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Abstract

Existing visual grounding benchmarks primar-
ily evaluate alignment between image regions
and literal referring expressions, where mod-
els can often succeed by matching a prominent
named category. We explore a complemen-
tary and more challenging setting of scenario-
based visual grounding, where the target must
be inferred from roles, intentions, and rela-
tional context rather than explicit naming. We
introduce Referring Scenario Comprehension
(RSC), a benchmark designed for this setting.
The queries in this benchmark are paragraph-
length texts that describe object roles, user
goals, and contextual cues that include delib-
erate references to distractor objects that often
require deep understanding to resolve. Each
instance is annotated with interpretable diffi-
culty tags for uniqueness, clutter, size, over-
lap, and position which expose distinct failure
modes and support fine-grained analysis. RSC
contains approximately 31k training examples,
4k in-domain test examples, and a 3k out-of-
distribution split with unseen object categories.
We further propose ScenGround, a curricu-
lum reasoning method serving as a reference
point for this setting, combining supervised
warm-starting with difficulty-aware reinforce-
ment learning. Experiments show that scenario-
based queries expose systematic failures in cur-
rent models that standard benchmarks do not
reveal, and that curriculum training improves
performance on challenging slices and transfers
to standard benchmarks.

1 Introduction

Visual grounding, the task of associating an im-
age region with a natural language description, is
a core capability for embodied assistants and mul-
timodal models (Geng et al., 2025; Shen et al.,
2021). Despite rapid progress in building capa-
ble vision-and-language models (VLMs), strong
performance on standard referring comprehension
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(REC) often relies on explicit lexical cues, particu-
larly category references and salient attributes that
can be matched to candidate regions without deep
understanding (Yu et al., 2016; Mao et al., 2016).
This protocol creates a systematic blind spot as
models optimized for literal phrase matching may
fail when users express a need for an object by de-
scribing situations instead of making explicit object
references.

Real referring behavior is not necessarily con-
cise and direct. Natural language allows users to
describe a target through a situational need, an
object role, or a user goal. For example, a user at-
tempting to find what time it is may prompt a model
on “checking the time” instead of explicitly asking
for “the clock”. Such scenario-based queries might
contain multiple disambiguating cues, demanding
reasoning over intent and visual context, not just
category lookup. Despite being a natural and valid
form of reference, this type of queries is absent
from existing grounding benchmarks, leaving a gap
in how we evaluate and develop grounding models.
As illustrated in Figure 1, the same target object
are described in completely different ways under
traditional REC and scenario-based grounding: the
former can succeed via lexical matching, while the
latter requires integrating relational, spatial, and
intentional cues while actively ignoring explicitly
mentioned distractors.

We introduce Referring Scenario Comprehen-
sion (RSC), a benchmark designed to study this
under-examined setting. RSC replaces referring
phrases with scenario-based queries that describe
a user role, goal, and at least three disambiguat-
ing cues, and deliberately mentions competing ob-
jects to require deep understanding. Each instance
is annotated with reasoning traces and five inter-
pretable difficulty tags (Uniqueness, Clutter, Size,
Overlap, and Position), which expose distinct fail-
ure modes and support fine-grained curriculum de-
sign and evaluation. RSC contains 31k training
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Q: the clock behind
the pole

A:[292,381,115,112]

W Q: the yellow-orange
* apple with a red patch

A:[426,316,194,164]

Q: the brown leather
glove held by the catcher

Q: As a tourist trying to catch a bus, you want to check the
time. You look for the round, silver-framed object with black
markings, mounted on a pole, partly hidden by a railing, and
positioned above the sidewalk near the street, not to be
confused with car wheels or headlights.

A: {“target_object™: clock, “bbox™: [292,381,115,112]}

Q: As a wildlife photographer documenting animal feeding
habits, you want a close-up of the fruit that is close to the feet
of the bird. You need the partially eaten, yellow-red object,
positioned lower right, directly in front of the bird’s beak, and
distinct from any whole fruit or background elements.

A: {“target_object”: apple, “bbox™: [426,316,194,164]}

Q: As a coach reviewing game footage, you want to analyze
how the crouching player's equipment helps catch fast pitches.

Traditional REC Referring Scenario Comprehension (RSC)

Uniqueness: Yes
Clutter: Medium
Size: Large
Overlap: Low
Position: Center

Uniqueness: Yes
Clutter: Low

Size: Large
Overlap: Low
Position: Off-Center

Uniqueness: No

| A:[145,122,75,63]

Focus on the large brown item on their left hand, which is Clutter: High
directly in the ball's path, below the batter's swinging bat, and  §jze: Medium
distinct from the black chest protector and helmet. Overlap: High

Position: Center

A: {“target_object”: baseball glove, “bbox™: [145,122,75,63]}

Figure 1: Referring Scenario Comprehension (RSC) vs. traditional referring expression comprehension
(REC). Each row shows the same target object under both paradigms. Traditional REC queries often name the target
category directly, allowing success via lexical matching. RSC instead pairs each image with a lengthy scenario-based
query specifying a user role, goal, and multiple disambiguating cues, including explicit contrasts against competing
objects, and requires output identifying both the target object and its bounding box. The RSC difficulty tags
(U/C/S/O/P: Uniqueness, Clutter, Size, Overlap, Position) characterize each instance, enabling fine-grained training

and evaluation.

examples, 4k in-domain test examples, and a 3k
out-of-distribution split with unseen object cate-
gories, enabling evaluation of both in-domain dis-
ambiguation and cross-category generalization.

Table 1 situates RSC among existing visual
grounding benchmarks. Most prior resources con-
tain short literal phrases, are annotated via crowd-
sourced expression games or scene-graph tem-
plates, and provide no out-of-distribution (OOD)
evaluation split. Two recent works move toward
richer queries: SK-VG (Chen et al., 2023b) re-
quires reasoning over external knowledge para-
graphs, and Egolntention (Sun et al., 2025) targets
implicit affordance grounding in egocentric images.
RSC addresses a complementary gap, exocentric
scenario grounding, where the challenge is reason-
ing over rich paragraph-length scenarios and disam-
biguating among visually similar instances using
rich relational and intentional cues rather than in-
ferring affordances or external knowledge. RSC
also provides an OOD split, multi-axis difficulty
tags, and per-instance reasoning trace annotations
to support diverse learning and analysis.

Beyond introducing the benchmark, we also
propose a strong baseline ScenGround, a two-
stage curriculum reasoning method for scenario-

based visual grounding. In Stage 1, Thought-
Primed SFT (TP-SFT) aligns the model to the out-
put schema and elicits faithful reasoning traces
before a structured answer, using the easier RSC
slices to stabilize interface learning. In Stage 2,
Incentive-Curriculum GRPO (IC-GRPO) refines lo-
calization and disambiguation via shaped rewards
coupling geometry, including smooth IoU reward
with center-consistency and out-of-bounds penal-
ties, and alias-aware category rewards. The train-
ing follows a tag-aware curriculum, feeding more
difficult non-unique, cluttered, overlapping, and
off-center targets in the later stage. A prompt-
template ensemble further improves robustness
across query surface forms. ScenGround presents
a well-characterized baseline demonstrating that
difficulty-aware curriculum training substantially
improves scenario grounding and transfers the im-
provement to standard benchmarks.
Our main contributions are as follows:

* We introduce RSC, a scenario-based vi-
sual grounding benchmark with difficulty-
controlled instances, per-instance reasoning
trace annotations, and an OOD split with dis-
joint object categories.

* We propose ScenGround, a curriculum



Table 1: Comparison of referring expression grounding benchmarks. We compare existing datasets with RSC
across dataset scale, evaluation splits, referring/query style, reasoning supervision, difficulty annotations, and
competing-object mentions. Most prior datasets rely on short literal phrases and lack explicit reasoning traces or
OOD evaluation. RSC introduces scenario-based queries written as natural language paragraphs and provides per-
instance reasoning trace annotations. It further labels five interpretable difficulty factors (U/C/S/O/P) and includes
both in-distribution (ID) and out-of-distribution (OOD) category test sets to evaluate reasoning and generalization.

ID OOD Referring Query Avg. Reasoning Difficulty Competing
Benchmark Train Test Test Style Style lq| Traces Tags Mentions
RefCOCO (Kazemzadeh et al., 2014) 120,624 10,752 X  Literal Phrase 3.5 X X X
RefCOCO+ (Kazemzadeh et al., 2014) 120,191 10,615 X  Literal Phrase 3.5 X X X
RefCOCOg (Mao et al., 2016) 80,512 9,602 X  Descriptive literal Phrase 8.2 X X v
Cops-Ref (Chen et al., 2020) 119,603 12,586 X  Compositional literal Template 14.4 X X v
Ref-Reasoning (Yang et al., 2020) 721,164 34,609 X Literal Template 8.5 Graph  Graph layout v
SK-VG (Chen et al., 2023b) 23,403 6,597 X  Scene knowledge Q&A  Q&A 53 X E/M/H v
FineCops-Ref (Liu et al., 2024a) 163,792 9,605 X  Compositional literal Phrase 12.2 X 1/2/3 v
Egolntention (Sun et al., 2025) 15,667 9,892 X  Egocentric intention query Sentence 18.8 X X X
RSC (Ours) 31,342 4,038 3,247 Scenario-based query Paragraph 52.7 Paragraph U/C/S/O/P v

reasoning method combining supervised
warm-starting with difficulty-aware reinforce-
ment learning, providing a strong and well-
characterized reference point for scenario-
based grounding.

* Experiments demonstrate that RSC exposes
failure modes invisible to standard bench-
marks, and that difficulty-aware curriculum
training transfers improvements to standard
referring benchmarks.

