show that there is no data leakage between LLaMA’s
pre-training and our evaluation sets. The poor performance of
non-fine-tuned LLaMA in judging relevance, further confirms this
statement. As an important aside, providing such assurance is infea-
sible for commercial LLMs. Besides, we analyze QPP errors based
on automatically generated relevance judgments, demonstrating
QPP-GenRE’s interpretability.

Finally, our computational cost analysis shows that QPP-GenRE
shows lower latency than some supervised QPP baselines when
predicting multiple measures because multiple measures can be
derived from the same set of relevance judgments. QPP-GenRE does
show higher latency than those baselines when predicting only one
measure. However, given QPP-GenRE’s high effectiveness, it can
well fit some knowledge-intensive scenarios where QPP quality is
prioritized and users may have a higher tolerance level for latency
than users in web search, e.g., legal [98] or patent search [59]. Plus,
QPP can be used to analyze how well a search system performs in
offline settings [33], where latency is not necessarily an issue.
Contributions. Our main contributions are as follows:
• We propose a novel QPP framework using automatically gener-

ated relevance judgments (QPP-GenRE), which decomposes QPP
into independent subtasks of judging the relevance of each item
in a ranked list to the query, and predicts different IR evaluation
measures based on generated relevance judgments.

• We devise an approximation strategy to predict recall-oriented
IR measures, avoiding the cost of traversing the entire corpus to
find all relevant items for a query.

• We fine-tune a leading open-source LLM, LLaMA, on automati-
cally generating relevance judgments. We release our code and
checkpoints at https://github.com/ChuanMeng/QPP-GenRE.

• We conduct experiments on four datasets, showing that QPP-
GenRE outperforms the state-of-the-art QPP baselines on TREC-
DL 19–22 collections in predicting RR@10 and nDCG@10 in
terms of Pearson’s 𝜌 and Kendall’s 𝜏 .

2 RELATEDWORK
Query performance prediction. Query performance prediction
(QPP) has recently attracted lots of attention in the IR and NLP
community and has been widely studied in ad-hoc search [1, 21, 34,
35, 89], conversational search [32, 33, 65, 66, 68–70, 92], question
answering [45, 84], image retrieval [75].

Typically, QPP methods are divided into two categories: pre- and
post-retrieval methods [9]. The former predicts the difficulty of a
given query by using features of the query and corpus, while the

https://github.com/ChuanMeng/QPP-GenRE
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latter further uses features of a ranked list returned by a ranker for
the query [9]. This paper focuses on post-retrieval QPP methods.

A majority of unsupervised and supervised post-retrieval QPP
methods are proposed [9] for predicting the performance of lexical
rankers, such as query likelihood [53], BM25 [81]. Unsupervised
QPP methods can be classified into clarity-based [17], robustness-
based [6, 110, 111], coherence-based [2, 26], and score-based [18,
74, 88, 95, 111]. More recently, a set of supervised QPP methods
have been proposed [4, 11, 19, 20, 45, 51, 106]. NeuralQPP [106]
and Deep-QPP [19] are optimized from scratch. NQA-QPP [45] and
BERT-QPP [4] fine-tune BERT [24] to improve QPP effectiveness.
Further, Datta et al. [21] propose qppBERT-PL, which considers list-
wise-document information, while Chen et al. [11] propose BERT-
groupwise-QPP that considers both cross-query and -document
information. Khodabakhsh and Bagheri [51] propose a multi-task
query performance prediction framework (M-QPPF), learning doc-
ument ranking and QPP simultaneously.

However, studies have shown that post-retrieval QPP meth-
ods designed for lexical rankers struggle to predict the retrieval
quality of neural rankers [35, 45], motivating several new unsu-
pervised post-retrieval QPP methods designed for neural rankers.
Datta et al. [20] propose a weighted relative information gain-based
model (WRIG), which assesses a neural ranker for a given query
by considering the relative difference of predicted performance
between the given query and its variants; Zendel et al. [107] assess
a neural reranker by measuring the entropy of scores returned by it;
Faggioli et al. [34] propose neural-ranker-specific ways of calculat-
ing regularization terms used by unsupervised post-retrieval QPP
methods; ? ] propose an unsupervised coherence-basedQPPmethod
that employs neural embedding representations to assess dense
retrievers; and Singh et al. [89] propose pairwise rank preference-
based QPP (QPP-PRP) for predicting the performance of a neural
ranker bymeasuring the degree to which a pairwise neural reranker
(e.g., DuoT5 [76]) agrees with the ranked list returned by the neural
ranker.

We present a novel QPP perspective: we start by automatically
generating relevance judgments for the ranked list and then pro-
ceed to predict various IR evaluation measures. To the best of our
knowledge, no prior work addresses QPP with a perspective simi-
lar to ours. Unlike regression-based QPP models [4, 11, 19, 45, 51],
which require training separate models to predict different IR eval-
uation measures, the training of LLMs for judging relevance in
QPP-GenRE is agnostic to a specific metric, and different IR eval-
uation measures can be derived from the same set of generated
relevance judgments. The closest work to QPP-GenRE, which is
yet different, is qppBERT-PL [21], in which they first predict the
number of relevant items for each chunk in a ranked list and then
aggregate those numbers into a general QPP score. However, the
qppBERT-PL’s output is still presented as a single scalar, which is
insufficient to accurately represent different evaluation measures;
also, it is infeasible to predict any measures only using the number
of relevant items in a ranked list.
Parameter-efficient fine-tuning (PEFT) for LLMs. While fine-
tuning pre-trained language models has produced many state-of-
the-art results [24], fully fine-tuning LLMs for a specific task on
consumer-level hardware is typically infeasible [112] because LLMs’

