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Figure 1: Overview of RefCraft. (a) RefCraft spans a broad spectrum of practical web development domains
and features visual references that vary in intensity and source. (b) An example task in which a new webpage
borrows the color palette from source webpage A and the layout from source webpage B. The agent may
iteratively render, inspect, and revise the webpage. (c) Overall score versus reported token usage for nine frontier
models. The dashed line denotes the Pareto frontier. The results show that the task remains far from solved.

ABSTRACT

Beyond basic tool use and coding skills, effectively incorporating visual references
into agentic generation is equally essential for applying Al agents to real-world
productivity tasks. We study this crucial capability through webpage development,
a practical and readily evaluable setting in which existing benchmarks remain
largely idealized: they typically focus on reconstructing visual targets or gener-
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ating webpages from textual instructions alone, overlooking the more common
workflow of developing from visual examples. Specifically, we introduce RefCraft,
a benchmark comprising 300 realistic multimodal webpage-development tasks that
combine natural-language instructions with screenshots from one to five reference
webpages. Agents must selectively interpret and utilize these references while ren-
dering, visually inspecting, and iteratively refining their outputs. We evaluate the
resulting open-ended artifacts using independently verifiable keypoints and com-
plementary programmatic and VLM judges. Across nine frontier (M)LLMs, the
strongest system achieves an overall score of only 52.12 out of 100, revealing that
visual-reference-conditioned agentic generation remains a substantial challenge for
current models in practical webpage-development settings.

1 INTRODUCTION

“Creativity is just connecting things.”
— Steve Jobs
Recently, as coding and co-working assistants, (M)LLMs have transformed numerous fields and
substantially improved productivity (OpenAl, 2026b; Anthropic, 2026a; Qwen Team, 2026b; Kimi
et al., 2026). This success has further fueled growing enthusiasm among researchers and practitioners
for extending large models to an even broader range of practical tasks, as exemplified by GPT-6
Astra (OpenAl, 2026d) and Claude Fable 5.1 (Anthropic, 2026b). When we scrutinize some common
productivity tasks, we find that visual references play an important role: designers may first study
successful examples before developing new proposals and then continuously refine their designs
through visual inspection, while CAD engineers examine existing parts to design new ones that fit and
function properly. This observation highlights that, for both human experts and Al agents, basic tool
use and coding skills alone do not encompass the full spectrum of productive capabilities—effectively
incorporating visual reference and inspection into agentic generation is equally essential.

To evaluate this important yet subtle capability, we ground it in a focused and readily verifiable
testbed: webpage development, which is ubiquitous in everyday digital life and produces highly
visual, easily assessable outputs. In fact, a growing body of benchmarks has investigated general
webpage-related tasks, but most either use natural-language instructions without visual references (L.u
etal., 2026; Zhu et al., 2025) or focus solely on reconstruction tasks, such as reconstructing webpages
from screenshots (Yun et al., 2024; Wang et al., 2026) or videos (Chen et al., 2026). More recent
studies have broadened the evaluation setting by incorporating interactive operations (Xiao et al.,
2025a) or introducing webpage editing and repair tasks (Lei et al., 2026). Nevertheless, we argue
that these prior efforts remain academically idealized and differ considerably from common
real-world development workflows. In practice, frontend developers and users often begin with a
rough design idea and browse existing websites for inspiration. For instance, a user may adopt the
appealing layout of a reference website while redesigning its fonts, content, and other elements for a
new purpose. Fully reconstructing an existing website is a far less common or representative task. To
bridge this gap and, more importantly, evaluate whether Al agents can effectively conduct such a
visual-reference-conditioned agentic generation process, we introduce RefCraft.

RefCraft comprises 300 diverse and realistic multimodal queries spanning a broad range of web
development scenarios. Each query combines a natural-language user instruction with screenshots
from one to five reference webpages, and models solve the task in an inspect-and-iterate setting where
they can render and refine intermediate outputs. As shown in Fig. |, RefCraft varies substantially
in domains, reference composition, and the intended degree of reference utilization—from closely
following a reference to selectively adapting its overall style or specific local elements. Evaluating
such tasks requires moving beyond conventional target-based evaluation: a query may admit multiple
valid solutions, and visual similarity alone cannot determine whether the references have been used
appropriately. We therefore decompose each complex and subtle query into a verified set of key points,
turning open-ended requirements into independently assessable criteria. Moreover, webpages are
both visual and interactive artifacts, encompassing subjective perceptual qualities as well as objective
executable behaviors. We thus adopt a dual-track evaluation protocol that uses programmatic judges
for deterministic requirements and a VLM judge for perceptual and semantic ones. Together, these
designs enable reliable evaluation of whether a generated webpage fulfills the user’s intended use of
visual references, rather than merely resembling them.
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We benchmark 9 frontier (M)LLMs on RefCraft under a unified harness. Despite access to visual
references and an inspect-and-iterate workflow, the best-performing system, GPT-6 Astra (Ope-
nAl, 2026d), achieves an overall score of only 52.12, leaving substantial room for improvement.
Component-level results reveal that models often satisfy many individual requirements but fail to
realize an essential reference relationship or core behavior. To assess the reliability of RefCraft,
we compare its model ranking with both our expert human study and the human-preference leader-
board of Arena.Al', finding strong agreement with both. These findings indicate that current agents
can reproduce salient visual attributes but still struggle to translate instruction-dependent reference
relationships into coherent designs—precisely the capability that matters to human users.

2 RELATED WORK

2.1 VISUAL-REFERENCE-CONDITIONED AGENTIC GENERATION

In recent years, we have witnessed rapid advances in Al agents. From early frameworks such as Re-
Act (Yao et al., 2022) to coding agents such as SWE-agent (Yang et al., 2024) and OpenHands (Wang
et al., 2025a), substantial effort has been devoted to reasoning, code generation, long-horizon plan-
ning, and tool use (Schick et al., 2023; Wang et al., 2024; Yang et al., 2026). In comparison, vision
has received less attention in agentic generation and is typically used only as a perceptual interface
for interpreting image or video observations (Xie et al., 2024; Qin et al., 2025; Chen et al., 2024).
Meanwhile, visual inputs serve as important conditioning signals in generative models, particularly
diffusion-based models for image and video generation (Seedance et al., 2026; Bai et al., 2025; Wang
et al.,, 2025b). Yet methods ranging from DreamBooth (Ruiz et al., 2023) and ControlNet (Zhang
etal., 2023) to IP-Adapter (Ye et al., 2023) and the OmniGen series (Xiao et al., 2025c; Wu et al.,
2025) often assign predefined, coarse-grained roles to visual references—for example, preserv-
ing subject identity, transferring overall style, or imposing structural constraints. Consequently,
both prominent research directions leave a challenging yet practical setting underexplored: visual-
reference-conditioned agentic generation, where an agent must interpret subtle user instructions and
selectively incorporate heterogeneous visual references throughout the agentic generation process.

2.2 WEB DEVELOPMENT BENCHMARKS

Existing web development benchmarks broadly follow two task formulations. Text-driven bench-
marks, such as WebGen-Bench (LLu et al., 2026) and FrontendBench (Zhu et al., 2025), ask models
to construct webpages or applications from natural-language specifications (Tran et al., 2026; Xu
et al., 2025). Visual-target benchmarks instead formulate generation as reconstruction, including
screenshot-to-code tasks such as Design2Code (Si et al., 2025) and Web2Code (Yun et al., 2024),
video- or interaction-conditioned generation (Chen et al., 2026; Xiao et al., 2025a), and sketch-to-code
generation (Jain et al., 2019). More recent benchmarks, including DesignBench (Xiao et al., 2025b),
ArtifactsBench (Zhang et al., 2025), and WebCompass (Lei et al., 2026), extend beyond one-shot
generation to interactive behavior, editing, repair, and multi-turn refinement (Yang et al., 2025; Sun
etal.,, 2025; Saxena et al., 2026). Evaluation for these tasks has evolved accordingly, moving from
visual-similarity measures based on CLIP features (Radford et al., 2021), layout blocks, colors,
and positions (Wang et al., 2026; Si et al., 2025) toward MLLM- or agent-as-a-judge evaluation
over rendered webpages (Zhang et al., 2025; Lei et al., 2026; Zhuge et al., 2024). Nevertheless,
existing benchmarks typically treat visual input as a target to reconstruct or an artifact to edit. They
rarely capture the common workflow in which users consult one or more webpages as partial design
references, which is precisely the setting studied in our work.