2 Related Work

Referring Expression Datasets and Methods. Re-
ferring expression aims to localize image regions
described by natural language. Early datasets (Yu
et al., 2016; Kazemzadeh et al., 2014; Mao et al.,
2016; Plummer et al., 2015) introduced the task
using short, literal phrases that directly name the
target objects. Subsequent benchmarks expanded
the scope along multiple axes: compositional rea-
soning with hard negatives (Liu et al., 2019; Chen
et al., 2020; Liu et al., 2024a; Dong et al., 2026),
structured reasoning over scene graphs (Yang
et al., 2020), segmentation-based grounding (Lai
et al., 2024; Wu et al., 2020), 3D referring expres-
sions (Chen and Chang, 2020; Achlioptas et al.,
2020) and GUI domains (You et al., 2024). More
recently, SK-VG (Chen et al., 2023b) introduces
grounding conditioned on long-form scene knowl-
edge, and Egolntention (Sun et al., 2025) targets
egocentric intention grounding where models must
infer the user intent from first-person views. To
the best of our knowledge, no existing benchmark

evaluates grounding from scenario-based queries:
paragraph-length descriptions specifying user roles,
goals, and explicit distractor contrasts, where the
challenge lies in reasoning over rich intentional
context to disambiguate distractors.

Visual Grounding with Vision-and-Language
Models. Early visual grounding methods adopted
modular pipelines pairing region proposals with
language encoders (Kamath et al., 2021; Li et al.,
2022). Transformer-based architectures (Deng
et al., 2021; Li et al., 2024; Zhan et al., 2025)
later reformulated referring expression as an end-
to-end task. Grounding DINO (Liu et al., 2024b)
further unified open-set object detection with text-
conditioned localization. With the rise of large
vision-language models (LVLMs), grounding has
become an inherent capability within general-
purpose multimodal systems. Models such as Fer-
ret (You et al., 2023), Shikra (Chen et al., 2023a),
and Kosmos-2 (Peng et al., 2023) pioneered region-
level referring and grounding in LVLMs by rep-
resenting spatial coordinates as part of the text
generation process. Subsequent work scaled these
ideas: Qwen-VL (Wang et al., 2024) and Qwen2.5-
VL (Bai et al., 2025a) align image—caption—box tu-
ples during pretraining to support open-vocabulary
grounding, while InternVL (Chen et al., 2024c¢,b)
and VisionLLM (Wu et al., 2024) extend ground-
ing to hundreds of vision-language tasks. Most re-
cently, UniVG-R1 (Bai et al., 2025b) incorporates
reinforcement learning with Chain-of-Thought rea-
soning (Wei et al., 2022) for universal ground-
ing. Despite these advances, existing methods are
predominantly evaluated on short object-centric
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Refinement Audit

Acceptable Names: dog, puppy, stuffed dog, toy dog —
LLM Predicted BBox (norm): 0.014, 0.024, 0.594, 0.764 . =
Filter
Ground Truth Bounding Box & Category Rough
Annotation

Figure 2: Phase 1 filters and balances source instances computing five interpretable difficulty tags to form a
tag-balanced candidate pool. Phase 2 generates annotations via a two-stage process: a small-scale refinement
loop first validates the generation prompt through iterative system refinement and human audit, before large-scale
scenario generation is applied to the full candidate pool. Each instance is annotated with a target object description,
a scenario query with reasoning traces, acceptable category aliases, and an LLM-predicted bounding box for quality
filtering. Phase 3 applies automatic and human quality control: a quality judge filters rough annotations, human
auditors verify a stratified sample. The final RSC dataset provides, per instance, a scenario query, reasoning traces,

acceptable names, ground-truth box, and difficulty tags.

queries, and the scenario-based grounding setting,
where success requires reasoning over roles, goals,
and relational context, remains unstudied. RSC is
designed to fill this gap, and ScenGround provides
a strong curriculum reasoning baseline tailored for
this setting.

3 Referring Scenario Comprehension

Referring Scenario Comprehension (RSC) asks a
model to localize an object from a scenario which
describes a user role, a goal, distractors, and non-
literal disambiguating cues. Given an image x €
R7XWx3 and a scenario s, a model ¢ predicts:

-~

¢({E, 5) - (@\7 b)7 /I;: (i'ﬂ'%u%il) € Zém (])
where b is an xywh box clipped to [0, W]x [0, H].
The dataset provides tuples

D= {(.CC“ Siy Yi, bi7 -Ai7 €i, T, Ti)}N

i=1’

(@3]

with gold category y;, box b;, acceptable aliases
A;, a concise referring expression e;, a reason-
ing trace 7;, and interpretable difficulty tags 7; =
(Ui, Ci, Si, O;, P;) for Uniqueness, Clutter, Size,

Overlap, and Position. By construction, s; does
not reveal y;. The curation pipeline proceeds in
three phases, illustrated in Figure 2.
Phase 1: Source Filtering and Balancing. We
source instances from MS-COCO (Lin et al., 2014),
preferring images that overlap with RefCOCO/+/g
for visual recognizability, and prevent leakage by
excluding evaluation image IDs, retaining category
labels only as hidden construction signals, and de-
duplicating by image hash and annotation ID before
splitting. The OOD split draws from LVIS (Gupta
et al., 2019) with COCO overlaps and synonym
collisions removed to ensure strict category dis-
jointness at both string and synset levels.

For each instance 7 with box b; = (x;, y;, w;, h;)
and center c;, we compute:

w;h; ||CZ — (%,%)”%
=g %= T o = ToU(bi, by).

i
3
Difficulty tags are assigned by quantile binning
estimated on the candidate pool before split-
ting: Size (S) via tertiles of a;; Overlap (O) via
low/mid/high percentiles of o;; Position (P) via a
median split of d;; Uniqueness (U) by the pres-



ence of same-category distractors (m;=0 =Ul;
m;>1 =U2); and Clutter (C) by binning the per-
image instance count Vj;,g. These axes expose am-
biguity (U), scene density (C), scale (S), occlusion
and congestion (O), and off-center placement (P)
in a way that is both interpretable and controllable.

To form a balanced candidate pool, we

target split-wise marginal proportions II =
{my,mc,ms, 70, 7p} and enforce per-category
quotas to avoid category dominance. Allocation
proceeds hierarchically: (i) assign a quota per cat-
egory using long-tail-favoring priorities; (ii) par-
tition each category’s quota across tag combina-
tions according to II; (iii) sample within each bin.
A continuous difficulty score D; € [0, 1] uses
a monotone combination of quantile-normalized
(ai, 04, d;), distractor count, and category rarity, or-
dering instances within each bin.
Phase 2: Annotation. Inspired by prior model-
in-the-loop pipelines (Kirillov et al., 2023; Wang
et al., 2023; Xu et al., 2025), our scenario gen-
eration follows a two-stage process to ensure an-
notation quality before scaling. In a small-scale
refinement loop, we first generate scenarios for a
small set of random samples, then conduct iterative
system refinement and a human audit to validate
and improve the generation prompt. Generation
proceeds to large scale only once the audited pass
rate exceeds a quality threshold of 90%.

In large-scale generation, an LLM receives two
views of each target image: the full image and the
same image with a red rectangle prior marking the
target region (the rectangle is not part of the ob-
ject). It then returns a structured JSON containing:
a concise category-free referring expression (<25
words), a user-driven scenario (role, goal, and >3
disambiguating cues from attributes, relations, posi-
tion, and affordance), a reasoning trace explaining
how the scenario maps to visual evidence, canoni-
cal object attributes, an alias set .4;, and a predicted
bounding box b;. The prompt enforces that cate-
gory names are absent from the scenario and ex-
pression, and requires at least one explicit contrast
with a plausible distractor.

Phase 3: Audit and Filter. Instances passing
the automatic gates in Phase 2 form a rough an-
notation pool, which undergoes dual-track quality
control summarized in Table 2. The LLM GT fil-
ter, comprising schema validation, box IoU gate,
alias consistency, and leakage detection, retains 98—
99% of ID instances and 79.7% of OOD instances.
The lower OOD retention reflects the greater visual

Table 2: RSC data retention across quality control
stages. After LLM GT Filter: instances passing the au-
tomatic schema, box IoU, alias consistency, and leakage
gates. After Quality Filter: instances passing the full
judge-and-audit pipeline.

Split Initial GT Filter Kept Quality Filter Kept
Train (SFT) 30,000 29,551 98.5% 23,802 80.5%
Train (RL) 10,000 9,884 98.8% 7,540 76.3%
Test (ID) 5,000 4915 98.3% 4,038 82.2%
Test (OOD) 5,000 3,983 79.7% 3,247 81.5%

ambiguity of LVIS categories, for which the LLM
more frequently fails to produce an accurate box
or alias set. This confirms the filter is performing
meaningful quality control on harder categories
rather than passing annotations indiscriminately.

Instances passing the LLM GT filter then enter
the quality filter stage. A quality judge automati-
cally scores each annotation for the uniqueness of
the scenario referring target, and the accuracy of
the bounding box for the scenario. Borderline cases
enter a judge refinement loop applying targeted sys-
tem and human correction before re-scoring. Af-
ter this stage, 76—-82% of LLM-filtered instances
are retained across splits, yielding final counts of
23,802 training (SFT), 7,540 training (RL), 4,038
in-domain test, and 3,247 OQOD test examples.

In parallel, three independently drawn samples
of 100 instances each undergo human audit by
three expert annotators, who independently verify
scenario non-leakage, alias consistency (y; € A;),
box correctness (IoU(I;l-, bi) > 6Opbox), and at-
tribute faithfulness. Majority-vote accuracy was
95.7% overall (per-rater: 94%/96%/97%), with sub-
stantial agreement (Fleiss’ k= 0.94). The residual
4% errors were attributable to LLM-hallucinated
distractor descriptions (~3%) and minor attribute
misdescriptions (~1%).