large number of parameters. Although zero-shot prompting and
few-shot prompting (a.k.a. in-context learning) [8, 27] are ways
to adapt LLMs into a specific task, prompting requires substantial
manual prompt engineering [55] and often exhibits performance
instability [91]. PEFT can solve the above limitations; it aims to
adapt an LLM to a specific task by training only a small fraction of
its parameters. Low-rank adaptation (LoRA), a widely-used PEFT
method [41, 56, 85, 109], has been shown to achieve comparable
performance to full-model fine-tuning [22, 58]; LoRA adds learnable
low-rank adapters to each network layer of an LLM [48] while all
original parameters of the LLM are frozen. QLoRA [22] is proposed
to further reduce the memory usage of LoRA without sacrificing
performance; QLoRA first quantizes an LLM model to 4-bit before
adding and optimizing low-rank adapters. Our work explores the
possibility of training LLaMA with QLoRA to generate relevance
judgments.
LLMs for generating relevance judgments. Automatically gen-
erating relevance judgments is a long-standing goal in IR and has
been studied over the past two decades [63, 64, 72, 73, 80, 90]. Re-
cent work shows promising results for using commercial LLMs [29,
42, 97] or pre-trained language models [62] for automatically gen-
erating relevance judgments. Faggioli et al. [29] use zero-/few-shot
prompting to instruct GPT-3.5 to predict the relevance of an item to
a query. Similarly, Thomas et al. [97] instruct GPT-4 by zero-shot
prompting, and further add to the prompt a detailed query descrip-
tion and consider chain-of-thought [103]. MacAvaney and Soldaini
[62] focus on a scenario where a relevant item for a given query
is already known and use small-scale pre-trained language models
(e.g., Flan-T5 [12] with 3B parameters) to estimate the relevance
of another item to the query given the known relevant item. Some
of the studies listed use LLM-generated relevance judgments for
search system evaluation at a system level [29, 62, 97] (i.e., the per-
formance of ranked lists is aggregated to each system), and some
at a query level [97] (i.e., the performance of ranked lists is aggre-
gated to each query). The evaluation is typically conducted offline
as it requires different queries and multiple ranked lists for those
queries [29].

Our work differs from the studies mentioned above: (i) unlike
[29, 97], we leverage open-source LLMs and further explore the
impact of fine-tuning on the performance of open-source LLMs in
generating relevance judgments; (ii) unlike [62], we focus on a more
practical scenario wherein no relevant item is known in advance
for each query; and (iii) unlike [29, 62, 97], which focus on applying
generated relevance judgments to offline evaluation, we focus on
QPP and predict the quality of a single ranked list for a query using
LLM-generated relevance judgments, which the previous studies
have not explored; QPP can be conducted either online (at query
time) or offline [33].
LLMs for reranking. Recent studies on using LLMs for rerank-
ing have witnessed remarkable progress [7, 28, 47, 60, 61, 61, 67,
77, 78, 83, 93, 94, 108, 113–115]. Those studies aim to predict the
relevance order of items. The approaches closest to ours are some
pointwise LLM-based rerankers that prompt an LLM to generate
binary label tokens (e.g., “yes” or “no”) [7, 61] or fine-grained label
tokens [113] for a given query-item pair; they focus on using LLMs’
output logits of the label tokens as relevance scores to sort items
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in the descending of relevance. If we regard those label tokens as
relevance labels, those rerankers [7, 61, 113] also have the potential
to explicitly generate relevance judgments.

Our main contribution in this paper is the introduction of a novel
QPP framework, which can be integrated with various approaches
for judging relevance. We leave for future work the exploration of
using those pointwise LLM-based rerankers as relevance judgment
generators and integrating them with QPP-GenRE.

3 TASK DEFINITION
This paper focuses on post-retrieval QPP [9]. Generally, a post-
retrieval QPP method 𝜓 aims to estimate the retrieval quality of
a ranked list 𝐿 = [𝑑1, , . . . , 𝑑𝑖 , . . . , 𝑑 |𝐿 | ] with |𝐿 | retrieved items in-
duced by a ranker𝑀 over a corpus𝐶 in response to query 𝑞 without
human-labeled relevance judgments, formally 𝑝 = 𝜓 (𝑞, 𝐿,𝐶) ∈ R ,

where 𝑝 indicates the predicted retrieval quality of the ranker 𝑀
in response to the query 𝑞; typically, 𝑝 is expected to be correlated
with an IR evaluation measure, such as reciprocal rank (RR).

4 METHOD
4.1 Overview of QPP-GenRE
We propose QPP-GenRE, which consists of two steps: (i) generating
relevance judgments using LLMs, and (ii) predicting IR evaluation
measures. In (i), we employ an LLM to generate relevance judg-
ments for the top-𝑛 retrieved items in the ranked list for a given
query; to improve LLM’s effectiveness in generating relevance judg-
ments, we train an LLM with PEFT using human-labeled relevance
judgments. In (ii), we regard the generated relevance judgments as
pseudo labels to calculate different IR evaluation measures.

4.2 Generating relevance judgments using LLMs
4.2.1 Inference. Given the ranked list 𝐿 = [𝑑1, . . . , 𝑑𝑖 , . . . , 𝑑 |𝐿 | ]
with |𝐿 | items returned by a ranker 𝑀 for a query 𝑞, an LLM is
employed to automatically predict the relevance of each item in
the top-𝑛 positions of the ranked list 𝐿 to the query 𝑞, formally:

𝑟𝑖 = LLM(𝑞, 𝑑𝑖 ) , (1)

where 𝑟𝑖 is a predicted relevance value for the item 𝑑𝑖 at rank 𝑖 .
𝑟𝑖 ∈ {1, 0} , where “1” indicates relevant and “0” irrelevant. We
leave the prediction of multi-graded labels for the future. After
automatically judging the top-𝑛 items in the ranked list 𝐿, we get
a list of generated relevant judgments R̂𝐿1:𝑛 = [𝑟1, . . . , 𝑟𝑖 , . . . , 𝑟𝑛],
where 𝑟𝑖 is the predicted relevance value for 𝑑𝑖 in 𝐿. We design a
prompt to instruct an LLM on the task of automatic generation of
relevance judgments, illustrated in Figure 1.

4.2.2 Parameter-efficient fine-tuning (PEFT). To further improve
LLM’s effectiveness in generating relevance judgments, we use
human-labeled relevance judgments to train an LLM with an ef-
fective PEFT method, QLoRA [22]. Specifically, we first quantize
an LLM model to 4-bit, add learnable low-rank adapters to each
network layer of an LLM, and then optimize low-rank adapters.
Formally, given the query 𝑞 and an item 𝑑𝑖 in the ranked list 𝐿, we
optimize the LLM to generate the human-labeled relevance value
𝑟𝑖 for the item 𝑑𝑖 . See Section 5 for more details.