3 BENCHMARK DESIGN

Fig. 2 presents the overall design of RefCraft. Each benchmark instance, corresponding to a single
task, consists of a textual user query, one to five visual references, and a verified set of evaluation
keypoints. We construct these instances in three stages: curating a diverse reference pool (§ 3.2),
synthesizing controllable user queries (§ 3.3), and decomposing each query into independently
verifiable keypoints (§ 3.4). Further implementation details are provided in Appendix B.
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Figure 2: Construction and evaluation of RefCraft. (a) Reference webpages are captured across interaction
states. (b) A specification spanning six visual dimensions and five requirement types guides natural-language
query synthesis. (c) Task requirements are decomposed into program-verifiable and VLM-assessed keypoints. (d)
Given the query and reference images, agents iteratively build, render, inspect, and revise a webpage in a shared
harness. (e) Keypoints guide evidence collection from generated artifacts. (f) Complementary programmatic and

VLM judges produce the base keypoint score B, core-function score C, and reference-following score R.

3.1 TASK FORMULATION

Each task ¢ in RefCraft consists of a natural-language instruction ¢, and a set of visual references
R = {Ri}fv:tl, where 1 < N; < 5 and each R; contains screenshots sampled from a reference
webpage. Together with the evaluation keypoints X, they define the task 77 = (q;, R, K¢). Model m
executes the task and produces h,, ; = Agent,, (q:, R¢), a self-contained HTML webpage, without
access to K;. During generation, the agent may render its intermediate implementation, visually
inspect the result, and iteratively revise the webpage. Unlike screenshot reconstruction, the objective
is not to reproduce any reference exactly. Depending on the instruction, the agent may need to closely
follow one reference, combine properties from multiple references, adapt selected design elements,
or deliberately avoid particular characteristics. The task therefore evaluates whether an agent can
interpret and appropriately utilize visual references within an inspect-and-iterate workflow.

3.2 REFERENCE PooL CURATION

Reference webpages are important because they determine what information an agent can draw upon
and therefore form the foundation of RefCraft. We curate the reference webpage pool according
to three principles: diversity, covering a broad range of topics and design styles; visual richness,
providing sufficiently salient properties for users to reference and evaluators to verify; and realism,
reflecting designs that may plausibly appear in practical development workflows. Following these
principles, we combine three sources: (1) openly licensed websites and webpage templates; (2) con-
ventionally styled webpages synthesized by multiple models to increase diversity; and (3) deliberately
synthesized webpages that deviate from conventional modern styles and common model-generated
patterns. The rationale is that synthesized pages may inherit common model priors, allowing an agent
to produce superficially similar designs based on its prior knowledge without consulting the refer-
ences. To mitigate this shortcut, the third group incorporates less conventional visual characteristics,
such as unusual color palettes, uncommon font combinations, and hard-edged shadows.
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We represent each reference using images rather than source code or a live URL, preventing implemen-
tation details from leaking to the evaluated agent and better reflecting practical scenarios. Because
a single static screenshot cannot expose dynamic properties such as hover effects or interactive
state changes, we use Playwright” to capture a sequence of visual frames along scripted interaction
traces involving scrolling, hovering, clicking, typing, and key presses. To support subsequent task
construction, we also profile the observable information in each reference along six dimensions:
layout, palette, typography, components, interaction, and overall visual character. Each dimension is
annotated as rich, weak, or none, together with a concise description of the observed evidence. This
profile prevents later queries from referring to properties that are absent or visually ambiguous.

3.3 CONTROLLABLE QUERY SYNTHESIS

Directly prompting an LLM to generate user queries leads to substantial mode collapse: the resulting
instructions are often similarly phrased and repeatedly emphasize only a small subset of the available
reference information. We instead adopt a specification-first approach: we first determine the
intended reference usage and task composition and then verbalize them as a natural user request.

Reference-use specification. As shown in Fig. 2(b), let D denote the six visual dimensions above.
We represent the reference-use specification for task ¢ as Z; = {(d, 01,4, pt,a) : d € D}. For each
dimension, o; 4 € {copy,adapt, invert, specify, ignore} specifies the requirement type, while p; 4
identifies the assigned reference, with p; 4 = & for specify and ignore. The five types are copy,
which closely follows the reference; adapt, which preserves only selected characteristics; invert,
which deliberately avoids the referenced characteristic; specify, which follows an explicit textual
requirement rather than a reference; and ignore, which leaves the dimension unconstrained. We retain
a sampled reference-dependent requirement only when the assigned reference contains sufficiently
clear and discriminable evidence for the corresponding dimension.

Compositional query design. We construct a design matrix whose axes describe the user persona,
target content, form and tone of the request, selected references, the reference-use specification Z;,
and other relevant factors. Values are sampled across these axes and subsequently filtered to remove
contradictory, implausible, or otherwise pathological combinations. An LLM then converts each
valid combination into a fluent natural-language instruction. This procedure preserves linguistic
naturalness while maintaining systematic control over task diversity. Additional generation details
and examples are provided in Appendix B.2.

3.4 VERIFIABLE KEYPOINT CONSTRUCTION

A query in RefCraft may admit many valid implementations, and its requirements can be fine-grained,
subtle, and distributed across both language and visual references. Consequently, evaluating against a
single canonical webpage or a holistic similarity score would be inappropriate. Inspired by rubric-
based evaluation (Yu et al., 2026; Hashemi et al., 2024; Pathak et al., 2025), we instead decompose
each query into a set of non-overlapping keypoints, each capturing one independently assessable
requirement. We partition /C; = KC}"°® U '™ into disjoint tracks according to how each keypoint
can be most reliably verified. Program-verifiable keypoints CY"°® capture deterministic properties
such as color distance, contrast, responsive behavior, DOM state changes, and robustness to abnormal
content. The remaining keypoints require semantic or perceptual judgment and are assigned to the
VLM-assessed track IC}'™. We follow the principle that whenever reliable deterministic verification
is possible, we favor the programmatic track to reduce reliance on VLM judgments, which can be
overly lenient. We additionally designate essential user requirements and page-integrity constraints
as critical items, ensuring that they receive greater emphasis in the final evaluation.

We apply a multi-stage validation procedure to ensure keypoint quality. A separate model first reviews
the full set of keypoints for completeness and may add missing requirements. It then examines each
keypoint independently to identify hallucinated, redundant, or unverifiable criteria. Finally, ten web
development experts review and revise the resulting keypoints. This process produces a verified
evaluation specification for every benchmark instance.

nt tps://playwright.dev/


https://playwright.dev/

REFCRAFT: Preprint Under Review

4 EVALUATION PROTOCOL

Given the benchmark instances constructed above, our evaluation protocol standardizes how models
interact with the task, converts their unconstrained HTML outputs into structured evidence, and
scores them against the corresponding keypoints.

4.1 UNIFIED AGENTIC ENVIRONMENT

We evaluate each model as a coding agent, reflecting the increasingly common use of agentic
harnesses in practical development workflows . To ensure comparability, all models operate through
the same open-source coding harness, opencode 3 with identical tools, workspace structure, and
output requirements. For each task, the agent receives the user instruction, visual references, and an
environment brief. It is given a dedicated working directory and may render, screenshot, and inspect
intermediate implementations before revising them. The final result must be stored as a single self-
contained HTML file, ensuring a uniform artifact format across models. We restrict access that could
reveal benchmark internals or ground-truth evaluation criteria. Each working directory is isolated
from the benchmark repository, and attempts to access the repository or evaluation keypoints are
denied. Network access remains available to preserve a realistic coding environment, but searching
for or downloading the original source of a reference webpage invalidates the run.

4.2 EVIDENCE COLLECTION

Generated HTML files vary substantially in structure and may exhibit visual and interactive behaviors
that cannot be reliably evaluated from source code alone. Therefore, for each artifact h,, , we
collect structured evidence &, + = (Vi 1, Mm,¢), Where V,, ; contains captured views and M., ¢
contains browser measurements. Specifically, for each benchmark instance, we derive a task-specific
capture script specifying a sequence of actions, such as scrolling, hovering, clicking, and typing.
The script is designed to expose the page states required to evaluate as many relevant keypoints as
possible. We load the generated HTML in Playwright, execute the actions sequentially, and capture
screenshots of the resulting states. In parallel, we apply a fixed suite of browser-based measurements
to assess properties such as rendering integrity, responsive behavior, robustness to abnormal content,
and whether interactive controls produce genuine state changes. Together, the screenshots and
measurements provide downstream judges with targeted evidence rather than requiring them to infer
page behavior from raw HTML, which would be poorly aligned with practical usage.

4.3 DUAL-TRACK JUDGING AND SCORE AGGREGATION

Our evaluation first produces keypoint-level scores from &,, ; using complementary programmatic
and VLM judges. The programmatic judge compares browser measurements against deterministic
keypoints and returns a binary verdict. For keypoints requiring semantic or perceptual judgment,
the VLM judge receives the keypoint, relevant screenshots, and supporting measurements, and
assigns a rating on a four-level scale from 0 to 3. Each keypoint is evaluated independently to
reduce interference between unrelated requirements. Denote these judgments by b, ;, € {0,1} and
ri.i € {0, 1,2, 3}, respectively, omitting the model index for clarity. Both tracks are normalized to
the same percentage scale: s; ;, = 100b; j, for k € K™% and s; , = 1007 5,/3 for k € KC}'™.