Each released RSC instance provides: a scenario
query, reasoning traces, acceptable category names,
ground-truth bounding box, and difficulty tag, with
annotation logs and metadata included for research
use. More details are provided in the appendix.

4 ScenGround

ScenGround is a two-stage curriculum reasoning
method for scenario-based grounding on RSC.
Thought-Primed SFT (TP-SFT) aligns the inter-
face and elicits faithful <think> traces that pre-
cede <answer>. Incentive-Curriculum GRPO (IC-
GRPO) then refines reasoning and localization by
optimizing shaped rewards over RSC’s difficulty-



You are given an image and a referring scenario description.
First, think step by step inside <think>...</think>.
Then output ONE JSON object inside <answer>...</answer> exactly:
<answer>{
"target_object": "<canonical object category>",
"bbox": [x, y, W, h]
}</answer>
Rules:
- The only content outside <answer> should be <think>...</think>."""
- "bbox" are 4 INTEGERS [x,y,w;h], xywh in pixels, clipped to bounds.
Image size: Height=427, Width=640
Referring scenario description:
As a meeting organizer checking the room, you want to photograph the unexpected guest. You

need the small, brown-and-white animal sitting on the leftmost chair, with pointed ears and a
collar, ignoring the conference phone and cables on the table.

<think>The scenario singles out the only animal present, described by its brown-and-white fur, small
size, and upright posture on the left chair. The contrast with the inanimate conference phone and cables,
plus the unique position and pointed ears, makes identification unambiguous. The target object is that
small brown-and-white animal sitting on chair.</think>

<answer>{"target_object": "dog", "bbox": [88, 200, 86, 100]}</answer>

Figure 3: ScenGround prompt and output schema.
Given an image and a user-driven scenario, the model
is instructed to reason inside <think> and to emit a
structured JSON inside <answer>. The JSON contains
target_object and bbox [x,y,w,h]. Scenarios avoid
category names and force disambiguation via attributes,
relations, and spatial cues, while <think> must justify
the selection and ignore distractors. This schema is used
in both TP-SFT and IC-GRPO. To increase the robust-
ness of ScenGround, IC-GRPO uses 7 other templates.

stratified curriculum.

4.1 Thought-Primed SFT

Given image z, scenario s, and target text y (the
concatenation of <think> and <answer> spans),
we optimize the standard next-token loss:

|y
Lspr(0) = —E(z,s,9)~Des, [Z log po (y: | %&y«)] :

t=1

“
The output schema requires a single JSON inside
<answer> with keys target_object and bbox
(xywh, pixel integers). Training uses the eas-
ier RSC slices (D; easy percentiles) to stabilize
schema learning before RL. TP-SFT teaches the
output schema, elicits faithful reasoning traces in-
side <think>, and provides a stable reference pol-
icy Tt for the subsequent RL stage.

4.2 Incentive-Curriculum GRPO

We fine-tune my using GRPO (Guo et al., 2025)
with group-relative advantages (Eq. 6) and a KL-
regularized objective with adaptive 3 tracking a tar-
get KL band throughout training (see Appendix D).

Shaped rewards. The scalar reward combines
four components (Eq. 13). The geometry reward
Tiou combines a base IoU term with smooth logistic
bonuses near two operating points, a small center-
consistency term, and a penalty for out-of-bounds
predictions. The category reward rcys is alias-
aware: it awards full credit for canonical names,

partial credit for accepted aliases and token-overlap
matches, and is gated by a minimum IoU thresh-
old to discourage well-labelled but poorly local-
ized predictions. The format and structure rewards
enforce schema compliance, rewarding parseable
JSON inside <answer> with the required keys and
penalizing malformed outputs. Reward weights are
linearly annealed to increase geometry emphasis in
later training.

Tag-aware curriculum. IC-GRPO samples from
RSC using difficulty scores D;. Stage 1 draws pre-
dominantly from easy-to-medium slices; Stage 2
shifts toward harder instances with non-unique cat-
egories (U2), high clutter (C3), high overlap (02),
and off-center placement (P1). This progressive
schedule addresses reward sparsity: easy instances
first establish reliable IoU signals before the pol-
icy encounters harder disambiguations where the
category reward requires a cleared IoU gate.
Prompt-template ensemble. To reduce sensitiv-
ity to surface-level query phrasing, we uniformly
sample from eight prompt paraphrases (PTE-8) per
training step. All templates share the same out-
put schema; rewards are logged per template for
analysis but supervision is identical, improving ro-
bustness without changing the learning objective.

S Experimental Setup

Implementation details. Annotation is gener-
ated by GPT4o (Hurst et al., 2024) and the quality
judge relies on Gemini-2.5-Pro (Comanici et al.,
2025). We train ScenGround on Qwen2.5-VL-7B-
Instruct (Bai et al., 2025a) in two stages. TP-
SFT uses AdamW with learning rate 5x1076
for 5 epochs. GRPO Stage 1 uses AdamW (Ir
1x107%) for 5 epochs with K=6 rollouts per
prompt; Stage 2 uses Ir 2x 107 for 2 epochs with
K =12 rollouts, generation batch 288, temperature
0.9, top-p 0.92, and max completion length 160.
The KL coefficient 3 is initialized at 2x 1072 and
adapted online in both stages. All remaining hyper-
parameters are provided in Appendix G.

Data for curriculum learning. We partition the
raw instances at the image level into disjoint sets
SsFT, SRL, and Siest, enforcing no image leak-
age across splits. After RSC curation filters, we
retain 23k instances for SFT and 7k for RL. Diffi-
culty is binned by global quantiles of D; into easy,
medium, and hard buckets. The SFT split targets an
easy-purity of at least 0.70. RL Stage 1 uses mix-
ture IIM=(0.70, 0.30, 0.00) and Stage 2 shifts to
11(?)=(0.20, 0.60, 0.20) for (easy, medium, hard).



Table 3: Performance on RSC (ID and OOD). Metrics: mIoU and Acc@{0.5,0.7} (higher is better); Cat Acc
= category accuracy. ‘Oracle settings, not directly comparable: Grounding DINO receives privileged inputs
unavailable at inference: cat token provides the gold category name directly and ref. cue feeds the conciser reasoning
trace conclusion "referring expression cue" (See Figure 2) as the open-vocabulary query.

RSC-ID RSC-O0D

Model mloU Acc@0.5 Acc@0.7 Cat Acc mloU Acc@0.5 Acc@0.7 Cat Acc
GPT-40 (Hurst et al., 2024) 19.41 13.23 5.37 7945 16.57 9.55 3.08 62.00
Claude 3.7 (Anthropic, 2025) 16.64 8.32 3.71 89.67 12.04 5.54 1.87 58.98
Grounding DINO (cat token)* 44.60  47.55 42.03 — 32.18 31.99 27.89 —
Grounding DINO (ref. cue)? 48.99 51.84 46.02 — 38.12 38.26 34.07 —
InternVL2.5 8B (Chen et al., 2024a) 16.76 11.88 6.74 81.70 8.08 3.64 1.61 36.50
Qwen3-VL 8B (Team, 2025) 15.46 11.17 6.05 75.04  7.38 3.70 1.48 46.97
Qwen2.5-VL 7B (Bai et al., 2025a)  30.31 27.42 15.66 30.86 21.54 15.88 9.19 20.82
ScenGround (Ours) 55.68 60.90 42.32 9423  38.37 38.11 22.64 21.13

Table 4: Ablation of curriculum in IC-GRPO on RSC in-domain (RSC-ID) and out-of-domain (RSC-OOD).
Metrics: mloU and Acc@{0.5, 0.7} for boxes; Cat Acc for category naming. Single Stage trains on the union of all
RL samples without curriculum; Stage-k trains on the stage-k slice, all other settings unchanged.

RSC-ID RSC-OOD
Method mloU Acc@0.5 Acc@0.7 CatAcc mloU Acc@0.5 Acc@0.7 CatAcc
Qwen2.5-VL 7B (Bai et al., 2025a)  30.31 27.42 15.66 30.86  21.54 15.88 9.19 20.82
SFT 55.01 60.51 42.59 89.05  33.20 34.03 20.36 12.53
GRPO, Single Stage 54.04 59.04 38.43 9490  37.66 36.99 20.82 20.05
GRPO, Stage 1 55.68 60.95 41.88 94.04  36.93 36.59 21.37 19.00
GRPO, Stage 2 55.68 60.90 42.32 94.23  38.37 38.11 22.64 21.13

Table 5: Referring expression comprehension on Re-
fCOCO+ and RefCOCOg. Metric: Acc@0.5 (%, 1).
T Use the official grounding pipeline and prompt (Bai
et al., 2025a) . *Use a custom prompt.

RefCOCO+ RefCOCOg
Method Val Test A TestB Val Test
Qwen2.5-VL 84.20 89.10 76.90 87.20 87.20
Qwen2.5-VL* 52.54 56.75 52.53 52.46 51.40
ScenGround™, SFT  50.86 43.84 50.74 65.45 63.39

ScenGround®, GRPO 70.16 74.63 70.05 78.19 75.61

6 Experiments

Comparison on Referring Scenario Compre-
hension. Table 3 evaluates two closed-source
LLMs (Hurst et al., 2024; Anthropic, 2025), one
open-vocabulary grounding model (Liu et al.,
2024b), three open-source LVLMs (Bai et al.,
2025a; Team, 2025; Chen et al., 2024a) on RSC.
The results reveal a consistent pattern across base-
lines: models with strong category accuracy tend
to lag on localization, while strong detectors lack
semantic reasoning. This trade-off reflects the core

challenge RSC is designed to expose: scenario
grounding requires jointly strong spatial localiza-
tion and scenario-aware semantic inference, a com-
bination underemphasized in prior benchmarks.