Instruction: Please assess the relevance of the provided passage 
to the following question. Please output "Relevant" or "Irrelevant".
Question: {question}
Passage: {passage}
Output: Relevant/Irrelevant

Figure 1: Prompt used by LLMs for automatic generation of
relevance judgments.

4.3 Predicting IR evaluation measures
4.3.1 Predicting precision-oriented measures. We compute a preci-
sion-oriented measure based on the LLM generated relevant judg-
ments R̂𝐿1:𝑛 for the top-𝑛 items in the ranked list 𝐿. The following
is an example to compute RR@k:

𝑅𝑅@𝑘 = 1/min
𝑖
{𝑟𝑖 > 0} , (2)

where 0 < 𝑖 ⩽ 𝑘 . 𝑅𝑅@𝑘 would be equal to 0 if there is no top-𝑘
item that is predicted as relevant to the query 𝑞; in this case, 𝑛 = 𝑘 .

4.3.2 An approximation strategy to predict recall-oriented measures.
As the computation of a recall-oriented measure requires the in-
formation of all relevant items in the corpus 𝐶 for a given query
𝑞, we need to automatically assess every item in corpus 𝐶 , which
is infeasible due to the high computational cost. To address this
issue, we devise an approximation strategy for predicting a recall-
oriented IR measure, which only judges the top-𝑛 items in the
ranked list 𝐿 and uses the items predicted as relevant to approxi-
mate all relevant items in the corpus, to avoid the cost of judging
the entire corpus. Fröbe et al. [38], Lu et al. [57], Moffat [71] define
normalized discounted cumulative gain (nDCG) [49] at a cutoff 𝑘 as
a recall-oriented IR evaluation metric because it is normalized by a
recall-oriented “best possible” ranking.1 nDCG@10 is also the most
primary official IR evaluation metric in TREC-DL 19–22 [13–16].
Thus, we show an example of predicting nDCG@k [49], formally:

𝑛𝐷𝐶𝐺@𝑘 = 𝐷𝐶𝐺@𝑘/𝐼𝐷𝐶𝐺@𝑘 , (3)

where 𝐷𝐶𝐺@𝑘 can be computed easily using the generated rele-
vance judgments for the top-𝑘 items in the ranked list 𝐿, namely:2

𝐷𝐶𝐺@𝑘 = 𝑟1 +
𝑘∑︁
𝑖=2

𝑟𝑖/log2 𝑖 . (4)

𝐼𝐷𝐶𝐺@𝑘 is the ideal ranked list with 𝑘 items, which requires know-
ing all the relevant items in the corpus 𝐶 . We approximate all rele-
vant items in the corpus by considering the items that are predicted
as relevant at the top-𝑛 ranks in the ranked list 𝐿, and compute
𝐼𝐷𝐶𝐺@𝑘 based on that. First, we reorder the LLM-generated rel-
evant judgments R̂𝐿1:𝑛 = [𝑟1, . . . , 𝑟𝑖 , . . . , 𝑟𝑛] for the ranked list 𝐿
into R̂𝑖𝐿1:𝑛 = [𝑖𝑟1, . . . , 𝑖𝑟 𝑖 , . . . , 𝑖𝑟𝑛] in descending order of predicted
relevance; then, we compute 𝐼𝐷𝐶𝐺@𝑘 based on R̂𝑖𝐿1:𝑛 , namely:

𝐼𝐷𝐶𝐺@𝑘 = 𝑖𝑟1 +
𝑘∑︁
𝑖=2

𝑖𝑟 𝑖/log2 𝑖 . (5)

1 In this paper, we employ nDCG@10 and believe is a recall-oriented metric: Figure 2
illustrates that to reach saturation in predicting nDCG@10 values for ANCE and BM25,
judgments up to the top 100 and 200 retrieved items are needed, respectively. If it were
a precision-based metric, saturation could be achieved by judging around 10 items.
2 Note that we consider the definition of 𝐷𝐶𝐺@𝑘 for binary relevance labels.
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5 EXPERIMENTAL SETUP
Research questions.We address the following research questions:
RQ1 To what extent does QPP-GenRE improve QPP effectiveness

for lexical and neural rankers in terms of a precision-oriented
metric, RR@10, compared to state-of-the-art baselines?

RQ2 To what extent does QPP-GenRE improve QPP effectiveness
for lexical and neural rankers in terms of a recall-oriented
metric, nDCG@10, compared to state-of-the-art baselines?

RQ3 How deep do we need to automatically judge in a ranked list
to effectively predict a recall-oriented IR evaluationmeasure?

RQ4 To what extent does fine-tuning LLaMA impact the quality of
the generated relevance judgments and QPP effectiveness?

Datasets. We experiment with 4 widely-used IR datasets, TREC
2019–2022 deep learning (TREC-DL) tracks [13–16]. These datasets
provide relevance judgments in multi-graded relevance scales per
query. TREC-DL 19, 20, 21 and 22 have 43, 54, 53 and 76 queries,
respectively. TREC-DL 19/20 and TREC-DL 21/22 are based on
MS MARCO V1 (8.8 million passages) and V2 (over 138 million
passages) passage ranking collections respectively.
Retrieval approaches. We consider BM25 [81] as a lexical ranker,
and ANCE [104] as a neural-based dense retriever. To increase the
comparability and reproducibility of our paper, we get the retrieval
results of both rankers using the publicly available resource from
Pyserini. We get BM25’s retrieval result with top-1000 retrieved
items per query on TREC-DL 19–22 using the default parameters
(𝑘1 = 0.9, 𝑏 = 0.4); BM25’s actual nDCG@10 values are 0.506, 0.480,
0.446 and 0.269 on TREC-DL 19, 20, 21 and 22, respectively. We get
ANCE’s retrieval result with top-1000 retrieved items per query on
TREC-DL 19–20, using the publicly available dense vector index
of ANCE on MS MARCO V1; ANCE’s actual nDCG@10 values are
0.645 and 0.646 on TREC-DL 19 and 20, respectively. We rely on
the publicly available dense vector index of ANCE; at the time of
writing, there is no dense vector index of ANCE publicly available
on MS MARCO V2 for TREC-DL 21 and 22.3

QPP baselines. We consider three groups of baselines: unsuper-
vised post-retrieval QPP methods, supervised post-retrieval QPP
methods, and the LLM-based QPP methods. The unsupervised QPP
approaches that we consider are:
• Clarity [17] computes the KL divergence between language mod-

els [54] induced from top-𝑘 items in a ranked list and the corpus.
• Weighted information gain (WIG) [111] calculates the difference

between retrieval scores of top-𝑘 items in a ranked list and the
retrieval score of the entire corpus.