We aggregate these keypoint-level judgments into three complementary task-level quantities. The
base keypoint score B, is the mean of all normalized keypoint scores: By = [K;|™* >, ek, Stk
The core-function score C; captures the weakest essential functionality of the generated webpage.
The core goals include renderability and task-specific essential interactions, and C; is defined as
the minimum completion rate across these goals. This metric reflects the intuition that even strong
performance on peripheral requirements cannot compensate for a broken primary function, as such
failures fundamentally undermine the user experience. The reference-following score R; measures
whether the generated webpage realizes the requested relationship to its visual references, which
is the central capability evaluated by RefCraft. We compute R; by first averaging the keypoint
scores within each reference group and then averaging across all applicable groups. Because core
functionality and reference adherence are both essential to user-perceived quality, C; and R; act as

1ttps://github.com/anomalyco/opencode
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Table 1: Results on the 300-task RefCraft benchmark. We report Overall and its three component scores:
keypoint completion (Keypts., B), core functionality (Core, C'), and reference following (Ref., R). Rollout
statistics report mean agent turns, total tokens (Total Tok.), and tool calls per task. Bold and underlined values
indicate the best and second-best entries in each column, respectively (higher scores and lower resource counts).

Evaluation Rollout Statistics

Model Overallt Keypts. B 1 Core C 1 Ref. R 1 Turns Total Tok.”  Calls
©® GPT-6 Astra 52.12 75.68 94.89 57.93 21.7 1.40M 30.1
7 Qwen3.8-Max 48.95 73.86 85.56 62.61 9.8 0.68M 11.3
7 Grok 4.6 48.83 72.96 81.17 66.25 21.2 1.28M 41.2
Kimi K3 47.55 72.74 85.00 61.33 254 2.09M 313

Claude Fable 5 44.61 72.05 77.83 61.44 15.2 1.10M 169
Z GLM-5.3 42.60 71.23 83.56 55.77 383 2.99M 422
« DeepSeek-V4-Pro 37.09 71.16 71.72 53.46 253 1.12M 25.6
0O Seed2.1 Pro 32.06 69.00 56.56 58.67 22.7 1.01M 21.8
¢ Gemini 3.1 Pro 19.01 61.45 33.44 65.00 26.7 2.34M 25.9

¥ Token counts are taken from API usage reports and sum input, cache-read, cache-write, output, and reasoning tokens. M denotes millions.

gates on the aggregate keypoint score. The final task score therefore takes the minimum over the
applicable quantities rather than naively averaging them:

=

Sm

min{ By, Cy, R;}, if Ry is defined, « 1 T s
min{ By, Ci}, otherwise, T Tl ts

tETm

where 7, denotes the set of tasks evaluated for model m. Additional details on judging and score
aggregation are provided in Appendix B.5.

5 EXPERIMENTS

5.1 EXPERIMENTAL SETUP

We evaluate nine frontier models—GPT-6 Astra (OpenAl, 2026d), Claude Fable 5 (Anthropic, 2026a),
Qwen3.8-Max (Qwen Team, 2026b), Grok 4.6 (xAl, 2026), Kimi K3 (Kimi et al., 2026), GLM-
5.3 (Z.ai, 2026), DeepSeek-V4-Pro (Xu et al., 2026), Seed2.1 Pro (ByteDance Seed Team, 2026b),
and Gemini 3.1 Pro (Google DeepMind, 2026)—as coding agents on RefCraft. All models are
evaluated using the same OpenCode v1.18.25 harness, with high reasoning effort and a maximum
of 100 turns. Keypoints are generated by Claude Opus 5 (Anthropic, 2026f) and verified by GPT-5.6
Sol (OpenAl, 2026¢). We use Gemini 3.1 Pro as the VLM judge. We report the overall score S
together with its three constituent metrics. Further details are provided in Appendix B.

5.2 MAIN RESULTS

Tab. | presents the overall and component scores of the evaluated frontier models, together with
efficiency statistics such as token usage and the number of interaction turns. From these results, we
could make the following observations:

Visual-reference-conditioned generation remains far from solved. As shown in Tab. 1, GPT-6
Astra achieves the highest overall score of 52.12 out of 100, most models cluster around 40, and
Gemini 3.1 Pro scores below 20. These results leave substantial room for improvement. Moreover,
the relatively low overall scores contrast with the higher and more concentrated keypoint scores
of 61.45-75.68, indicating that models can satisfy many individual requirements yet struggle to
produce artifacts that simultaneously preserve essential functionality and realize the user-specified
relationship to the references. This gap captures the central challenge posed by RefCraft: a visually
plausible webpage cannot be considered successful if it uses references inconsistently with the user’s
instructions, reflecting how users assess artifacts in real-world settings.
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Table 2: Benefits of references and revision. Table 3: Human evaluation agreement.
Settin GPT-6 DeepSeek- Human- Evaluator vs.
g Astra V4-Pro Category human expert median

Krippendorff o Weighted Cohen

(a) Reference ablation

Without references 17.3 11.1 (a) Keypoint-level agreement

With references 52.1 37.1 Visual attributes 0.79 0.72

Gain +34.8 +26.0 Visual style 0.65 0.47
Interaction 0.70 0.55

(b) Inspection and revision All keypoints 0.72 0.64

Initial 474 30.7

Final 52.1 37.1

(b) Task-level Pearson r

Gain +4.7 +6.4 Evaluator vs. mean expert score 0.74

Reference use and functional execution constitute distinct bottlenecks. For seven of the nine
models, the reference-following score R is the lowest component, identifying reference utilization as
the dominant bottleneck. However, reference use alone does not determine end-to-end performance:
Gemini 3.1 Pro achieves an R of 65.00 but ranks ninth overall because its core-function score is only
33.44, whereas GPT-6 Astra leads with the strongest core-function score of 94.89 despite a lower R.
These contrasting failure regimes demonstrate that reliable implementation and appropriate reference
utilization capture complementary capabilities, motivating their joint consideration in RefCraft.

More budget does not necessarily yield more effective performance. Performance is not mono-
tonic in the number of turns, total reported tokens, or tool calls. Qwen3.8-Max outperforms Grok 4.6
while using substantially fewer total tokens (0.68M versus 1.28M), turns, and tool calls. GLM-5.3
uses the most turns, total tokens (2.99M), and tool calls, yet obtains a substantially lower overall
score than the leading models. We further present a cost—efficiency Pareto curve in Fig. 1, which
highlights the distinct efficiency profiles of different models.

5.3 FURTHER ANALYSIS

5.3.1 FINE-GRAINED CAPABILITY ANALYSIS

We further analyze model perfor-
mance across fine-grained categories,

(a) Visual dimensions (b) Requirement types A . ! - .
oss7 including visual dimensions and re-
Palette 724100 68 g0 quirement types. Additional results
Layout 83 549 are provided in Appendix A.5.
Components 82.2
Typography 761 50 Fig. 3(a) presents performance across
Visual character 58.8 the six visual dimensions defined in
Interaction 436 § 3. Using an equal-weight average
0 50 100 " vert specy Copy Adapt  across models, palette (92.4), layout

(83.1), and components (82.2) score
Figure 3: Fine-grained performance by (a) visual dimension and higher than typography (76.1) and
(b) requirement type, averaged equally across models. overall visual character (58.8). Inter-

action achieves the lowest score (43.6)
and ranks last for nearly all evaluated systems. These results indicate that agents transfer concrete,
locally observable attributes more reliably than properties requiring coordination across multiple
design choices or interactive states. Disaggregating keypoints by requirement type reveals differences
in difficulty (Fig. 3 (b)). Models perform best on invert (98.87) and specify (87.68), followed by copy
(82.42), whereas adapt receives the lowest score (75.49). This suggests that selectively transforming
a referenced attribute to fit a new context is more challenging than directly reproducing, explicitly
specifying, or avoiding it, despite being central to practical reference-guided development.