The Grounding DINO results illustrate the gap
between detection-style grounding and full sce-
nario reasoning. Under the oracle cat foken setting,
which directly supplies the gold category name,
Grounding DINO achieves strong localization. Un-
der the ref. cue setting, which supplies a short
descriptive non-literal phrase rather than the full
scenario, performance improves further, particu-
larly on OOD. These gains confirm that Grounding
DINQO’s architecture is well-optimized for direct-
cue detection, but neither setting reflects the full
RSC protocol given to other models.

Among models that receive only the full scenario
query s and must jointly predict the target category
and bounding box, ScenGround substantially out-
performs all baselines on ID mloU. Closed-source
models achieve high category accuracy but poor
localization, confirming that understanding a sce-
nario does not automatically translate to spatial



grounding. The localization and target category
prediction gains from ScenGround are consistent
across ID and OOD splits, reducing the baseline
trade-off and delivering robust performance on the
full RSC protocol.
Effectiveness of GRPO and Curriculum Learn-
ing. Table 4 ablates training stages. TP-SFT al-
ready delivers a large ID jump over the off-the-shelf
VLM (Bai et al., 2025a), showing that aligning the
model with the reasoning schema and the RSC ob-
jective teaches strong box prediction. However,
OOD category accuracy remains the dominant fail-
ure mode after SFT. Moving to IC-GRPO without
curriculum (Single Stage) improves OOD across
both localization and category naming, but slightly
regresses ID localization relative to SFT. This is
consistent with reward sparsity: when easy and
hard cases are mixed, many early trajectories fall
below the IoU gate that modulates the alias reward,
yielding high-variance gradients and modest gains.
The tag-aware curriculum addresses this. Stage 1
(easy to medium) preserves the strong ID accuracy
of SFT and improves OOD over SFT, but falls short
of Stage 2. Stage 2 (medium to hard) yields the
best results across all OOD metrics while keeping
ID performance essentially unchanged. As geo-
metric accuracy improves on harder, more ambigu-
ous instances, the policy learns to map scenario
cues to both where and what under category shift.
However, ScenGround’s OOD category accuracy
remains only marginally above the untuned base-
line, indicating that cross-category semantic nam-
ing is largely unsolved by curriculum training alone.
This may be attributed to the fine-grained LVIS cat-
egories in the OOD split (see Appendix A), and
suggests the need for stronger semantic generaliza-
tion or open-vocabulary training strategies. Overall,
SFT establishes the interface and ID competence,
while IC-GRPO with a difficulty-aware curriculum

closes the OOD localization gap.
Comparisons on standard referring-expression

benchmarks. Table 5 reports Acc@0.5 on Re-
fCOCO+ (Yu et al., 2016) and RefCOCOg (Mao
et al., 2016). The first row (Qwen2.5-VLT) reflects
the model’s official phrase-grounding pipeline and
prompt (Bai et al., 2025a). To standardize inter-
faces for cross-model comparison, we also evaluate
Qwen2.5-VL under a custom prompt (row 2, *);
this prompt departs from its native detection-style
prompt and substantially lowers accuracy, illustrat-
ing the sensitivity of phrase-grounding systems to
prompt and decoding design.

Table 6: Localization under the box-only setting on RSC
in-distribution (RSC-ID) and out-of-distribution (RSC-
OOD). Metrics are mIoU and Acc@{0.5,0.7}.

RSC-ID RSC-O0OD

Acc  Acc Acc  Acc
mloU @0.5 @0.7 mloU @0.5 @0.7

Method

Qwen2.5-VL 7B 27.37 24.09 13.42 19.11 13.50 7.70
ScenGround, SFT ~ 51.18 55.80 37.99 40.71 42.65 25.86
ScenGround, GRPO 50.90 54.38 37.01 40.11 40.30 24.50

Under this custom prompt, ScenGround shows
two clear trends. First, SFT underperforms on Re-
fCOCO+ but is notably stronger on RefCOCOg,
consistent with RefCOCQOg’s longer, more descrip-
tive phrases being closer to RSC’s scenario style.
Second, IC-GRPO yields large, consistent improve-
ments across all splits, narrowing the gap to task-
specialized pipelines. This suggests that geometry
and schema rewards, together with the tag-aware
curriculum, help the model resolve intra-class am-
biguity and attend to disambiguating cues that typ-
ical phrase-grounding prompts would otherwise
supply explicitly. Overall, while ScenGround is
not optimized for RefCOCO-style prompting, its
GRPO stage transfers robustly to these benchmarks,
suggesting that curriculum training develops trans-
ferable reasoning skills rather than overfitting to a
specific prompt template.

Analysis on localization ability. Table 6 isolates
localization by asking models to predict a box only,
without category prediction. Qwen2.5-VL’s box-
only performance closely mirrors its full-task local-
ization, suggesting that category prediction is not
its primary bottleneck. By contrast, ScenGround
delivers strong OOD localization in the box-only
regime, substantially outperforming Qwen2.5-VL
and confirming that it can ground scenarios from
visual cues even when the target category is unseen.
The small gap between ScenGround’s box-only and
full-task results further implies that most remain-
ing OOD degradation comes from naming rather
than spatial grounding. Notably, SFT is marginally
stronger than GRPO in the box-only setting, while
GRPO surpasses SFT on the full task. This sug-
gests that IC-GRPO reallocates capacity to cou-
ple localization with scenario understanding rather
than optimizing pure box regression.

Analysis on reasoning ability. Table 7 analyzes
category prediction under three settings: Text Only
(scenario s only), Text-Image (scenario + image, no
box), and Standard (full task). Removing the local-



Table 7: Category accuracy on RSC in-distribution (ID)
and out-of-distribution (OOD) under three input—output
settings. Text Only: predict category from scenario only.
Text-Image: predict category from scenario+image (no
box). Standard: full task.

Text Only  Text-Image  Standard

Method ID OOD ID OOD ID OOD

Qwen2.5-VL 7B 56.24 22.34 77.54 33.33 29.65 19.28
ScenGround-SFT ~ 81.03 10.69 93.66 14.92 92.72 12.30
ScenGround-GRPO 85.13 20.22 94.73 22.68 93.71 20.67

Referring scenario description:
As a pet owner looking for training advice, you want to reference the light-colored animal on
the book cover, not the dark real animal in the foreground. You specify the one on the right side
of the cover, beside the person and another illustrated animal, ensuring you don't confuse it
with the live animal or the other illustration.

Answer:
| <think>The scenario asks for the animal on the
book cover, not the real one in front. The target
is identified by its light color, position on the
right, and proximity to the person and another
illustrated animal, distinguishing it from the
% dark real animal and the other illustration. The
| target object is that light-colored animal on
book cover. </think>
<answer>{

"target_object": "dog",

"bbox": [497, 215, 73, 116]
}</answer>

Figure 4: Qualitative results on RSC. Red box for
ground truth and blue box for ScenGround prediction.

ization requirement substantially boosts Qwen2.5-
VL on RSC-ID but yields a smaller gain on RSC-
OOD, showing that its category decisions are sen-
sitive to the localization constraint. By contrast,
ScenGround exhibits a small gap between Text-
Image and Standard, indicating that it can jointly
localize and classify with minimal degradation. No-
tably, SFT’s strong ID-category accuracy comes
at the cost of OOD text-only generalization, while
GRPO closes this gap, suggesting that RL improves
scenario understanding beyond what schema align-
ment alone provides. Finally, Text-Image outper-
forms 7Text Only across all models and splits, con-
firming that visual evidence materially helps re-
solve scenario ambiguities and that models are not
relying solely on language priors.

Qualitative results. Figure 4 illustrates how
ScenGround grounds user-driven scenarios. In
the shown example, ScenGround correctly distin-
guishes the illustrated animal on the book cover
from the real dog by leveraging the cues. More
qualitative examples are in the Appendix F.

7 Conclusion

We introduce RSC, a benchmark for scenario-
based visual grounding where targets are iden-
tified from paragraph-length queries specifying

user roles, goals, and explicit distractor contrasts.
RSC provides per-instance difficulty tags, paired
reasoning traces, and an OOD split. Evalua-
tions reveal that strong performance on standard
referring-expression benchmarks does not transfer
to scenario-based queries, exposing a systematic
failure mode invisible to prior evaluation protocols.
We further proposed ScenGround, a curriculum
reasoning baseline combining supervised warm-
starting with difficulty-aware reinforcement learn-
ing, which substantially reduces the localization—
semantics trade-off on RSC. We hope RSC pro-
vides a useful testbed for studying referential rea-
soning, with natural extensions toward multi-object,
temporal, and interactive grounding settings.
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Figure 5: Query length distribution. RSC queries are
substantially longer than RefCOCO+ and RefCOCOg
expressions, reflecting the paragraph-length scenario
descriptions that specify user roles, goals, and disam-
biguating cues. RefCOCO+ and RefCOCOg peak below
10 words; RSC peaks around 50-60 words.

Table 8: Vocabulary size comparison. Number of
unique words across all queries in each dataset’s test
split.

Dataset Unique Vocabulary
RefCOCO+ 4,240
RefCOCOg 4,917
RSC (Ours) 9,086

A RSC Statistics

Comparisons to RefCOCO+ and RefCOCOg.
We compare the query length and instance size dis-
tributions. Figure 5 compares query length distri-
butions across RSC, RefCOCO+, and RefCOCOg,
illustrating that RSC’s scenario-based queries are
substantially longer than the short literal phrases
used in prior benchmarks. Figure 6 compares in-
stance size distributions, showing that RSC covers
a broader range of target scales. Together, these
distributions reflect RSC’s design goals: longer
queries force models to reason over rich contextual
descriptions rather than match salient keywords,
while the wider size range stresses localization un-
der various controlled conditions. Table 8 further
shows that RSC’s unique query vocabulary (9,086
tokens) is roughly twice that of RefCOCO+ and Re-
fCOCOg, confirming that the length difference re-
flects genuine linguistic diversity rather than repet-
itive padding.