• Normalized query commitment (NQC) [88] calculates the stan-
dard deviation of retrieval scores of top-𝑘 items in a ranked list,
normalized by the retrieval score of the entire corpus.

• 𝜎𝑚𝑎𝑥 [74] it computes the standard deviation of retrieval scores
from the first item to each point in a ranked list and outputs the
maximum standard deviation.

• n(𝜎𝑥%) [18] calculates the standard deviation for each query by
considering the items whose retrieval scores are at least 𝑥% of
the top retrieval score in a ranked list.

• Score magnitude and variance (SMV) [95] considers both the
magnitude of retrieval scores (WIG) and their variance (NQC).

3 Building the dense vector index on MS MARCO V2 with over 138 million passages
is resource-intensive and out of the scope of our work.

• UEF(NQC) [87] use a pseudo-effective reference list to improve
QPP quality; we follow [3, 4, 21] to use NQC as a base predictor.

• RLS(NQC) [82] generates and selects both pseudo-effective and
pseudo-ineffective reference lists; we use NQC as a base predictor
because Roitman [82] show that RLS works better with NQC.

• QPP-PRP [89] measures the degree to which a pairwise neural
reranker (DuoT5 [76]) agrees with the ranked list for the query.

• Dense-QPP [3] is robustness-based and designed for dense re-
trievers only: it injects noise neural representation of the given
query, and then measures the similarity between ranked lists for
the original query and perturbed query representations.

Since studies show that BERT-based post-retrieval supervised QPP
methods [4, 11, 21, 45] perform better than their neural-based coun-
terparts, we only consider BERT-based supervised QPP approaches:
• NQA-QPP [45] is a regression-based method, which predicts

a QPP score by using BERT representations for the query and
query-item pairs, and the standard deviation of retrieval scores.

• BERTQPP [4] is a regression-based method, which predicts a
QPP score by using BERT representations for the query and the
top-ranked item. We use the cross-encoder version of BERTQPP.

• qppBERT-PL [21] first splits the ranked list into chunks, predicts
the number of relevant items in each chunk, and calculates a
weighted average of the number of relevant items in all chunks.

• M-QPPF [51] is also regression-based, which models QPP and
document ranking jointly, by adopting a shared BERT layer to
learn representations for query–document pairs, and using two
layers to model QPP and document ranking, respectively.

We propose two LLM-based QPP baselines. The research on using
LLMs for arithmetic tasks shows that LLaMA treats numbers as
distinct tokens and can understand and generate numerical val-
ues [56]. Inspired by this, we prompt LLaMA-7B to directly generate
a numerical score given a query and the ranked list with 𝑘 passages
for the query. We consider two variants:
• QPP-LLM (few-shot) uses in-context learning (ICL) and inserts

several demonstration examples after the instruction in the prompt;
each example is composed of a query, 𝑘 passages and the actual
performance in terms of an IR evaluation measure.

• QPP-LLM (fine-tuned) fine-tune LLaMA-7B to learn to directly
generate numerical values of an IR metric, similar to the way
other regression-based supervised QPP methods are trained.

QPP evaluation and target IR measures. We follow established
best practices [9, 17, 21, 46, 106] to evaluate QPP by measuring Pear-
son’s 𝜌 and Kendall’s 𝜏 correlation coefficients between the actual
and predicted performance of a query set. We also consider scaled
Mean Absolute Ranking Error (sMARE) [36, 37] and draw the same
conclusion as Pearson’s 𝜌 and Kendall’s 𝜏 ; we show the results in
our repository. As for target IR metrics, we consider the two most
primary official IR metrics used in TREC DL 19–22 [13–16], RR@10
(precision-oriented) and nDCG@10 (recall-oriented); recent QPP
studies [3, 34, 51] consider either or both of these metrics as their
target metrics. Following [21], we use relevance scale ≥ 2 as positive
to compute actual binary IR measures (e.g., RR). When calculating
correlation for nDCG@10, the actual values of nDCG@10 are cal-
culated by human-labeled and multi-graded relevance judgments,
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Table 1: Correlation coefficients (Pearson’s 𝜌 and Kendall’s 𝜏) between actual retrieval quality, in terms of RR@10, of BM25 or
ANCE and performance predicted by QPP-GenRE/baselines, on TREC-DL 19–22. ∗ indicates statistically significant correlation
coefficients (𝑝-value < 0.05). † indicates the statistically significant improvement of QPP-GenRE compared to all the baselines
(paired 𝑡-test; 𝑝-value < 0.001 with Bonferroni correction for multiple testing). The best value in each column is marked in bold.
𝑛 denotes QPP-GenRE’s judgment depth in a ranked list. Note that Dense-QPP is unable to predict the performance of BM25.

QPP method
Ranker: BM25 Ranker: ANCE

TREC-DL 19 TREC-DL 20 TREC-DL 21 TREC-DL 22 TREC-DL 19 TREC-DL 20

P-𝜌 K-𝜏 P-𝜌 K-𝜏 P-𝜌 K-𝜏 P-𝜌 K-𝜏 P-𝜌 K-𝜏 P-𝜌 K-𝜏

Clarity 0.135 0.028 0.050 0.021 0.183 0.161 0.253∗ 0.099 -0.078 -0.012 -0.074 -0.048
WIG 0.113 0.164 0.286∗ 0.218∗ 0.237 0.206∗ 0.029 0.082 0.313∗ 0.228 0.059 0.048
NQC 0.194 0.117 0.152 0.191 0.227 0.195 0.223 0.048 0.350∗ 0.200 0.145 0.112
𝜎𝑚𝑎𝑥 0.195 0.164 0.200 0.211∗ 0.278∗ 0.174 0.038 0.048 0.384∗ 0.287∗ 0.171 0.118
n(𝜎𝑥%) 0.144 0.181 0.187 0.123 0.127 0.140 0.169 0.113 0.200 0.176 -0.008 0.022
SMV 0.141 0.097 0.126 0.193 0.240 0.189 0.227∗ 0.094 0.352∗ 0.256∗ 0.182 0.161
UEF(NQC) 0.235 0.256∗ 0.270∗ 0.211∗ 0.231 0.111 0.216 0.065 0.340∗ 0.260∗ 0.131 0.108
RLS(NQC) 0.272 0.122 0.290∗ 0.193 0.234 0.195 0.224 0.095 0.359∗ 0.273∗ 0.178 0.139
QPP-PRP 0.292 0.189 0.163 0.184 -0.080 -0.017 0.122 0.091 0.259 0.246 0.100 -0.008
Dense-QPP - - - - - - - - 0.452∗ 0.280∗ 0.209 0.139