5.3.2 REFERENCE UTILIZATION AND VISUAL INSPECTION CAPABILITIES

As discussed in § 1, effectively incorporating visual references and refining intermediate outputs
through visual inspection are important capabilities in agentic generation. We assess these capabilities
via our RefCraft. (1) Reference ablation. We remove all visual references while leaving the
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Figure 4: Two failure cases identified by RefCraft: one in reference following and the other in core functionality.

original user query unchanged. The agent is explicitly informed that the references mentioned in
the query are unavailable and is instructed to satisfy all requirements using its prior knowledge
to make reasonable choices. (2) Pre- and post-inspection comparison. We evaluate the artifact
produced in the first generation round, before the agent receives a rendered view of its output, and
compare it with the final artifact. The results are reported in Tab. 2. Removing the visual references
substantially reduces performance for both models. GPT-6 Astra drops from 52.1 to 17.3 points in
overall score, while DeepSeek-V4-Pro drops from 37.1 to 11.1. These results indicate that effectively
incorporating the supplied visual references is a crucial capability and that models cannot recover the
reference-dependent requirements from the textual query and their priors alone. We also observe that
performance improves from the initial to the final artifacts when models have additional opportunities
to inspect and revise their outputs. Although this comparison does not rigorously isolate the causal
contribution of visual inspection, since the final artifacts also benefit from additional tool calls, the
consistent improvements suggest that the complete inspection-and-revision process is important.

5.3.3 EVALUATION RELIABILITY AND QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS

To assess the reliability of our evaluation protocol, we sample 100 model-task artifacts and recruit ten
web-development experts to evaluate each artifact independently. We aggregate the expert judgments
using the median label for each keypoint and the mean score for each task. As shown in Tab. 3, the
evaluator achieves substantial agreement with the expert consensus, both overall and across evaluation
aspects, with a weighted x of 0.64 across all keypoints. More subjective criteria, such as overall
visual character, exhibit greater human—-human and evaluator-human disagreement, as expected. The
task-level scores also correlate strongly with the mean expert scores (Pearson r = 0.747), indicating
that this alignment extends to aggregate assessments of task performance. We further compare our
overall model ranking with the Image-to-Webdev leaderboard from Arena.Al, a popular platform for
human evaluation of frontier models*. The two rankings achieve a Spearman correlation of p = 0.89,
suggesting broad consistency between RefCraft and real-world user needs and preferences.

Fig. 4 presents two qualitative failure cases detected by RefCraft. In Task 96, Kimi K3 produces a
polished news-timeline page that satisfies many keypoints and all core goals. Yet it adopts a centered,
single-column feed rather than the requested full-width, two-column image—text layout, thereby
failing the reference requirement. In Task 123, Grok 4.6 produces a step sequencer that follows the
visual references, but its save function fails to retain edits, although edit persistence is explicitly
requested in the query and can be implemented in JavaScript. Together, these cases illustrate how
RefCraft identifies both unmet reference requirements and broken core functionality.

*https://arena.ai/leaderboard/code/image-to-webdev, accessed September 24, 2026.
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6 CONCLUSION

In this paper, we introduced RefCraft, a benchmark for studying reference-based webpage develop-
ment and, more broadly, visual-reference-conditioned agentic generation in frontier models. RefCraft
comprises 300 realistic web-development tasks in an inspect-and-iterate setting. We decompose
each query into independently verifiable keypoints and evaluate the generated artifacts using comple-
mentary programmatic and VLM judges. Our evaluation of nine frontier (M)LLMs shows that this
capability remains far from solved: the strongest system achieves an overall score of only 52.12. We
hope that RefCraft will provide a valuable testbed for this crucial yet underexplored capability and
stimulate further progress in visual-reference-conditioned agentic generation.

Al USE STATEMENT

We used generative Al models in both benchmark construction and evaluation, including synthesizing
reference webpages, profiling visual evidence, constructing and reviewing tasks and keypoints,
and performing VLM-based evaluation (§ B). Al assistants also supported manuscript preparation,
including routine tool development and language polishing. The authors reviewed all Al-assisted
content and take full responsibility for the final text, experimental claims, and research artifacts.

REPRODUCIBILITY STATEMENT

Task construction, scoring, and implementation details are documented in § 3, § 4, and § B, including
prompts, browser settings, and execution budgets. Upon publication, we plan to publicly release
RefCraft, including task inputs, evaluation scripts, previously generated HTML artifacts, run records,
and item-level judgments.
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APPENDIX OVERVIEW

We organize the appendix as follows:

* Appendix A presents additional experiments and analyses, including:
— benchmark statistics (Appendix A.1)
— pairwise model comparisons (Appendix A.2)

judge sensitivity and stability (Appendix A.3)

evaluation protocol ablations (Appendix A.4)

complete capability breakdowns (Appendix A.5)

cross-harness sensitivity (Appendix A.6)

a worked example of RefCraft (Appendix A.7)

* Appendix B provides additional methodological details, including:
— reference collection and visual evidence (Appendix B.1)

controlled task construction (Appendix B.2)

keypoint construction and quality assurance (Appendix B.3)

standardized agentic execution (Appendix B.4)

evidence collection and dual-track judging (Appendix B.5)

A ADDITIONAL EXPERIMENTS

The main experiments establish aggregate model performance and identify challenges in reference
utilization and functional execution. Here, we examine how these results vary across individual tasks,
and how their interpretation depends on the evaluation and execution setup. These analyses comple-
ment the main comparison by distinguishing performance differences from variation introduced by
the judge, scoring protocol, or coding harness.

A.1 BENCHMARK STATISTICS

We summarize the composition of RefCraft in Fig. 5. The final 300 tasks span eight application
domains, 40 subdomains, and 186 distinct webpage types. Each task uses one to five reference
webpages, with three- and four-reference tasks accounting for 78 and 72 instances, respectively. The
benchmark also varies the intended degree of reference use, from loose guidance to near-copying, as
determined by requirement types such as adapt and copy, and includes 151 English and 149 Chinese
requests. Together, these distributions capture variation in both what agents are asked to build and
how they should use the supplied references. The 744-page reference pool is counted separately
because each source page may support multiple tasks.

During evaluation, each keypoint is instantiated as a single evaluation record. This process yields
12,682 records, comprising 10,542 VLM-assessed criteria, 1,540 programmatic probes, and 600
renderability records. The first two categories form the 12,082-item score-bearing set, whereas the
renderability records support auditing and core evaluation without contributing additional scoring
items. Within the score-bearing set, 3,106 criteria assess directive-related requirements; Fig. 5(d)
presents their breakdown.

A.2 PAIRWISE MODEL COMPARISONS

We provide detailed task-paired comparisons among the nine evaluated models in Tab. 4. For each
model pair, we compute the mean difference in overall score across the same tasks and report the
corresponding proportions of wins, ties, and losses. The head-to-head results are broadly consistent
with the aggregate ranking, while showing that a higher-ranked model does not uniformly outperform
its counterpart. In particular, comparisons between closely ranked systems contain substantial
proportions of both ties and losses. These paired results clarify how a leaderboard advantage is
distributed across tasks, rather than treating a difference in average score as evidence of uniformly
superior performance.
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(a) Application domains

| Content / media 53 | Commerce 41 | Organizations 41 Branding 39
Education — 8  Local services — 8 Internal tools — 9  Property & spaces 6
News & magazines 12 Bookings & visits | 9 Nonprofits | 10 Campaigns 6
Docs & knowledge mmmmsm 12 E-commerce mmmmm 12 Schools — 9  Products & SaaS 11
Recipes & lifestyle e 14 Finance & billing _-— 7 Public agencies | 8 Local businesses 7
Audiovisual content - 7 Subscriptions & pricing == 5 Associations - 5 Professional services 9
| Events / community 38 | Data / monitoring 31 Tools / apps 29 Personal / portfolio 28
Social forums e 12 Business dashboards - 5 Forms & workflows 8 Homepages 8
Games & entertainment mmm 8 Operations monitoring 10 Utilities 7 Portfolios 4
Contests & rankings — 7  Personal analytics - 5  Productivity 6  Memories & logs 4
Mutual-aid communities mmm 6 Science & engineering  mm 5 Creation & editing 5 Blogs 8
Festivals - 5  Public data -— 6  Configuration 3 Creative showcases 4

(d) Evaluation criteria
12,082 score-bearing criteria

(b) Task design

Reference pages per task Reference-use intensity

(c) Reference pool

744 source pages
Count / share

78
60 72 60 Loose i 22 Source Pages Share
. VLM 10,542 87.3%
30 Partial e 111 . .
Licensed templates 444 59.7% Programmatic 1,540 12.7%
. Strong e 103
Directive subset: 3,106 criteria
1 2 3 4 5 Near-copy . 64 Conventional synthetic 200 26.9% ’
Copy 1,836 59.1%
o
) Atypical synthetic 100 1349  Adapt 817 26.3%
Language English 151 (50.3%) Invert 292 9.4%
Chinese 149 (49.7%) Specify 161 5.2%

Figure 5: Composition and diversity of RefCraft.