RSC difficulty tag distribution. Figure 7 shows
the difficulty tag distributions for RSC-ID and
RSC-0OOD test splits. The ID split maintains near-
balanced marginals across all five axes, reflecting
the tag-balanced sampling strategy described in
Section 3. The OOD split shows a notable skew to-
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Figure 6: Instance size distribution. RSC covers a
broader range of instance sizes than RefCOCO+ and
RefCOCOg, with notably higher density at smaller in-
stances.

ward non-unique (U2) and smaller (S/M) instances,
which partially explains the consistently lower ac-
curacy on the OOD split. Distributions across
Clutter (C), Overlap (O), and Position (P) remain
broadly comparable between ID and OOD, con-
firming that the primary challenge of the OOD split
is category shift rather than a confounding change
in scene difficulty along other axes.

RSC scenario linguistic analysis. Figure 8
shows the top-10 words per part-of-speech cate-
gory across RSC scenario queries. The noun dis-
tribution is dominated by general referential terms
(item, object) and scene participants (man, animal,
photographer), confirming that scenarios describe
roles and contexts rather than naming target cate-
gories directly. The verb distribution reflects the
action- and goal-oriented nature of scenario queries,
with terms such as distinguish, contrast, highlight,
and review indicating that queries explicitly require
disambiguation reasoning. The preposition distri-
bution is rich in spatial terms (on, behind, from,
by), consistent with RSC’s emphasis on relational
and positional cues for grounding. Together, these
distributions support the claim that RSC queries
demand a qualitatively different form of language
understanding than the short attribute-and-location
phrase queries in standard REC benchmarks.

RSC category distribution. Figure 9 lists the
20 most frequent categories in each test split, and
Figures 10 and 11 show the top 80 frequency dis-
tributions. RSC-ID covers 79 COCO categories
across 4,038 instances, with a moderately long-
tailed distribution dominated by common house-
hold objects such as dining table, cup, and chair.
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Figure 8: Top-10 words per part-of-speech category in RSC scenarios. Frequency counts of the most common
nouns, verbs, adverbs, and prepositions across all RSC scenario queries.

Figure 9: Top 20 most frequent categories in RSC-ID
and RSC-OOD test splits.

Top 20 Most Frequent Categories in RSC

Top 20 Categories
RSC-ID (COCO)

Top 20 Categories
RSC-00D (LVIS)

Rank Category Count Rank Category Count
1 dining table 162 1 cabinet 84
2 tie 159 2 curtain 83
3 cell phone 135 3 log 79
4 bowl 123 4 pole 75
5 cup 121 5 pillow 72
6 knife 119 6 jersey 66
7 remote 116 7 blanket 64
8 chair 111 8 wheel 61
9 fork 104 9 shirt 59
10 motorcycle 97 10 trousers 59
11 spoon 96 11 shoe 57
12 handbag % 12 mirror 56
13 bench 92 13 jean 53
14 book 92 14 boot 53
15 cake 91 15 flag 49
16 wine glass 88 16 drawer 49
17 bottle 88 17 signboard 48
18 banana 88 18 plate 47
19 umbrella 87 19 napkin 47
20 horse 85 20 jacket 47

RSC-OOD draws from 395 LVIS categories across
3,247 instances, with a substantially longer-tailed
distribution reflecting LVIS’s fine-grained vocab-
ulary, where top categories include clothing items
(jersey, jean, shirt) and household furnishings (cab-
inet, pillow, curtain). Crucially, all OOD cate-

gories are disjoint from RSC-ID at both string and
synset levels, ensuring that OOD evaluation mea-
sures genuine cross-category generalization rather
than near-duplicate transfer.

Comparison to natural referential language.
RSC’s linguistic profile aligns with natural referen-
tial tendencies identified in prior work. RefCOCOg,
the most naturalistically annotated standard bench-
mark, has an average query length of 8.4 words and
a vocabulary of 4,917 unique tokens; RSC extends
this tendency toward longer, richer descriptions
(52.7 words, 9,086 tokens), consistent with the shift
from object-naming to situation-description that
characterizes more complex referential contexts.
The dominance of relational verbs (distinguish,
contrast, highlight) and spatial prepositions (be-
hind, beside, from) in RSC queries mirrors patterns
documented in human referential communication
studies, where disambiguating reference in clut-
tered scenes naturally recruits relational and con-
textual cues rather than bare category names (Clark
and Wilkes-Gibbs, 1986). While RSC scenarios
are LLM-generated, the linguistic structure they
exhibit reflects these well-documented tendencies

13



RSC-ID: Category Frequency Distribution (79 COCO categories)

=
o
)

Frequency
=
o

79 categories - 4,915 instances
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Figure 11: RSC-OOD category frequency distribution. Frequency of the top 80 most common categories
among 395 LVIS categories across 3,247 out-of-distribution test instances, plotted on a log scale. The long-tailed
distribution reflects LVIS’s diverse fine-grained vocabulary.

rather than purely synthetic artifacts.

To assess ecological validity, we collected
human-authored scenario queries for a subset of
100 RSC instances, asking three annotators to de-
scribe the target object without naming its category.
Writing a scenario took approximately three min-
utes per instance, and annotators reported finding
the task genuinely challenging: composing a coher-
ent third-person description that provides sufficient
disambiguating cues without revealing the target
category requires the same kind of intentional rea-
soning that RSC is designed to evaluate. Compar-
ing human-authored and LLM-generated scenarios
for the same targets reveals both differences and
commonalities. Human scenarios favor the present
tense and exhibit more diverse structural patterns,
whereas LLM-generated scenarios follow a more
consistent template, which typically opens with a
role description, followed by distractor contrasts
and attribute cues. Annotators note that synthetic
scenarios are less stylistically varied but more de-
tailed and are factually accurate.
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To verify that both query types convey equiva-
lent referential content, we asked the three annota-
tors to localize the target from the LLM-generated
scenario for the same instances they had authored
queries for. All annotators successfully identified
the correct target from LLM-generated scenarios,
confirming that the referential intent is recoverable
from either formulation. Example pairs for the
same targets are shown below (Table 10), illustrat-
ing that while surface form differs, the underly-
ing disambiguating content is equivalent. Table 9
shows that model rankings are preserved across
both query types and absolute performance levels
are comparable, supporting the claim that RSC’s
LLM-generated scenarios probe the same ground-
ing capability as human-authored ones. RSC is
designed to test whether models can perform this
localization task, as long as the scenario accurately
identifies the target through relational and contex-
tual cues, whether human- or LLM-authored.



Table 9: Model performance on human-authored
vs. LLM-generated scenarios for the same 100 RSC
instances. The human-authored scenario query is
randomly drawn from one of the three annotators.
ScenGround performs comparably on human-authored
queries, supporting ecological validity and confirming
that training does not overfit to LLM-generated patterns.

LLM-generated Human-authored

Method mloU Cat. Acc mloU Cat. Acc
Qwen2.5-VL 334 31.0 31.3 32.0
ScenGround 58.0 96.0 59.2 98.0

B RSC Curation Details

Annotation prompts. Fig. 12 demonstrates the
prompt used for RSC annotation generation. For
each target, the annotator LLM is shown two views
of the same image—the full frame and the frame
with a red rectangle prior R(b*) over the target
region (the rectangle is not part of the object). The
prompt supplies context for reasoning only (cate-
gory hint, image size H x W, pixel box [z, y, w, h],
and its normalized form [z/W,y/H,w/H,h/H))
and then instructs the model to (i) write one
category-free referring expression (<25 words),
(i1) write one user-driven scenario (3—5 sentences
specifying role/goal and >3 disambiguating cues
from attributes/relations/position/affordance), and
(iii) produce a brief thought explaining how the
scenario maps to visual evidence. Outputs must be
JSON-only with the fixed schema: object_name,
acceptable_names (alias list for internal val-

idation), ~ bbox_normalized [if, % 17 %},
object_attributes {color, material,

shape, texture, size, position, affordance,
relation}, referring_expression, scenario,
and thought. The template enforces JSON
validity, forbids category leakage in the ex-
pression/scenario, requires at least one explicit
contrast with plausible distractors, and discourages
coordinates in prose in favor of relational cues.

Filtering and quality judge. We first provide
the predicted box and the GT bounding boxes from
Phase 2 to compute the IoU as the first step of
filtering. Then we provide the image, category
label, and the generated acceptable name list to
GPT-40 (Hurst et al., 2024) for the second step of
filtering. To reduce the risk of annotation leakage
from the localization prior, we not only explicitly
instruct the generator to avoid coordinate-based de-
scriptions in favor of relational cues (e.g., beside,
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Table 10: Human-authored vs. LLM-generated sce-
nario pairs for the same targets. Both convey equivalent
referential content through different surface forms.

Human-authored

LLM-generated

There is a tourist walking
down the street who needs
to cross at the intersection.
You are looking for a green
light on a pole, away from
the main intersection light.
It’s closer to the left side of
the street and looks higher
than the building.

A parent is watching from the
beach, making sure the kid
with dark hair is safe. You
notice most of his body is
submerged, he’s close to an
adult, and he’s the leftmost in
the group. Please identify the
kid in the crowd.

A student is organizing the
desk. They are looking for a
green-handled item that sits
on the desk. There are or-
ange scissors and colorful
pens in a mug, but those are
not needed. Find the target
object to the left of the mug
that can be used to cut things.