NQA-QPP 0.181 0.122 0.062 0.069 0.161 0.163 0.224 0.177∗ -0.026 -0.009 -0.059 -0.080
BERTQPP 0.281 0.136 0.237 0.155 0.206 0.134 0.148 0.122 0.330∗ 0.214 0.046 -0.012
qppBERT-PL 0.145 0.138 0.166 0.152 0.339∗ 0.244∗ 0.131 0.206∗ 0.092 0.025 -0.224 -0.218
M-QPPF 0.317∗ 0.208 0.335∗ 0.273∗ 0.282∗ 0.209∗ 0.161 0.187∗ 0.292 0.200 0.068 0.038

QPP-LLM (few-shot) 0.008 0.003 -0.081 -0.129 -0.053 -0.053 -0.241 -0.155 -0.008 0.005 -0.226 -0.207
QPP-LLM (fine-tuned) 0.171 0.158 0.228 0.206 0.030 0.099 -0.038 0.009 -0.073 0.011 -0.022 0.069

QPP-GenRE (n=10) 0.538†∗ 0.486†∗ 0.560†∗ 0.475†∗ 0.524†∗ 0.435†∗ 0.350†∗ 0.262†∗ 0.567†∗ 0.440†∗ 0.293†∗ 0.257†∗

while the nDCG@10 values predicted by QPP-GenRE are based on
its generated binary relevance judgments.
Implementation details. For all unsupervised QPP baselines, we
tune the hyper-parameters for predicting the performance of a
ranker (either BM25 or ANCE) on TREC-DL 19 (TREC-DL 21) based
on Pearson’s 𝜌 correlation for predicting the performance of the
same ranker on TREC-DL 20 (TREC-DL 22), and vice versa. We
select the cutoff value 𝑘 for Clarity, NQC,WIG, SMV and so on from
{5, 10, 15, 20, 25, 50, 100, 300, 500, 1000}. We select hyper-parameter
𝑥 for n(𝜎𝑥%) from {0.25, 0.4, 0.5, 0.6, 0.75, 0.9}.

To predict the performance of a certain ranker (either BM25 or
ANCE), we train all supervised QPP baselines based on the ranked
list returned by the target ranker. To predict a certain IR evaluation
measure, regression-based methods [4, 45, 51] are trained to learn to
output the target evaluation measure during training. However, our
preliminary result shows that training supervised QPP baselines,
especially for regression-based supervised methods [4, 45, 51], on
the training set of MS MARCO V1 leads to inferior QPP quality
for predicting the performance of ANCE. We hypothesize that this
is because ANCE was originally trained on the training set of MS
MARCO V1 [104], and so the ranked list returned by ANCE on
the training set of MS MARCO V1 would have higher quality than
the ranked list returned by ANCE on the evaluation sets; therefore,
supervised QPP methods that share the same training set with
ANCE, tend to predict inflated performance on the evaluation sets,
leading to degraded QPP quality. To solve the issue and ensure
the consistency of the paper, we train all supervised QPP methods
(including QPP-GenRE) on the development set of MS MARCO

V1 for predicting the performance of either BM25 or ANCE. We
train all supervised QPP methods for 5 epochs and pick the best
checkpoint for predicting the performance of a ranker on TREC-DL
19 (TREC-DL 21) based on Pearson’s 𝜌 correlation for predicting the
performance of the same ranker on TREC-DL 20 (TREC-DL 22) and
vice versa. All supervised QPP baselines use bert-base-uncased,a
constant learning rate (0.00002), and the Adam optimizer [52].

For QPP-LLM, we prompt LLaMA-7B with the top-k retrieved
items, where 𝑘 sets to 10. For QPP-LLM (few-shot), we randomly
sample demonstration examples from the development set of MS
MARCO V1; our preliminary experiments show that sampling 4
demonstrations works best. For QPP-LLM (fine-tuned), we fine-tune
LLaMA-7B using PEFT as QPP-GenRE fine-tunes LLMs.

We equip QPP-GenRE with LLaMA-7B for judging relevance. We
use the novel PEFT method, 4-bit QLoRA [22], to fine-tune LLaMA-
7B. The training of judging relevance needs positive and negative
items per query. For positive items, we use the items annotated as
relevant in qrels; we randomly sample one negative item from the
ranked list (1000 items) returned by BM25 per query. we fine-tune
LLaMA-7B for 5 epochs on the development set of MS MARCO V1,
taking about an hour and a half on an NVIDIA A100 GPU (40GB).

6 RESULTS
Predicting a precision-oriented IR measure. To answer RQ1,
we compare QPP-GenRE and all baselines in predicting the perfor-
mance of BM25 and ANCE w.r.t. a widely-used precision-oriented
metric, RR@10; see Table 1. We have three main observations.
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Table 2: Correlation coefficients (Pearson’s 𝜌 and Kendall’s 𝜏) between actual retrieval quality, in terms of nDCG@10, of BM25
or ANCE and performance predicted by QPP-GenRE/baselines, on TREC-DL 19–22. 𝑛 denotes QPP-GenRE’s judgment depth. ∗

indicates statistically significant correlation coefficients (𝑝-value < 0.05). † indicates the statistically significant improvement
of QPP-GenRE (𝑛=200) compared to all the baselines (paired 𝑡-test; 𝑝-value < 0.001 with Bonferroni correction for multiple
testing). The best value in each column is marked in bold. Dense-QPP is unable to predict the performance of BM25.