A.3 JUDGE SENSITIVITY AND STABILITY

In our evaluation, we use Gemini 3.1 Pro as the VLM judge. A natural question is whether the broad
model comparison depends on the choice of automatic evaluator. We examine this sensitivity by
re-scoring artifacts from the nine evaluated systems on a fixed 32-task sample using Gemini 3.1
Pro, GPT-6 Astra, and Claude Opus 5. Each judge receives identical tasks, keypoints, reference
mappings, rendered views, browser measurements, and interaction evidence. As shown in Fig. 6, the
three judges produce similar model-level score patterns, suggesting that the broad comparison on this
sample is not specific to a single evaluator.

We further examine the stability of the same judge across repeated evaluations. Specifically, we run
Gemini 3.1 Pro three times on the same sample with identical inputs. Pairwise correlations between
repeated scores reach 0.92, indicating that the overall score pattern is reproducible across runs.
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Figure 6: Judge sensitivity on the fixed 32-task sample. Colored points and connecting lines show scores
assigned by Gemini 3.1 Pro, GPT-6 Astra, and Claude Opus 5. Whiskers indicate illustrative uncertainty intervals.
Relative scoring patterns are broadly consistent across the three models.
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Table 4: Paired comparisons among the nine main-table models. A is Model A minus Model B.

Model A Model B A A win (%) Tie (%) B win (%)
GPT-6 Astra Qwen3.8-Max 3.17 38.3 24.7 37.0
GPT-6 Astra Grok 4.6 3.29 42.7 21.7 35.7
GPT-6 Astra Kimi K3 4.57 44.0 20.7 353
GPT-6 Astra Claude Fable 5 7.51 46.7 20.7 32.7
GPT-6 Astra GLM-5.3 9.52 47.3 23.7 29.0
GPT-6 Astra DeepSeek-V4-Pro 15.03 51.0 25.3 23.7
GPT-6 Astra Seed2.1 Pro 20.06 61.3 22.0 16.7
GPT-6 Astra Gemini 3.1 Pro 33.11 71.0 20.3 8.7
Qwen3.8-Max Grok 4.6 0.12 37.0 26.0 37.0
Qwen3.8-Max Kimi K3 1.40 41.3 24.0 34.7
Qwen3.8-Max Claude Fable 5 4.34 41.0 25.0 34.0
Qwen3.8-Max GLM-5.3 6.35 44.7 28.0 27.3
Qwen3.8-Max DeepSeek-V4-Pro 11.86 48.0 30.3 21.7
Qwen3.8-Max Seed2.1 Pro 16.89 55.7 26.0 18.3
Qwen3.8-Max Gemini 3.1 Pro 29.94 68.0 23.7 8.3
Grok 4.6 Kimi K3 1.28 423 24.0 33.7
Grok 4.6 Claude Fable 5 4.21 39.7 27.3 33.0
Grok 4.6 GLM-5.3 6.23 43.3 23.3 333
Grok 4.6 DeepSeek-V4-Pro 11.74 43.7 32.7 23.7
Grok 4.6 Seed2.1 Pro 16.77 54.0 28.0 18.0
Grok 4.6 Gemini 3.1 Pro 29.82 67.0 26.7 6.3
Kimi K3 Claude Fable 5 2.94 37.3 26.0 36.7
Kimi K3 GLM-5.3 4.95 41.3 26.3 323
Kimi K3 DeepSeek-V4-Pro 10.46 443 32.7 23.0
Kimi K3 Seed2.1 Pro 15.49 53.0 26.0 21.0
Kimi K3 Gemini 3.1 Pro 28.54 67.7 22.7 9.7
Claude Fable 5 GLM-5.3 2.02 40.3 26.7 33.0
Claude Fable 5 DeepSeek-V4-Pro 7.52 43.3 33.0 23.7
Claude Fable 5 Seed2.1 Pro 12.56 493 31.0 19.7
Claude Fable 5 Gemini 3.1 Pro 25.60 61.3 29.0 9.7
GLM-5.3 DeepSeek-V4-Pro 5.51 37.3 35.7 27.0
GLM-5.3 Seed2.1 Pro 10.54 47.7 29.0 23.3
GLM-5.3 Gemini 3.1 Pro 23.59 60.0 27.0 13.0
DeepSeek-V4-Pro Seed2.1 Pro 5.03 37.7 39.0 233
DeepSeek-V4-Pro Gemini 3.1 Pro 18.08 51.7 35.0 13.3
Seed2.1 Pro Gemini 3.1 Pro 13.05 40.7 46.0 13.3

A.4 EVALUATION PROTOCOL ABLATIONS

The protocol in § 4 combines requirement-level assessment with visual and executable evidence.
To examine the role of these design choices, we compare the complete protocol with two plausible
alternatives on the same generated artifacts. Holistic evaluation replaces keypoint decomposition
and B/C/R aggregation with a direct overall rating, testing how the assessment changes when
requirements are no longer scored and aggregated separately. Screenshot-only evaluation retains the
rendered images but removes browser measurements and action traces, testing what can be established
from visual evidence alone.

As shown in Fig. 7, holistic scores exceed complete-protocol scores by 42.3 points. Because holistic
evaluation changes both the rating granularity and the aggregation rule, this gap alone cannot establish
which protocol better captures artifact quality. Nevertheless, the large increase suggests that holistic
evaluation may overestimate model capabilities by overlooking failures exposed by the complete
protocol. Removing executable evidence has a clearer effect on evaluation coverage. Unresolved core
cases increase from 26 to 437 out of 918, while unresolved keypoints increase from 15 to 1,987 out
of 7,608. These results indicate that visual evidence alone is often insufficient to determine whether
requirements are satisfied, making screenshot-only evaluation incomplete and unreliable for assessing
overall artifact behavior.
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Figure 7: Protocol sensitivity and evidence coverage. (a) Changes in Overall score relative to the complete
protocol: +42.3 under holistic rating and —4.6 under screenshot-only evaluation. (b) Observed rates of
unresolved core cases across matched artifacts.

A.5 COMPLETE CAPABILITY BREAKDOWNS

The fine-grained analysis in § 5.3.1 focuses on visual dimensions and requirement types. Tab. 6 and 5
complement this analysis by examining application domains and evidence sources across the nine
evaluated models. The domain breakdown reports task-level overall scores, capturing end-to-end
performance within each task group. The source breakdown instead reports reference-use keypoint
scores, obtained by first aggregating the relevant keypoints within each task and then averaging
across tasks. Across domains, equal-model averages are highest for personal and portfolio (44.7),
organizations (44.4), and commerce (44.1), and lowest for data and monitoring (33.7) and events
and community (37.1). Tab. 5 shows that models score higher on text-specified requirements than
on requirements associated with atypical synthetic, licensed/template, or conventional synthetic
references. This gap suggests that explicit textual constraints are easier to follow than properties that
must be inferred from visual references.

Table 5: Reference-related keypoint performance by evidence source.

Model Licensed/ Atypicz.ﬂ Conventional Text
template  synthetic synthetic specification
GPT-6 Astra 82.7 78.8 80.7 91.6
Qwen3.8-Max 81.9 80.0 88.5 90.9
Grok 4.6 833 82.5 87.4 91.1
Kimi K3 81.6 79.3 81.7 85.5
Claude Fable 5 81.7 78.5 88.0 87.4
GLM-5.3 80.5 75.7 80.8 88.1
DeepSeek-V4-Pro 79.3 76.0 80.3 86.1
Seed2.1 Pro 80.0 76.8 81.9 81.8
Gemini 3.1 Pro 80.9 81.7 83.7 86.6

Table 6: Task-level Overall score across the eight high-level application domains.

Model Cr?llétdeigt/ Commerce Organizations Branding Colfg';rllltzty molrjlii?r/ing 1;?[)0;2/ };Zr;?éll?g
GPT-6 Astra 50.2 57.6 539 544 46.8 46.0 544 53.6
Qwen3.8-Max 49.2 50.5 50.2 494 422 50.0 494 51.2
Grok 4.6 46.0 52.0 55.6 49.3 49.6 34.7 49.6 52.6
Kimi K3 439 494 53.5 46.8 39.5 44.5 51.2 54.7
Claude Fable 5 42.6 50.6 50.7 43.8 435 35.8 46.9 40.9
GLM-5.3 459 404 45.8 39.9 38.2 35.7 48.2 46.7
DeepSeek-V4-Pro  40.3 38.7 37.7 38.2 324 25.0 37.4 45.6
Seed2.1 Pro 339 37.9 322 38.8 22.0 20.2 33.0 36.4
Gemini 3.1 Pro 16.1 19.8 20.4 20.3 19.9 11.3 24.7 21.0
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A.6 CROSS-HARNESS SENSITIVITY

The shared OpenCode configuration ensures a consistent main comparison across models, but
real-world agent systems use diverse harnesses. To test sensitivity to the choice of harness, we
evaluate GPT-6 Astra and Kimi K3 on a fixed 32-task sample using two popular alternatives: Claude
Code’ and Codex”. We also include the released OpenCode artifacts for the same 32 tasks, re-scored
using the same evaluation protocol, as the main-harness baseline.