As a pedestrian waiting to
cross, you want to check if
it’s safe. You look for the
green-lit signal on the right-
most pole, above a blue sign,
away from the main intersec-
tion lights. Its color, position,
and separation from the clus-
ter help you identify it.

As a parent watching from
the shore, you want to check
if your child, who has dark
hair and is the leftmost in
the group, is safe. They are
closest to the water’s edge,
mostly submerged, and posi-
tioned to the left of the shirt-
less swimmer.

As a teacher organizing sup-
plies, you need the small
green-handled item lying on
the desk, not the larger
orange-handled ones in the
mug. Its bright green color,
flat position, and separation
from the mug make it easy to
spot.

behind, closest to), but also apply a leakage de-
tection to reject any scenario that references the
rectangle or uses spatial coordinates verbatim.

Figure 13 shows the prompt used by the quality
judge in Phase 3. The system prompt instructs
the judge to act as a rigorous visual-grounding
quality assessor, determining whether the scenario
uniquely and unambiguously identifies exactly one
object in the image. The evaluation prompt asks
the judge to assess three criteria: UNIQUE (whether
exactly one object in the image plausibly matches
the scenario), ACCURACY (whether the bounding
box correctly and tightly encloses the matching
object), and COHERENT (whether the scenario is
internally consistent with no contradictory cues).
The judge returns a structured JSON response in-
cluding per-criterion verdicts, a plausible candidate
count, a confidence score, and a one-sentence rea-
son. An instance is kept if and only if all three
criteria are satisfied (UNIQUE A ACCURACY A
COHERENT); borderline cases with low confidence
enter the judge refinement loop described in Sec-
tion 3.



We provide 2 views of the same image:
Image 1: the full image; Image 2: the SAME image with a RED rectangle around the target region.
Use the RED rectangle only as a localization prior. NOT part of the object.

Context (for reasoning only; do NOT copy literal values in output):

- Category hint: {it.category name or 'unknown'} (do NOT name this category in the expression or
scenario)

- Image size: {H}x{W}

- Target bbox (pixels [x,y,w;h]): [{int(x)},{int(y)},{int(w)},{int(h)}]

- Target bbox (normalized [x/W,y/H,w/W,h/H]): [{nx},{ny},{nw},{nh}]

Your job:

(A) Write ONE unambiguous referring expression for the target WITHOUT using its category name or

synonyms.

(B) Write ONE user-driven scenarios that make the target the natural referent.

(C) Write ONE 'thought' explaining how the object is inferred from the scenario and localized visually.
- Mention key visual attributes or spatial relations used to connect the description to the image.

Constraints:
- Must use at least 3 cues from: shape, material/texture, color/markings,
functional affordance, fine-grained part, relative position, relation to distractors, or context/state.
- The RED rectangle is NOT part of the image content.
- Avoid coordinates; use relational descriptions (beside/behind/under/closest to...).
- Include at least one explicit contrast with a plausible distractor visible in the scene.
- Multiple same-category objects likely exist. Please find all relevant objects and be explicit with
attributes, relations, and spatial information to disambiguate.
- Expression <= 25 words; natural, concise; no category names.
- Scenario in 3-5 sentences; must NOT name the category. It MUST include:
(a) user  role/situation, (b) goal/motivation, (c) >=3
(attributes/relations/position).

disambiguating  cues

Please think step by step and output strictly as JSON (no code fences):
{
t
"object_name": "<canonical object name within the red box, the red box is NOT part of the object>",
"accecptable_names": ["<COCO/LVIS category label style synonyms of {it.category_name}>"],
"bbox_normalized": <[nx,ny,nw,nh]>, the normalized bbox for the annotated object,
"object_attributes": {
"color": "<color, the red box is NOT part of the color>",
"material": "<material>",
"shape": "<shape>",
"texture": "<texture>",
"size": "<size>",
"position": "<position in image>",
"affordance": "<functional affordance>",
"relation": "<relation to other objects>"
)
is
"referring_expression": "<one sentence, <=25 words, no category names>",
"scenario": "<scenario with user role, goal/motivation, and disambiguating cue>",
"thought": "<describe how scenario + visual evidence reveal and localize the correct object>"

}

Figure 12: The prompt for Referring Scenario Compre-
hension curation.

Human audit. Human verification follows the
same three-criterion protocol as the quality judge:
annotators assess UNIQUE, ACCURACY, and CO-
HERENT for each instance, with a keep decision
requiring all three to be satisfied. Three computer
science PhD students conducted the audit indepen-
dently, without knowledge of each other’s deci-
sions. To reduce cultural and linguistic bias, anno-
tators were recruited from three different countries
(two male, one female). Each annotator reviewed
a stratified random sample of 100 instances per
audit round. Majority-vote accuracy was 95.6%
overall (per-rater: 94%/96%/97%) with great inter-
annotator agreement (Fleiss’ k= 0.94).

C Data Examples

We include additional data examples to illustrate
the user-driven scenarios, reasoning traces, and tag
structure in RSC. Figure 14 samples from the train-
ing split and, for each instance, shows the natural
image, the user-driven scenario and the reasoning
process. From the held-out test split, Figures 15-
16-17 present easy, medium, and hard examples,
respectively, reflecting increasing ambiguity (U2),
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You are a rigorous visual-grounding quality assessor.

Your job is to determine whether a given scenario description uniquely and unambiguously identifies
exactly ONE object in the image.

You MUST output ONLY a valid JSON object — no markdown fences, no extra text.

Image: <attached>

Category: {category}

Scenario: {scenario}

Evaluate the following:
1. UNIQUE: Can you identify exactly ONE object in the image that matches the referring scenario?
Or could two or more objects plausibly match?
2. ACCURACY: Does the bounding box correctly and tightly enclose the object that matches the
referring scenario?
3. COHERENT: Does the scenario make internal sense (no contradictory clues)?
Respond with ONLY this JSON (no markdown):
I8
"unique": true | false,
"num_plausible_candidates": <integer, how many objects could match>,
“accuracy": true | false,
"coherent": true | false,
"keep": true | false,
"confidence": <float 0-1, your confidence in keep/reject decision>,
"reason": "<one sentence explanation>"

1t

Decision rule for "keep":
- keep=true iff unique=true AND accuracy=true AND coherent=true
- keep=false otherwise

Figure 13: Quality judge prompt. The judge assesses
three criteria: uniqueness, bounding box accuracy, and
scenario coherence. It applies a strict conjunction rule:
an instance is kept only when all three criteria are satis-
fied.

scene clutter (C2/C3), occlusion/overlap (01/02),
and off-center placement (P1). All examples sat-
isfy the curation gates (alias consistency and loU
threshold; see main text) and omit category names
to preserve the scenario.

D ScenGround: Implementation Details

This appendix gives a complete, symbol-level de-
scription of ScenGround. All equations correspond
one-to-one with our implementation; concrete hy-
perparameter values appear in Section 5.

D.1 Thought-Primed SFT (TP-SFT)

Objective. Given image x, scenario s, and target
text y (the concatenation of <think>and <answer>
spans), we minimize:

|yl

['SFT (0) = 7E(I,S,y)~DSft Z lOg Peo (Z/t ‘ , s, y<t)

t=1

®

Output schema. The instruction requires a sin-
gle JSON inside <answer>...</answer> with two
keys: target_object (canonical category string)
and bbox (four pixel integers in xywh, clipped to
image bounds). Several key aliases are accepted at
scoring time for robustness.

Curriculum. TP-SFT draws from the easy RSC
slice (instances with D; below the easy-percentile
threshold deasy) to stabilize schema and trace learn-
ing before RL. The trained checkpoint is saved as



You are given an image and a referring scenario description.
First, think step by step inside <think>...</think>.
Then output ONE JSON object inside <answer>...</answer> exactly:
<answer>{
"target_object": "<canonical object category>",
"bbox": [X, y, W, h]
}</answer>
Rules:
- The only content outside <answer> should be <think>...</think>.
- "bbox" are 4 INTEGERS [x,y,w;h], xywh in pixels, clipped to bounds.
Image size: Height=480, Width=640
Referring scenario des n:
As a pedestrian waiting to cross, you want to check if it’s safe. You look for the green-lit signal on
the rightmost pole, above a blue sign, away from the main intersection lights. Its color, position,
and separation from the cluster help you identify it.

<think>The scenario points to a green-lit signal for pedestrians, distinct from the main intersection
lights. Its green color, rightmost position, and placement above a blue sign separate it from the larger,
centrally located signals. The target object is the small green-lit signal on a pole at the far right edge,
above a blue sign and apart from the main intersection cluster.</think>

<answer>{"target_object": “traffic light", "bbox": [478,144,14,35]}</answer>

You are given an image and a referring scenario description.
First, think step by step inside <think>...</think>.
Then output ONE JSON object inside <answer>...</answer> exactly:
<answer>{
"target_object": "<canonical object category>",
"bbox": [X, y, W, h]
}</answer>
Rules:
- The only content outside <answer> should be <think>...</think>.
- "bbox" are 4 INTEGERS [x,y,w;h], xywh in pixels, clipped to bounds.
Image size: Height=500, Width=675
Referring scenario description:
As a parent watching from the shore, you want to check if your child, who has dark hair and is the
leftmost in the group, is safe. You notice they are closest to the water's edge, mostly submerged,
and positioned to the left of the shirtless swimmer. You use these cues to identify your child
among the group.