QPP method
Ranker: BM25 Ranker: ANCE

TREC-DL 19 TREC-DL 20 TREC-DL 21 TREC-DL 22 TREC-DL 19 TREC-DL 20

P-𝜌 K-𝜏 P-𝜌 K-𝜏 P-𝜌 K-𝜏 P-𝜌 K-𝜏 P-𝜌 K-𝜏 P-𝜌 K-𝜏

Clarity 0.091 0.056 0.358∗ 0.250∗ 0.137 0.078 0.202 0.090 -0.088 -0.062 -0.091 -0.045
WIG 0.520∗ 0.331∗ 0.615∗ 0.423∗ 0.311∗ 0.281∗ 0.350∗ 0.249∗ 0.515∗ 0.368∗ 0.218 0.150
NQC 0.468∗ 0.300∗ 0.508∗ 0.401∗ 0.134 0.221∗ 0.360∗ 0.156∗ 0.548∗ 0.372∗ 0.411∗ 0.290∗
n(𝜎𝑥%) 0.532∗ 0.311∗ 0.622∗ 0.443∗ 0.328∗ 0.234∗ 0.336∗ 0.228∗ 0.388∗ 0.315∗ 0.103 0.075
SMV 0.376∗ 0.271∗ 0.463∗ 0.383∗ 0.327∗ 0.236∗ 0.338∗ 0.155∗ 0.496∗ 0.359 0.380∗ 0.283∗
UEF(NQC) 0.499∗ 0.322∗ 0.517∗ 0.356∗ 0.153 0.232∗ 0.311∗ 0.145 0.548∗ 0.372∗ 0.413∗ 0.290∗
RLS(NQC) 0.469∗ 0.169 0.522∗ 0.376∗ 0.272∗ 0.223∗ 0.337∗ 0.157∗ 0.466∗ 0.346∗ 0.333∗ 0.271∗
QPP-PRP 0.321 0.181 0.189 0.157 0.027 0.004 0.077 0.012 0.129 0.049 0.216 0.121
Dense-QPP - - - - - - - - 0.565∗ 0.389∗ 0.419∗ 0.318∗

NQA-QPP 0.210 0.147 0.244 0.210∗ 0.286∗ 0.201∗ 0.312∗ 0.194∗ 0.089 -0.038 0.186 0.113
BERTQPP 0.458∗ 0.207 0.426∗ 0.300∗ 0.351∗ 0.223∗ 0.369∗ 0.229∗ 0.222 0.117 0.137 0.089
qppBERT-PL 0.171 0.175 0.410∗ 0.279∗ 0.277∗ 0.182 0.300∗ 0.242∗ 0.116 0.098 -0.119 -0.046
M-QPPF 0.404∗ 0.254∗ 0.435∗ 0.297∗ 0.265 0.226∗ 0.345∗ 0.204∗ 0.287 0.160 0.225 0.177

QPP-LLM (few-shot) -0.024 -0.031 0.167 0.138 0.238 0.201 -0.073 -0.077 0.136 0.120 -0.130 -0.094
QPP-LLM (fine-tuned) 0.313∗ 0.215 0.309∗ 0.254∗ 0.264 0.198 -0.075 -0.009 0.203 0.117 0.081 0.097

QPP-GenRE (n=200) 0.724†∗ 0.474†∗ 0.638†∗ 0.469†∗ 0.546†∗ 0.435†∗ 0.388∗ 0.251∗ 0.712†∗ 0.483†∗ 0.457†∗ 0.343†∗

QPP-GenRE (n=10) 0.605∗ 0.482∗ 0.490∗ 0.323∗ 0.462∗ 0.350∗ 0.316∗ 0.245∗ 0.624∗ 0.406∗ 0.306∗ 0.238∗
QPP-GenRE (n=100) 0.712∗ 0.472∗ 0.609∗ 0.457∗ 0.545∗ 0.427∗ 0.332∗ 0.246∗ 0.719∗ 0.489∗ 0.456∗ 0.355∗

QPP-GenRE (n=1000) 0.715∗ 0.477∗ 0.627∗ 0.459∗ 0.547∗ 0.436∗ 0.388∗ 0.251 ∗ 0.719∗ 0.492∗ 0.447∗ 0.321∗
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(b) BM25 on TREC-DL 20
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(c) ANCE on TREC-DL 19
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(d) ANCE on TREC-DL 20
Figure 2: Relationship between the QPP effectiveness of predicting nDCG@10 and the judging depth for a ranked list.

First, our proposed method, QPP-GenRE, outperforms all the
baselines in terms of all correlation coefficients on all datasets
when predicting the performance of both rankers. In particular,
we observe that QPP-GenRE outperforms QPP-PRP [89] which is
a recently proposed baseline by 84% (0.292 vs. 0.538) in terms of
Pearson’s 𝜌 when predicting RR@10 for BM25 on TREC-DL 19.

Second, QPP-LLM (few-shot) gets the worst result compared to
other approaches. While QPP-LLM (fine-tuning) performs slightly
better than QPP-LLM (few-shot), its performance is still limited in
most cases. This indicates that it is ineffective for an LLM to model
QPP in a straightforward way of directly predicting a score.

Third, there is no clear winner among the baselines, and the
performance of baselines shows a bigger variance than QPP-GenRE
across different datasets and rankers. E.g., the unsupervised method
WIG achieves a good result among baselines for assessing BM25

on TREC-DL 20, while it gets nearly zero correlation coefficients
on TREC-DL 22 when assessing BM25. Conversely, QPP-GenRE
consistently achieves the best performance across different datasets,
rankers, showcasing robust performance.
Predicting a recall-oriented IR measure. To answer RQ2, Ta-
ble 2 lists the performance of QPP-GenRE along with all the base-
lines on assessing BM25 and ANCE in terms of nDCG@10, a widely-
used recall-oriented metric. For QPP-GenRE, we universally set the
judging depth 𝑛 as 200 for all evaluation sets. The result reveals that
by judging only 200 items per query, we can achieve state-of-the-art
QPP quality in terms of nDCG@10 for all rankers on all evaluation
sets; we will go into the impact of judging depth on QPP-GenRE’s
performance in the next section. Also, QPP-LLM (few-shot) and
QPP-LLM (fine-tuning) are among the worst-performing baselines,
showing that the LLM struggles to generate numerical scores.
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Figure 3: QPP errors in predicting the performance of BM25
and ANCE in terms of RR@10 on TREC-DL 19, 20. The dis-
tance is defined as “predicted RR@10 minus actual RR@10.”