For the Claude Code and Codex reruns, we match the task text, ordered references, initial workspaces,
and nominal resource limits, while retaining each harness’s native system prompts, tools, image
preprocessing, and context-management mechanisms. Tab. 7 summarizes the overall scores for each
model-harness combination. Scores vary modestly across harnesses. GPT-6 Astra ranges from 49.2
to 53.0, a spread of 2.8 points, while Kimi K3 ranges from 43.1 to 49.4, a spread of 1.1 points. GPT-6
Astra outperforms Kimi K3 under all three harnesses, preserving their relative ordering. These results
suggest that the harness affects absolute scores, while overall performance and model ordering remain
relatively stable on this sample.

Table 7: Cross-harness sensitivity on the fixed 32-task sample. We report Overall scores across three harnesses.

Model Harness Overall score
GPT-6 Astra OpenCode (released) 49.2
GPT-6 Astra Claude Code 51.3
GPT-6 Astra Codex 53.0
Kimi K3 OpenCode (released) 48.2
Kimi K3 Claude Code 49.4
Kimi K3 Codex 43.1

A.7 A WORKED EXAMPLE OF REFCRAFT

Fig. 9 traces how GPT-6 Astra, running in OpenCode, completes Task 163: a marine repair quote
builder. The model first identifies which properties to borrow from each reference and which to avoid,
combining bold typography and light service cards while rejecting the dark reference palette. It then
builds a self-contained index .html, inspects rendered views, and revises the tablet heading and
booking controls. Functional checks verify that repair selections update the quote and that editing a
confirmed plan reopens the booking form; the final page also shows no horizontal overflow across 13
tested widths. This example illustrates how reference interpretation, visual refinement, and interaction
testing work together to turn a user request into a functional webpage.

B ADDITIONAL IMPLEMENTATION DETAILS

§ 3 and § 4 describe the design of RefCraft and its evaluation protocol. Here, we explain how these
designs are implemented. We follow the same progression as the main text: reference webpages
are first converted into visual evidence, which supports the construction of user requests and their
evaluation keypoints. Once these task components are fixed, an agent uses the request and reference
images to develop a webpage, while a separate evaluator assesses the submitted artifact against the
hidden keypoints. The details below apply to the RefCraft benchmark and clarify how information
passes between these stages.

B.1 REFERENCE COLLECTION AND VISUAL EVIDENCE

We begin by preparing a reusable collection of webpages from which task-specific references can
be assembled. Following the three-source design in § 3.2, this collection contains 744 pages: 444
openly licensed template-derived pages, 200 conventionally styled synthetic pages, and 100 atypical
synthetic pages. These counts describe the available source pool rather than the benchmark instances.

Shttps:// github.com/anthropics/claude-code
61t .
\ttps:

//github.com/openai/c
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A task draws visual references from one to five source pages, and the same source page may support
different requests that ask agents to use its properties in different ways.

Template sources and licensing. For the template-derived portion, we collect openly licensed
pages from collections including HTML5 UP, Colorlib, Start Bootstrap, Creative Tim, AdminL.TE,
Themefisher, and CodeWithSadee. The retained copies comprise 367 MIT-licensed pages, 76 under
CC BY 3.0, and one under Apache-2.0. For each page, we record its source URL, author, license, and
design-family identifier, preserving the connection between the benchmark reference and its original
source. We also package the page’s styles, scripts, and image assets into a self-contained HTML
snapshot. This snapshot provides a stable input to the capture process: the browser renders the stored
page rather than relying on the continued availability or current appearance of the live website.

Synthetic reference generation. The synthetic portion complements these existing templates by
extending the range of designs available for task construction. Across the 300 synthetic pages,
we use GPT-5.2 and GPT-5.4 (OpenAl, 2025; 2026a), Claude Opus 4.5, Claude Opus 4.6, Claude
Opus 4.8, and Claude Sonnet 4.6 (Anthropic, 2025; 2026¢;d;e), Gemini 3.1 Pro (Google DeepMind,
2026), Qwen3.6-Plus (Qwen Team, 2026a), Seed2.0 Pro (ByteDance Seed Team, 2026a), GLM-
5 (GLM-5 Team et al., 2026), and MiniMax M2.7 (MiniMax, 2026) as reference generators. As
discussed in the main text, however, model-generated pages can themselves converge on familiar
design patterns. For the 100 atypical pages, we therefore pair a controlled design sampler with
Claude Opus 4.8 (Anthropic, 2026d) to introduce less conventional visual combinations. The sampler
combines 16 predefined design families (e.g., Swiss typography ’, brutalism, and terminal interfaces)
with varied palettes and family-specific font stacks, using flat fills, square corners, and optional hard
shadows. The model then refines the copy and page structure, while automated checks enforce the
palette, font, and styling constraints. These models participate in constructing the reference pool, a
role distinct from that of the nine systems subsequently evaluated on the benchmark.

From webpages to task evidence. The stored webpages are construction assets, but the references
shown to agents consist only of images. To produce these visual inputs, Playwright renders each
page at a 1920 x 1080 viewport and captures scripted scrolling and interaction states, yielding
5,522 frames across the pool. For conventionally styled synthetic pages, we retain their original
page-specific demonstration scripts. For template-derived and atypical pages, we generate scripts
from the measured page height and available hover targets (identified through known selectors or
DOM probing), interleaving stepwise scrolling, hovers, and short pauses. We retain the capture-action
script and a time-stamped frame manifest for each page so that the resulting images remain associated
with the actions and source that produced them. When references are assembled into a task, frame
order and source-page boundaries are preserved. The agent can thus distinguish views of the same
page from views of different references without receiving their implementations. Before a request
can be written, we also need to establish which reference properties these images actually expose.
Gemini 3.1 Pro (Google DeepMind, 2026) profiles the frames along the six visual dimensions in
§ 3.2, providing a description of the visible evidence and a rich, weak, or none label for each
dimension. These profiles connect reference collection to query synthesis: they restrict the assignment
of reference-dependent requirements to properties supported by the supplied images, rather than by
information available only in the underlying webpage.

B.2 CONTROLLED TASK CONSTRUCTION

We construct each user request from a structured recipe that combines the reference-use specification
in § 3.3 with choices about the target webpage and how the user expresses their needs. The target
domain is drawn from a taxonomy of 8 broad categories, 40 subcategories, and 206 site types, ranging
from productivity tools such as kanban boards to salon booking pages and API documentation. The
recipe also selects one of 14 user profiles, each defining an identity, priorities, and speaking style. For
example, a shop owner may emphasize contact details in everyday language, whereas a front-end
engineer focuses on semantic structure and responsive behavior.

The recipe also controls the intended page’s functional complexity, content density, and explicit
constraints. Functional complexity ranges from static pages to stateful applications and data visual-

711it1:&: ://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Swiss_Style_ (design)
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ization. Up to three tags specify requirements concerning audience, presentation, content volume,
delivery, tone, or functionality. These can call for mobile-first display, long-form text, image-led
content, offline operation, or bilingual switching. Concrete visual requirements, such as body text of
at least 18px, a specified brand color, or square-cornered buttons, are recorded independently of the
references.

Separately, we sample the language, form, and level of detail of the request. Requests are written in
Chinese or English and take the form of flowing prose, casual messages, a flat list of requirements, or
a structured product requirements document (PRD) with section headings and acceptance criteria.
The level of detail is sampled independently of the page’s functional complexity. It ranges from a
single overall need, through a brief description of three to five sections, to detailed content, data, and
interactions for each section. Target length depends on both form and level of detail and is measured
in Chinese characters or English words. Two exemplars matching the request’s language and form
guide organization and tone without supplying topics or wording to reuse.

Gemini 3.1 Pro then converts the recipe and ordered screenshot groups into a natural-language request
using the prompt in Fig. 10. The prompt asks the model to identify each source by its appearance or
position and explain how its selected properties should inform the design. Each reference is used
only for the specified aspects of the page, and its content is not reused. Explicit values, such as the
18px minimum for body text, must be preserved so that constraints remain checkable after rewording.
Visual descriptions must be grounded in the screenshots; motion that is not visible in them is phrased
as a new user requirement. We retain the resulting request with its recipe for keypoint construction.
Fig. 8 shows three examples with different forms and user profiles.

Emergency guidance CASUAL REQUEST
Task 132 / Front-end engineer

Building a stateful, bilingual emergency guidance data-viz for TVs, strict dark background with light
text. Structure it like the first dashboard: left sidebar, right side stacking metrics, full chart, split
columns. Drop boxed cards for horizontal dividers and outlined circles like that purple-heading page,
and use the bold sans-serif caps and chunky numbers from the last black-header one.