<think>The scenario focuses on a parent identifying their child using three cues: leftmost position, dark
hair, and proximity to the shore. Visually, the leftmost swimmer is mostly submerged, has a darker
head, and is clearly to the left of the shirtless swimmer, distinguishing them from the others who are
more upright or further right. The target object is the leftmost swimmer with dark hair, mostly
submerged, closest to the shore and to the left of the shirtless swimmer.</think>
<answer>{"target_object": “person", "bbox": [124,230,31,24]}</answer>

You are given an image and a referring scenario description.
First, think step by step inside <think>...</think>.
Then output ONE JSON object inside <answer>...</answer> exactly:
<answer>{
"target_object": "<canonical object category>",
"bbox": [X, y, W, h]
}</answer>
Rules:
- The only content outside <answer> should be <think>...</think>.
- "bbox" are 4 INTEGERS [x,y,w,h], xywh in pixels, clipped to bounds.
Image size: Height=480, Width=640
Referring scenario description:
As a teacher organizing supplies, you need the small green-handled item lying on the desk, not the
larger orange-handled ones in the mug. Its bright green color, flat position, and separation from
the mug make it easy to spot. You want the one that stands out by being alone and a different
color.

<think>The scenario highlights the need for the green-handled item, which is visually distinct due to its
color, smaller size, and position away from the clustered orange-handled tools in the mug. The contrast
in color and spatial separation from similar objects ensures clear identification. The target object is the
small green-handled item lying flat on the desk, apart from the orange-handled ones standing upright in
the mug.</think>

<answer>{"target_object": “scissors", "bbox": [0, 350, 94, 88]}</answer>

Figure 14: RSC training examples.

the reference policy e that anchors KL regular-
ization in Stage 2.

D.2 Incentive-Curriculum GRPO (IC-GRPO)
GRPO objective. For each item (z;, s;) we sam-
ple K completions {c; x } | ~ my(- | 24,s;) and
compute group-relative advantages:

K
1
Aik =Tik = 75 E Tik/ -

k'=1

(6)

The KL-regularized objective is:

K
1
J(0) =E; 7 ;Ai,klogﬂ'e(ci,k | 24, 8;)

- p KL(T"G || 7rref) . (N

The KL coefficient 3 is adapted online by the
AdaptiveKLScheduler: if the observed KL ex-
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Q: As a judge at a local animal show, you need to evaluate the
small, black, shiny-coated animal with a long mane that is
being led by a woman in navy. You must distinguish it from
the people nearby, focusing on its compact build, smooth fur,
and position between two humans. Your goal is to assess its
grooming and posture for the competition.

U=Ul
C=Cl1
S=1
0=00
P=P0
A: {“target_object™ horse, “bbox™: [81,79,379,242]}

Q: As a parent teaching your child how to fly objects on a
string, you ask which item to hold. You specify the blue
diamond shape with orange tails, held by the man, positioned
between him and the boy, and not the gray shirt or any other
item.

U=Ul

A: {“target_object”: kite, “bbox™: [141,329,84,148]}

Q: As a field researcher documenting historical logistics, you
need to describe the main transport used by the workers. Focus
on the large, open, rectangular vehicle in the center
background, loaded with gear and boxes, and positioned
directly behind the two men, contrasting it with the smaller
objects and people in the scene.

A: {“target_object”™ truck, “bbox™: [140,21,348,241]}
Figure 15: RSC examples with difficulty level "easy".

Q: As a backstage stylist, you need to quickly rinse your

U=UL" hands. You look for the smooth, white fixture beneath the
(C=C2 mirror, directly below the woman with red hair and in front of
S=1 the man holding a black object, avoiding the identical fixture
~ " further left.

0=00

1P

A: {“target_object™: sink, “bbox™: [303,314,145,94]}

Q: As a costume designer, you need to match the formal neck
=12 accessory worn by the right driver, which is black, fabric, and
(= hangs straight down his white shirt, contrasting with the left
S=M driver’s similar accessory.
0=00
P=P0

A: {“target_object™ tie, “bbox™: [311,155,42,114]}

Q: As a student preparing for a group project, you need to grab
U=U1 your portable device. You look for the slim, silver, closed item
C=C2 on the left desk, which is in front of a transparent box with an
g-M  Applelogo and left of the two upright screens.
0=00

P=P1

A: {“target_object™ laptop, “bbox™: [1,267,144,53]}

Figure 16:
"medium".

RSC examples with difficulty level

ceeds the target band [Kigt — Kiol, Ktgt + Ktolls 5
is multiplied by fu4; if it falls below, by p; and 3
is clipped to [Bmin, Smax]-

Box normalization. A predicted 4-vector b=
[z,y,a,b'] is mapped to a valid box b € Z%, by
the following priority logic:

1. Prefer xywh: if (z,y) lie inside the im-
age and (a, ') are valid width/height that fit
within bounds, interpret as (z,y, w, h).

2. Try xyxy: else if a > x and ¥ > y and
all values are within image bounds, convert
(1, 41, 22, y2) to Xywh.

3. Clamp: otherwise clamp aggressively to im-
age bounds with minimum 1-px side length.

The out-of-bounds indicator is ¥oop = 1{3 #*
b}. All IoU values are computed in xyxy after
conversion.

Geometry reward. Let o(z) = (1 +e#)7!
be the logistic function, ¢(-) the box center, and



Q: You’re a hotel guest wanting to watch TV from bed. You
need the small, mostly black rectangular device with a red
section, found on the left bedside table, not the clothing on the
bed or the phone nearby.

A: {“target_object”: remote, “bbox™: [47,321,22,10]}

Q: As an office worker setting up your workspace, you want
2 to quickly locate the compact black device for typing, which is
on the left desk, above the chair armrest, and next to the
monitor. You need it to log in to your computer. Unlike the
large black screens or the chair, this device is small,
rectangular, and sits flat on the desk.

A: {“target_object™ keyboard, “bbox™: [16,105,37,20]}

Q: As a delivery driver looking for a place to park, you want
to avoid blocking others. You notice a silver and black two-
5 wheeled vehicle parked near the right edge, beside a man in a
checked shirt, and behind the ox cart. Its medium size,
reflective surface, and position away from the main traffic
make it stand out from the moving vehicles and the ox cart in
the center.

A: {“target_object™: motorcycle, “bbox™: [542,194,43,38]}

Figure 17: RSC examples with difficulty level "hard".

diag = VW?2+ H? the image diagonal. De-
fine the normalized center distance d = ||¢(b) —
c(b*)||2/diag. The geometry reward is:

ToU(b,b*)—71
K

Tiouw = min{l, IoU(g, b*) +an a(
——
base
+ s U(%) + exp(—%
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where 1) < 79 are the two loU operating points, s
controls logistic width, o1, ao are the correspond-
ing bonus magnitudes, o and o, govern the center-
consistency term, and oy, 1S the out-of-bounds
penalty.

Category reward. Let A°" be the canonical
name set and A"°"™ the normalized alias set. De-
fine an IoU gate:

GJiou = {

where 7, is the gate threshold and g < 1 is the
halving factor. With token-level Jaccard similar-
ity Jac(+,-) computed after lowercasing and light
stemming:

IOU(b7 b*) Z Tg,

ToU (b, b*) < 74,

L,
9s

©)

1» @\E Acan’
Tcat = Jiou X n, /y\ c Anorm7
prtps  M0AX Jac(y,a), otherwise,
a€ Anorm
(10)

where 7 is the alias credit, and p;, ps map Jaccard
€ [0, 1] to the soft-overlap range [p;, p; + ps)-

Format and structure rewards. Let 0;,y €
{0, 1} indicate the presence of answer tags, djson €
{0, 1} whether a parseable JSON is found inside,

) }
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and dyeys € {0, 1} whether both a bbox key and a
class key are present:

1, Otae = 1 and digon = 1,

Ttmt = " e mon (11)
—1, otherwise,

T'struct = maX{Vtag 5tag + Vkey 5key87 ’Ymin} s

12)

where Vtag, Ykey, and ymin are the tag, key, and
floor coefficients.

Total reward and weight annealing. The scalar
reward is:

T = Wiou Tiou +Weat Tcat +Wemt Tfmt +Wstruct Tstruct- (13)

Weights are linearly annealed from start to late
values over the first p,ynea; fraction of training:

wh(s) _ wlsltart +p(8) (w}late _ wztart)’ (14)
. S
p(s) = minys 1, },
( ) { Panneal * S

where s is the global step and S' the total steps.

Tag-aware curriculum. IC-GRPO samples RSC
using difficulty scores D; and tag-based marginals.
Let I1(™) (wé’;;)y, Wr(nn;)i, 7'('}(17;?(1) denote the
easy/medium/hard sampling mixture for RL stage
m. The mixture shifts between stages to progres-
sively expose the policy to harder U2, C3, 02, and
P1 instances, addressing reward sparsity by first

establishing reliable IoU signals on easier cases.

Prompt-template ensemble (PTE-8). At each
training step we uniformly sample one of 7" prompt
paraphrases. All templates enforce the same output
schema; rewards are logged per template for analy-
sis but supervision is identical, improving robust-
ness to surface query variation without changing
the learning objective.