7 ANALYSIS
Judging depth analysis. To answerRQ3, as shown in Section 4.3.2,
for predicting IDCG, we devise an approximate strategy to use the
items in the top 𝑛 ranks of the ranked list 𝐿 that are predicted as
relevant by QPP-GenRE to approximate all the relevant items for a
query in the corpus. To investigate the impact of 𝑛’s value on the
quality of the prediction, we investigate the relationship between
the QPP quality of predicting nDCG@10 and the judgment depth
to answer the following question:What depth of relevance judgment
𝑛 do we need to consider to get a satisfying performance for predicting
nDCG@10? In Figure 2, we plot the correlation coefficients between
actual nDCG@10 values and nDCG@10 values predicted by QPP-
GenRE for different judging depths in {10, 25, 50, 75, 100, 200, 300,
400, 500, 600, 700, 800, 900, 1000} on TREC-DL 19, 20. We also show
exact QPP results with depths at 10, 100 and 1000 in Table 2.

Table 2 reveals that, by judging only 10 items in the ranked list of
BM25 and ANCE, we can already outperform all the baselines and
achieve state-of-the-art QPP quality on half of the evaluation sets
we used, e.g., assessing BM25 on TREC-DL 19 and 21, and assessing
ANCE on TREC-DL 19. While judging deeper in the ranked list is
essential for predicting recall-oriented measures, satisfactory QPP
quality is still attainable with a relatively shallow depth. Moreover,
Figure 2 illustrates that judging the top 200 items in a ranked list
already reaches the saturation point for assessing BM25, while
judging less than 100 top items reaches the saturation point for
ANCE. We speculate this is because ANCE has better retrieval
quality than BM25, and more relevant items would appear earlier in
the ranked list of ANCE than BM25; therefore, a shallower judging
depth suffices to approximate all relevant items in the corpus. It
emphasizes the need to consider retrieval quality when determining
the optimal judgment depth for various rankers.
Fine-tuning vs. few-shot in-context learning. To answer RQ4,
we analyze the performance of judging relevance and QPP quality
of QPP-GenRE equipped with LLaMA-7B (i) trained with PEFT on
human relevance labels, and (ii) few-shot prompted (in-context
learning).4 To evaluate the performance of generating relevance
judgments, we compute Cohen’s𝜅 metric to measure the agreement
between relevance judgments made by the TREC assessors (i.e., rel-
evance judgments in qrels) and relevance judgments automatically

4 We randomly sample human-labeled demonstration examples from the same set
used for fine-tuning LLaMA-7B; each example is a triplet (query, passage, rele-
vant/irrelevant); our experiments show that four examples work best, twowith relevant
passages and two with irrelevant passages.

Table 3: Relevance judgment agreement (Cohen’s 𝜅) between
TREC assessors and each method, and Pearson’s 𝜌 correla-
tion coefficients between RR@10 values of BM25 and perfor-
mance predicted by each method on TREC-DL 19–22.

Dataset Method Cohen’s 𝜅 P-𝜌

TREC-DL 19 LLaMA-7B (few-shot) 0.121 0.281
LLaMA-7B (fine-tuned) 0.258 0.538

TREC-DL 20 LLaMA-7B (few-shot) 0.110 0.255
LLaMA-7B (fine-tuned) 0.238 0.560

TREC-DL 21
GPT-3.5 (text-davinci-003) [29] 0.260 -
LLaMA-7B (few-shot) 0.140 0.237
LLaMA-7B (fine-tuned) 0.333 0.524

TREC-DL 22 LLaMA-7B (few-shot) 0.009 0.109
LLaMA-7B (fine-tuned) 0.190 0.350

generated by the fine-tuned or few-shot LLM.5 Faggioli et al. [29]
reported the relevance judgment agreement in terms of Cohen’s 𝜅
between TREC assessors and GPT-3.5 (text-davinci-003) on TREC-
DL 21. We also consider their Cohen’s 𝜅 value for a comparison.
Additionally, to further assess the quality of the generated relevance
judgments, we compute the Pearson’s 𝜌 correlation coefficients
between BM25’s actual RR@10 values and the predicted RR@10
values for BM25 based on the generated relevance judgments.6 We
report the results in Table 3. LLaMA-7B (fine-tuned) shows “fair”
agreement with TREC assessors on all datasets, outperforming its
few-shot counterpart regarding generating relevance judgments
on each dataset. LLaMA-7B (fine-tuned) even exhibits a higher Co-
hen’s 𝜅 value than the commercial LLM, GPT-3.5 (text-davinci-003).
LLaMA-7B (fine-tuned) surpasses its few-shot counterpart on all
datasets in terms of Pearson’s 𝜌 . This reveals that fine-tuning is an
effective way to improve LLaMA’s quality in generating relevance
judgments, which finally translates to better QPP quality.
Data leakage. It is important to ensure LLaMA [100, 101] is not
exposed to the relevance labels of the TREC-DL sets during pre-
training. Touvron et al. [100] clearly show the various sources used
for pertaining LLaMA, such as English CommonCrawl, Wikipedia
and Stack Exchange. There is no specific overlapwith our evaluation
set. Moreover, Table 3 shows the poor performance of non-fine-
tuned LLaMA in judging relevance, further implying that LLaMA
may not have been exposed to the human relevance labels in our
evaluation sets during pre-training.
Error analysis. As QPP-GenRE computes QPP based on generated
relevance judgments, we analyze QPP errors from the perspective of
relevance judgment generation. Figure 3 shows QPP-GenRE’s QPP
errors in predicting the performance of BM25 and ANCE in terms
of RR@10 on TREC-DL 19, 20; the error is defined as the distance
between the RR@10 values predicted by QPP-GenRE and actual
RR@10 values, namely “predicted RR@10 minus actual RR@10.”
We find that most RR@10 values predicted by QPP-GenRE tend
to be smaller than the actual RR@10 values, indicating that QPP-
GenRE performs less effectively in identifying relevant items than
5 Our preliminary experiments show that prompting LLaMA-7B in a zero-shot way
yields a very low agreement with TREC assessors (e.g., Cohen’s 𝜅 value ≤ 0.001); we
omit the result. 6 We do not report the Pearson’s 𝜌 correlation for GPT-3.5 (text–
davinci-003) because the relevance judgments generated by Faggioli et al. [29] are not
available to us.
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Table 4: Confusion matrices comparing relevance judgments
made by TREC assessors and QPP-GenRE on TREC-DL 19/20.