School introduction BULLETED REQUEST
Task 279 / Product manager / Excerpt

Here is the scope for the "Slow Tuesday" K-12 introductory page, structured as a foolproof static
site for an audience of complete tech beginners. [...]

+ All body text must be set to 18px or larger, full stop, because readability is hon-negotiable
for our users.

+ For the cards and containers, use those heavy solid black borders with sharp straight corners and
zero shadows, just like the site with all the thick black boxes.

+ Apply the exact palette from the site with the large pink buttons: the clean white base against
dark grey, using that bright coral-pink o highlight important elements.

[]

Salon booking STRUCTURED PRD
Task 161 / Nontechnical beginner / Excerpt

Overview: This is a booking page for my salon, Kettle & Co. [...]

Interaction: The main thing is a toggle switch somewhere obvious that changes everything between
English and Chinese instantly. When you click a stylist's card, it should just bring up a
simple calendar.

Acceptance: The whole thing has to be delivered as a single working HTML file that I can just
double-click and open in my browser. The bilingual switch has to actually change the text.

Figure 8: Generated user query examples. English requests from the final task set illustrate casual, bulleted,
and structured PRD forms. Task 132 is shown in full; Tasks 279 and 161 are excerpted, with [ . . .] marking
omissions. Original wording is retained.

B.3 KEYPOINT CONSTRUCTION AND QUALITY ASSURANCE

Keypoint construction must preserve the reference relationships established during query synthesis
while also covering the content and functionality expressed in the completed request. We handle
these two parts separately. Reference assignments and explicit textual constraints are converted
programmatically into fixed items from the structured specification, retaining their intended sources
and requirement types. Claude Opus 5 (Anthropic, 2026f) then reads the user request and adds
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keypoints for content, structure, navigation, and functionality without rewriting the fixed items. This
division keeps the specified reference relationships intact while allowing the keypoints to cover
requirements that emerge in the natural-language request.

To make the added keypoints assessable, the construction prompt (Fig. 12) links each criterion to both
the user request and the evidence needed to evaluate it. Each item must first cite the supporting request
text and clarify what it checks: the existence of an element, the correctness of its implementation,
or the precision of its details. Distinguishing these levels prevents the mere presence of an element
from being treated as sufficient evidence that it has been implemented as instructed. The resulting
criterion must then be answerable from the evidence available during evaluation, ruling out questions
requiring source-code inspection or unavailable timing measurements. For interaction-dependent
requirements, this also means identifying both the control and the action needed to reach the relevant
state, so that the subsequent browser-capture process can expose the behavior being assessed.

The generated keypoints are then reviewed by GPT-5.6 Sol (OpenAl, 2026c¢) with high reasoning
effort and the prompt shown in Fig. 13. The review separates completeness from item validity: a
global pass first proposes missing requirements, after which a local pass examines individual items
and returns keep, modify, or remove, together with a reason. Both passes use the reference-use
specification to check whether the criteria preserve the intended task. In particular, an ignored
dimension must not introduce a requirement, an adaptation must not become an exact-match demand,
and an inversion must not reward copying. These checks address errors that could otherwise make
a correct implementation appear unsuccessful. Generation and model review use a configured
maximum output of 128,000 tokens. Finally, the expert review described in § 3 revises the keypoints
before they are used for evaluation. Fig. |1 presents the instruction template for expert keypoint
review.

Final task set. The final benchmark contains 300 tasks, each pairing a user request and ordered
reference screenshots with a verified set of keypoints. Together, these tasks use 534 distinct web-
pages in 972 reference assignments and expose 3,491 reference frames. Stable task identifiers and
input hashes preserve the correspondence between each request, its references, and its evaluation
specification when these components are passed to the execution and judging stages.

B.4 STANDARDIZED AGENTIC EXECUTION

With the task components fixed, execution exposes only the information intended for the evaluated
agent: the user request, ordered reference images, and an environment brief. The verified keypoints
remain hidden and are used later by the evaluator. All released runs use OpenCode 1.18.25 with the
same 100-turn cap, implementing the shared coding-agent setting described in § 4.1.

The environment brief is matched to the language of the request and explains both the required
deliverable and the available development workflow. It asks the agent to “write the finished page to
index.html,” requires a single HTML file, and states that “grading renders the page offline.” It
also describes the inspection loop explicitly as “draft — screenshot — compare — fix — screenshot
again.” To make this loop executable, the workspace provides shell and file-editing tools together
with a Playwright-based shot . py helper. The helper renders the current HTML at widths of 1920,
768, and 390 pixels and returns image paths along with page height, console errors, and attempted
external requests. These outputs allow the agent to inspect its rendered implementation and identify
problems before revising the page.

Network access remains available during development, but it does not relax the offline submission
requirement. Dependencies must be inlined in the final page so that its evaluation does not rely on
external resources. Likewise, the availability of development tools does not grant access to benchmark
data, hidden criteria, or original reference implementations. Such access is denied and audited. At
completion, we retain one official artifact per model—task pair, together with a run record containing
the enforced limits, stop reason, transport attempts, token usage, and artifact hashes. This record
links the webpage evaluated downstream to the trajectory and resource use reported for that run.
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B.5 EVIDENCE COLLECTION AND DUAL-TRACK JUDGING

The agent’s inspection tools support development, but the evidence used for scoring is collected
separately from the submitted index . html. This distinction ensures that the evaluator examines the
final webpage through its own capture and measurement procedure rather than relying on the views
the agent happened to inspect. The hidden keypoints guide this procedure by identifying the states
and properties that need to be exposed. The resulting evidence is then passed to the programmatic
and VLM judging tracks described in § 4.3.

Capture and measurement settings. Playwright/Chromium first renders the artifact at 1920 x 1080,
with a target of five to ten distinct primary frames. Since requirements can concern states that are not
visible on initial load, a deterministic action planner uses the keypoints to plan at most eight states to
expose. For each item, it tries up to four candidate controls and allows 900 ms for a state transition.
These settings govern how the browser attempts to obtain the interaction evidence specified during
keypoint construction.

The evaluator also measures the page at widths of 1280, 768, and 390 pixels to assess behavior beyond
the primary desktop view. Additional stress fixtures test robustness when content differs from the
initial presentation: eligible collections are replaced with zero or 300 rows, an 80-character unbroken
string is injected, and mixed CJK/emoji content is supplied. The resulting measurements complement
the ordinary rendered views by exposing behavior under narrow layouts and abnormal content. If a
measurement is unavailable or inapplicable, that status is recorded explicitly. The absence of a usable
measurement is not treated as evidence that the corresponding test succeeded.

From evidence to judgments. For program-verifiable keypoints, the collected browser measure-
ments determine pass/fail verdicts. Requirements that need semantic or perceptual interpretation are
instead assigned to Gemini 3.1 pro, configured with high thinking level and a maximum output of
65,535 tokens. This judge receives visual and measured evidence rather than the submitted HTML,
reference source code, or solver identity. Its task is to assess what the webpage demonstrates against
the stated requirement, rather than infer success from implementation claims.

The perceptual judge processes batches of 5 keypoints, with a separate assessment for each item.
Each batch contains the user request, the supporting basis for each item, the reference assignments,
and normalized browser facts. To keep these facts and images interpretable, the images follow a fixed
order: reference frames, up to ten main artifact views, up to two views per narrow viewport, and up
to two stress-fixture views. An accompanying manifest identifies the groups, making clear which
images describe the reference and which show the submitted page under each evaluation condition.

Before assigning a rating, the judge must record the expected requirement, the cbserved evi-
dence, and the deviation between them. This sequence asks it to establish a concrete comparison
before choosing a score. Fig. 14 presents these audit instructions and the rating rubric. The full
template also specifies evidence handling and exceptions for unavailable external inputs. The resulting
item scores are combined with core-function evidence using the aggregation rule in § 4.3. We retain
render manifests, measurements, action outcomes, and item verdicts separately, allowing the recorded
judgments to be inspected and the scores to be re-aggregated without another model call.
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From visual references to a working quote builder
Task 163 - Quiet Harbor marine repairs - GPT-6 Astra / OpenCode

1 Read the task and interpret the references

Request - key points References - what to borrow or avoid

® Left navigation with details,

repairs, live quote and booking.

® Toggle boat parts to update R Mortgage Loans
the estimate; no mobile =
overflow.

e White, blue and silver; one A - Manual page B - Service page C - Palette to avoid
self-contained HTML page. Heavy headings; White cards, green pills; Reject dark blocks

light, airy body text. welcoming tone. and green overlays.
Reference details from three sources (12 supplied images); boxes mark borrowed or avoided cues.
+

2 Translate the references into a first draft

Borrow A + B. Bold type, airy tables; - Pohbointinid ) Chorcoss Camseas.
white cards, green buttons and blue details.