E Tag-level Analysis

Table 11 breaks down performance by difficulty
tag on RSC-OOD. For mloU, GRPO consistently
improves over SFT across all tags, with the largest
relative gains on small instances (S: 2.56—17.18)
and high-overlap instances (02: 29.40—43.74),
confirming that the difficulty-aware curriculum
meaningfully improves localization on the hard-
est cases. Large objects (L) achieve the highest
absolute mloU (60.67), as expected from their vi-
sual salience. For category accuracy, a notable pat-
tern emerges: SFT drops below the baseline across



Table 11: Tag-level analysis on RSC-OOD. mloU and
category accuracy (Cat Acc) broken down by difficulty
tag for the baseline (Qwen2.5-VL), SFT, and GRPO.

mloU (%) Cat Acc (%)
Tag Baseline SFT GRPO Baseline SFT GRPO
Ul 2724 4171 46.78 2624 13.57 22.20
U2 1698 2644 31.67 16.52  11.71 20.28
Cl 22.85 36.06 39.54 1232 10.53 19.26
Cc2 2130 33.00 39.29 1993 1222 21.33
C3 20.87 3144 3640 27.82 1431 22.18
S 2.56 14.85 17.18 1485 1241 21.87
M 16.50 3349 3878 2056 12.60 21.00
L 49.59 52.64 60.67 27.67 12.57 20.51
00 18.03 30.11 34.69 2030 14.81 22.77
01 21.18 33.53 39.29 19.80 12.08 21.83
02 2940 3873 4374 24.15 891 16.21
PO 1638 33.01 3736 2134 1396 2238
P1 26.77 3339 39.38 2029 11.08 19.85

nearly all tags, indicating that schema alignment
reduces OOD category generalisation. GRPO re-
covers and surpasses the baseline in most cases,
demonstrating that RL restores and extends se-
mantic understanding on unseen categories beyond
what SFT alone provides. High-overlap instances
(02) remain hard for category naming across all
methods, suggesting that visual congestion impairs
both localisation and semantic inference simultane-
ously.

F Qualitative Examples

Figure 18 presents further qualitative examples il-
lustrating how our ScenGround—trained model uses
scenario-aware reasoning to improve grounding
performance. For each case, we show the input
image together with the user scenario, the ground-
truth target region, and the model’s prediction. The
examples span challenging settings such as clut-
tered scenes, small or partially occluded objects,
and pragmatically underspecified descriptions.

G Experimental Setup

Base model. All experiments use Qwen2.5-VL-
7B-Instruct (Bai et al., 2025a) as the backbone,
with images resized to 512x512.

TP-SFT hyperparameters. AdamW optimizer,
learning rate 5x107°, cosine schedule with
warmup ratio 0.15, 5 epochs, gradient accumu-
lation steps 4. The SFT split targets easy-purity
deasy = 0.70.
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IC-GRPO hyperparameters. We run two RL
stages. Stage 1: AdamW, Ir 1x 1075, cosine sched-
ule, warmup ratio 0.05, 5 epochs, K =6 rollouts
per prompt, generation batch 240, temperature 0.8,
top-p 0.95, max completion length 256. Stage 2:
AdamW, Ir 2x 1079, cosine schedule, warmup ratio
0.05, 2 epochs, K =12 rollouts per prompt, gener-
ation batch 288, temperature 0.9, top-p 0.92, max
completion length 160. Both stages use DeepSpeed
ZeRO-3, gradient checkpointing, and bf16 preci-
sion.

Adaptive KL scheduler. Initial 3y = 2x1072.
Stage 1: kigt=0.13, k1q1=0.03, u4=1.5, 11, =0.66.
Stage 2: K4gt=0.15, Kt1=0.03, p4=1.6, 11, =0.66.
Both stages clip 3 € [5x107%, 5x1072].

Geometry reward parameters. IoU operating
points 7,=0.50, 79=0.70; logistic width k=0.03;
bonus magnitudes a; =0.30, ao=0.50; center coef-
ficient or,=0.02 with bandwidth o.=0.20 (as a frac-
tion of image diagonal); OOB penalty a,op=0.05.

Category reward parameters. IoU gate thresh-
old 7,=0.30, gate factor g=0.5; alias credit
1n=0.80; soft-overlap range p;=0.40, ps=0.30
(mapping Jaccard € [0, 1] to [0.40, 0.70]).

Format and structure reward parameters.
Wtag:0'25, ’Vkey:0~ 757 7m1n:_050

Reward weight schedule. Annealing completes
bY Pannea1=0.60 of total training steps. Concrete
start and late values are:

Table 12: Reward weight schedules. Stage 2 weights
are set by the RewardWeightScheduler from step O,
overriding the initialisation values.

Wiou Wcat Wtmt Wstruct
Stage 1 0.75 0.5 0.07 0.03
Stage 2 (start) 0.55 0.25 0.12 0.08
Stage 2 (late) 0.75 020 0.04 0.01
Curriculum mixtures. Stage 1 RL uses

1MM=(0.70, 0.30, 0.00); Stage 2 RL uses
11(»)=(0.20, 0.60, 0.20) for (easy, medium, hard)
respectively.

Prompt-template ensemble.
templates (PTE-8).

T'=8 paraphrase

H Limitations and Future Work

RSC scenarios are LLM-generated rather than col-
lected from real users. Although our ecological



Referring scenario description:

As a farm visitor wanting to pet the friendliest animal, you ask which one to approach. You're told
to find the large white one with curved horns, standing in front of the brown animal and beside a
black one. Its fluffy coat and prominent position make it easy to spot among the group.

Answer:
<think>The scenario highlights the need to
distinguish the target from similar animals. The
white color, curved horns, and fluffy texture set it
§ apart from the brown and black ones. Its central,
foreground position and proximity to the brown
animal further confirm its identity, making it the
clear referent. The target object is that large white
animal with curved horns.</think>
<answer>{

"target_object": "sheep",

"bbox": [157, 152, 369, 230]
}</answer>

Referring scenario description:

As a nutritionist reviewing a patient's meal, you want to check if they received enough green
vegetables. You look for the vivid green, bumpy clusters in the glass bowl, which are mixed with
orange slices and located above the main plate and to the right of the metal bowl of mushrooms.
You need to distinguish these from the her, orange and white pieces in the same bowl.

Answer:
<think>The scenario focuses on identifying
green, bumpy clusters (broccoli) in the glass
bowl, using cues like color, texture, and position
relative to the main plate and mushroom bowl.
The contrast with the smoother, orange slices and
the white chunks in the same bowl helps avoid
confusion with other items. The target object is
that steamed green florets in the glass
bowl.<\think>
<answer>{

"target_object": "broccoli",

"bbox": [312, 58, 96, 58]
}</answer>

Referring scenario description:

As a pet owner looking for your hiking companion, you want to identify the animal equipped to
carry supplies. You notice one with a yellow backpack, larger size, and light brown fur, standing to
the left of a person and facing a smaller white animal. These cues help you quickly spot your
intended companion among others.

Answer:

<think>The scenario focuses on finding the
animal used for carrying items, which is visually
W distinct by its large size, yellow backpack, and
light brown color. Its position to the left of a
person and contrast with the smaller white animal
on the right further disambiguate it from other
L possible animals in the scene. The target object is

that large tan animal with  yellow
backpack.<\think>
<answer>{

"target_object": “dog",
"bbox": [0, 53, 321, 240]
}</answer>

Referring scenario description:

As a student organizing your workspace, you want to quickly grab the item you were reading last
night. You remember it has a dark cover with a light label, is rectangular, and sits partly under the
pen holder at the back right corner of your desk, behind the mouse and laptop. You need it for your
next study session.

Answer:
<think>The scenario points to a rectangular,
dark-covered item with text, located at the back
right, partly under a pen holder and behind the
mouse. This distinguishes it from the laptop,
mouse, and other desk items, using cues of color,
position, and partial occlusion. The target object
is that closed rectangular item with a dark cover
and light spine.</think>
<answer>{

"target_object": "book",

"bbox": [312, 58, 96, 58]
}</answer>

Referring scenario description:

As an event photographer, you need a close-up of the item with a blue top and orange figure,
located behind and to the left of the tall, striped centerpiece. You want to highlight its unique
design, distinct from the other round item with a black and yellow top, and its placement on the left
side of the table. Its medium size and flat shape make it stand out from the multi-layered
centerpiece.

Answer:
<think>The scenario asks for the round item with
a blue top and orange figure, which is visually
distinct  from the multi-layered, striped
centerpiece in front. Its position behind and to the
left, unique color scheme, and flat shape contrast
with the taller, more intricate centerpiece and
another round item with different toppings,
confirming its identity. The target object is that
round dessert with blue and orange top.<\think>
<answer>{

"target_object": “cake",

"bbox": [25, 198, 131, 120]
}</answer>

Referring scenario description:

As a diner choosing a drink, you want to reach for the glass with the deepest red liquid, closest to
you, left of your pizza, and in front of another similar glass. You need to avoid confusing it with the
other glass further back or the water glasses.

Answer:
<think>The scenario highlights the need for the
glass with red liquid, specifying its proximity to
the camera, its position relative to the foreground
pizza, and its contrast with the empty glass
behind it. The deep red color, tall shape, and
placement among other tableware visually
confirm the correct object. The target object is
that front-left glass with red liquid.<\think>
| <answer>{

"target_object": “wine glass",

"bbox": [132, 0, 110, 175]
}</answer>

Figure 18: Qualitative examples of ScenGround. Green for the GT box and red for the Predicted box.

validity study shows that model rankings are pre-
served across human- and LL.M-authored queries
for the same instances, the synthetic scenarios ex-
hibit less stylistic diversity than naturalistic lan-
guage. RSC is also limited to single-target ground-
ing on MS-COCO and LVIS images, which may
not generalize to specialized domains or multi-
object, video-based, and interactive settings. Fu-
ture work could complement RSC with human-
authored queries to validate ecological validity, ex-
tend the benchmark to diverse image domains, and
explore multi-object and dialogue-grounded sce-
nario grounding.

I Broader Impact

RSC is intended to support the development of
multimodal models that reason over rich natural
language, with applications in embodied assistants
and accessibility tools. The benchmark inherits de-
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mographic and geographic biases from MS-COCO
and LVIS, and LLM-generated scenarios may carry
residual hallucinations or culturally specific as-
sumptions despite quality controls. We release an-
notation logs and metadata to support bias analysis.
RSC contains no personally identifiable informa-
tion, and we do not anticipate direct misuse risks,
though we encourage downstream users to con-
sider the implications of scenario-based grounding
capabilities in sensitive deployment contexts.
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