QPP-GenRE TREC-DL 19 assessors TREC-DL 20 assessors

Relevant Irrelevant Relevant Irrelevant

Relevant 752 553 486 763
Irrelevant 1749 6206 1180 8957

irrelevant ones from the top of the ranked list. Table 4 shows the
confusion matrices that compare relevance judgments made by
TREC assessors (i.e., relevance judgments in qrels) and QPP-GenRE
on TREC-DL 19, 20. We find that QPP-GenRE tends to wrongly
predict some relevant items as irrelevant (false negatives), which
provides a further interpretation of the QPP errors we found above.
Therefore, reducing false negatives in generating relevance judg-
ments is a potential way to improve QPP quality by QPP-GenRE.
We leave this exploration for future work.
Computational cost analysis. Table 5 shows the online QPP
latency of QPP-GenRE and other BERT-based supervised QPP base-
lines, on TREC-DL 19, on a single NVIDIA A100 GPU. We compute
the inference latency when queries are processed individually. For
QPP-GenRE, we consider judging depths at 10, 100, and 200; QPP-
GenRE can use batch acceleration for judging items for the same
query because each item in a ranked list for a query is independent
of each other.7 Although QPP-GenRE is more expensive than all
baselines when predicting one measure due to the much larger
parameter size of LLaMA-7B compared to BERT, QPP-GenRE has
lower latency compared to some baselines when predicting multiple
IR evaluation measures because multiple measures can be derived
from the same set of relevance judgments at no additional cost.
E.g., while QPP-GenRE is 56% more expensive than M-QPPF for
predicting one measure, it becomes more efficient when predicting
2 or more metrics thanM-QPPF. Nevertheless, we acknowledge that
QPP-GenRE has higher computational costs than supervised QPP
methods when predicting a single measure. Conversely, regression-
based QPP baselines (NQA-QPP, BERTQPP and M-QPPF) need to
train separate models for different IR evaluation metrics. Although
qppBERT-PL is not optimized to learn to output one specific IR
evaluation measure, qppBERT-PL does not achieve a promising
QPP quality (see Table 1 and 2).

We argue that QPP-GenRE’s latency is still much smaller than
some high-performing LLM-based rerankers. E.g., Sun et al. [93]
shows that a GPT-4-based reranker needs 10 API calls (one call
takes 3200ms) to rerank 100 items for a query, resulting in 32000ms
in total, which is around 20 times worse than QPP-GenRE’s la-
tency with a judging depth of 100. QPP-GenRE can well fit some
knowledge-intensive scenarios where QPP quality is prioritized or
users may have a higher tolerance level for latency, such as patent
search [59], legal search [98]. Besides using QPP online, QPP can
also be used to analyze a search system’s performance in an offline
setting [33].

7 qppBERT-PL first splits a ranked list with 100 items into 25 chunks and then predicts
the number of relevant items in each chunk. For a fair comparison, we put 25 chunks
into one batch for acceleration.

Table 5: Inference efficiency of supervised QPP baselines
and QPP-GenRE on TREC-DL 19 to predict 1–4 different IR
metrics. 𝑛 denotes QPP-GenRE’s judgment depth. Cases with
higher latency than QPP-GenRE (𝑛=10) are underlined.

QPP Method Inference latency per query (ms)

1 2 3 4

NQA-QPP 118.40 236.80 355.20 473.60
BERTQPP 30.29 60.58 90.87 121.16
qppBERT-PL 316.80 316.80 316.80 316.80
M-QPPF 289.27 578.54 867.81 1157.08

QPP-GenRE (𝑛 = 10) 452.60 452.60 452.60 452.60
QPP-GenRE (𝑛 = 100) 1566.25 1566.25 1566.25 1566.25
QPP-GenRE (𝑛 = 200) 2845.43 2845.43 2845.43 2845.43

8 CONCLUSIONS & FUTUREWORK
This paper has proposed a newQPP framework, QPP-GenRE, which
models QPP from the perspective of predicting IR measures based
on automatically generated relevance judgments. We have devised
an approximation strategy for predicting a recall-oriented IR mea-
sure, which only judges a limited number of items in a given ranked
list for a query, to avoid the cost of traversing the entire corpus to
find all relevant items; the approximation strategy also enables us
to study into the impact of various judging depths on QPP quality.
We have explored the possibility of using open-source LLMs for
generating relevance judgments, to ensure scientific reproducibility
and avoid data leakage issues. We have explored training LLaMA
with parameter-efficient fine-tuning (PEFT) on human-labeled rele-
vance judgments, to improve the generation quality of relevance
judgments. Experiments on TREC-DL 19–22 tracks demonstrate
that QPP-GenRE significantly surpasses existing QPP approaches,
achieving state-of-the-art QPP quality in assessing lexical and neu-
ral rankers for both precision- and recall-oriented IR metrics.

Our work also opens new lines of research around our limita-
tions. First, QPP-GenRE is a QPP framework that can be integrated
with various methods for judging relevance. We show the success
of QPP-GenRE equipped with LLaMA. Exploring various LLM to
find the optimal one for relevance judgment generation is beyond
the scope of our work. However, in future, we believe it is interest-
ing to investigate QPP-GenRE’s performance integrated with other
open-source LLMs (e.g., Zephyr-7B [102]) or pointwise LLM-based
rerankers that utilize label words [7, 61, 113] as discussed in the
related work. Second, we only show QPP-GenRE’s high effective-
ness in predicting the two most primary official metrics (RR@10
and nDCG@10) used at TREC DL 19–22 [13–16]. It is worthwhile
to consider other metrics at various cutoffs, such as MAP@100, in
future. Third, while QPP-GenRE exhibits a promising QPP quality
and can be used in scenarios where QPP quality is prioritized and
users have a higher tolerance level for latency, e.g., patent search
or post analysis, it is worth improving QPP-GenRE’s efficiency in
future to widen its scope of applications. We plan to investigate the
following ways: using multiple GPU acceleration because judging
each item in a ranked list is independent of each other, distilling
knowledge from LLMs to smaller language models [43], and com-
pressing LLMs by using lower-bit (e.g., 2-bit) quantization [10] or
using low-rank factorization [105].
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