Build + inspect. Linked quote and booking;
desktop, tablet and phone.

Hull selected Quote (AUD)
[ o | — [ $880
Firs{ draft - boat,A Fépair contrdis and live quote
+
3 Inspect the renders and refine the layout Tablet - 768 px

Observation — revision. The tablet heading and quote controls need better alignment. Reflow the heading,
widen the booking button and center its helper text.

Before revision After revision

$880 B— $880

Continue to booking > Continue to booking >

o]

Estimated total

Narrow button; helper text shifted right Full-width button; helper text centered
¥

4 Exercise the workflow and check the state changes

Interaction checks. Repair toggles, pricing, . nerscanw lg? Cler cost, Camseas.
keyboard input and booking validation.

State check. Editing reopens the form;
navigation follows the selected section.
Hull deselected Quote (AUD)

™ | -
+

5 Verify the final page and deliver

‘‘‘‘‘ [$352]

Submit. Inspect the final renders and confirmation, oo oo commman o
rerun the checks, and deliver the page. “ You're all set, Alex.

Verified. Booking validation passes; 13 widths (280—
1920 px) show no horizontal overflow. ‘— Edit — reopen form

0 console errors - 0 external requests Demo confirmation and edit link - detail crops

Figure 9: An end-to-end development trajectory on Task 163. Boxes and enlarged screenshot crops highlight
reference cues, responsive-layout revisions, and changes in the quote and booking state.
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Task-writing prompt: multi-reference requests

You are building test prompts for a "Visual Reference Webdev" benchmark.

[...]

You are given a RECIPE. Follow every line of it, but the finished text must read like something a person
actually typed — never like a filled-in form.

[oool

The attached screenshots are {n_groups} different websites, in this order: {group_intro}

[...]
{mix_block}

foool

1. Every single thing you say about these pages must be pinned to the page it applies to — what

you want taken from one, and equally what you saw on one and do not want. A reader holding the
screenshots has to be able to tell, for each of your asks, which page you meant.

2. Never ask for a page to be followed as a whole. No "basically make it look like this one", no "follow
the first one overall”, no "same vibe as that page overall". You are cherry-picking, and a blanket
instruction would silently override your own picks. If you catch yourself writing a sentence that gives
one page general authority over the design, cut it.

[...]

Only claim what you can actually point at in the screenshots. This is the single most damaging mistake
you can make: a detail you invent becomes a test question nobody can answer, and a model that gets it
right gets marked wrong.

» Before writing any visual detail — corner radius, shadow, border, weight, contrast, density — find it in
the right page’s screenshots first. If you cannot point at it, do not write it.

* Attributing a real detail to the wrong page is just as bad as inventing one. Read the notes above
and keep them straight: the colours you liked are on one page, the cards on another.

foool

2. The specific value has to survive. Reword the sentence however suits you, but the actual thing —
that typeface, that colour, that size, that many columns, those corners — must still be there and still be
checkable by someone who never sees the screenshots.

[...]
Write in {lang_name}. Form: {form_name}. {form_spec} Target length: about {length_lo}-{length_hi}
{length_unit}.

[...]

6. Output ONLY the JSON object below — no markdown fences, no explanation.

noon

{{"user_prompt": "<the instruction, in {lang_name}, in the required form>"}}

Figure 10: Prompt for user-query generation. Across all prompt figures, [...] denotes omitted passages.
Formatting and line breaks are adjusted for presentation.
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Expert keypoint review

Your role. Review and revise the evaluation checklist so that it faithfully represents the user’s request and
can be applied to different valid implementations. You are reviewing the evaluation criteria, not scoring
a generated webpage. Do not use model outputs or scores to decide which requirements belong in the
checklist.

Materials. Read the user instruction, ordered reference screenshots, reference-use specification, and draft
checklist, including each item’s identifier, supporting basis, and annotations. Review both seeded and
model-generated items.

1. Check coverage against the task. Identify the requested content, structure, navigation, visual
properties, and essential behavior, then check whether the checklist covers them. Add missing
requirements with a supporting basis. If a function is implicit but necessary to fulfill the stated task,
explain that necessity explicitly. Do not add personal design preferences or optional conventions.

2. Ground each item in the correct evidence. Quote the relevant request text and, for a reference-
dependent property, identify the source page and frame supporting it. Confirm that the cited feature is
visible and belongs to that reference. Remove invented details and unsupported requirements. If the
request, screenshots, and specification conflict, flag the inconsistency rather than silently changing the
task.

3. Preserve the intended reference relationship. Check each constrained dimension against its assigned
requirement type:

e copy: assess the requested property against the assigned reference.

* adapt: assess the selected characteristics and requested transformation, without adding exact-
match demands.

e invert: assess the requested departure from the reference, not similarity to it.

* specify: follow the explicit textual constraint rather than importing a reference property.

¢ ignore: do not introduce a requirement for the unconstrained dimension.

4. Make the criteria specific and verifiable. Each item should assess one requirement without duplicat-
ing another. Distinguish existence, correctness, and precision, and do not invent numerical tolerances.
For interactions, name the control, action, and observable outcome. Check that the criterion can be
judged from rendered views or available browser measurements, not source-code claims or unseen
behavior. Use programmatic checks where reliable measurement is available and perceptual judgment
otherwise. Flag incorrect source, dimension, depth, importance, or judging-track annotations.

5. Return an auditable revision. Mark each existing item as keep, modify, or remove, and label
new items add. Preserve existing identifiers. For every change or addition, provide the revised
wording where applicable, supporting evidence, corrected annotations, and a brief reason. Return the
revised checklist with a separate list of unresolved ambiguities or missing evidence. Do not approve
unresolved items by assumption or change the scoring rubric and aggregation rule.

Figure 11: Instruction template for expert keypoint review. Reviewers check coverage, evidence grounding,
reference-use consistency, and verifiability, then return revised keypoints with reasons for changes and unresolved
issues.
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Keypoint-construction prompt

Role

You are a benchmark checklist construction expert. Items covering reference style / source attribution /
negative-reference requirements / explicit hard constraints have already been generated programmati-
cally from the task request (listed verbatim below). Your only job is to add the content / structure /
navigation / functional requirements in the user instruction.

[oool
Reference-following directive matrix (context only: items for these dimensions are already gener-
ated)
{{ref_directive_matrix } }
Programmatically generated reference items (read-only: do not duplicate)
{{seeded_items}}
[oool
Rule 1: Only generate content/structure/navigation/functional items (ref_aspect must always be "'"")
» Every explicit content / structure / functional requirement in the user instruction must have a
corresponding item.
[...]
* Do not generate items for aspects not mentioned in the instruction, even if they are prominent in the
screenshots.
foool
Rule 3: Three levels of depth, not just existence
Cover at least three levels for each section/function:
Level 1 — Existence (<20% of items): Does the element exist?
* "Does the page include an appointment form?"
Level 2 — Correctness (~40% of items): Is the element implemented correctly as instructed?
* "Does the navigation bar contain these four links, in this order: Home, About, Services, Contact?"
Level 3 — Precision (>40% of items): Do the content details match the instruction exactly?
* "Does the appointment form contain these four fields: name, phone, date, and time slot?"

[...]
Rule 5: basis must quote the original instruction
Each basis must quote the corresponding requirement from the instruction, giving the judge clear
evidence.

* Bad basis: "The instruction asks for a form."

* Good basis: "The instruction states: *The appointment form must include name, phone, and appoint-
ment date.”"

[...]

The checklist auditor only has rendered screenshots + programmatically measured numerical facts
(overflow pixels, node counts, dominant colors, font families, counts of DOM changes before and after
clicks, anchor-landing counts, and counts of numerical changes during loading). The auditor cannot see
the HTML/CSS/JS source (deliberately: source code could claim "the reference color scheme has been
fully followed").

foool

¢ A An item about a particular state must name, in its question, how to reach that state: screenshots
show only the initial page state by default. The program clicks and captures the resulting frame only
when the action is specified.
— x "After expansion, are both the abstract text and citation entries shown?" (What expands, and
how? This frame cannot be captured.)
— v "After clicking the ’Details’ button on the right of a paper card, does the expanded area show
both the abstract text and a BibTeX citation block?"

Figure 12: Keypoint-construction prompt excerpts.
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Two-stage keypoint-review prompts

You are a quality auditor for evaluation checklists. Review a checklist generated by another model and
check whether any important items are missing.
[oool
1. First check coverage against the matrix: the matrix is authoritative on whether these items should
exist.
* Dimensions marked copy: Are there enough specific items (stating what the screenshots actually
show)? Add any that are missing.
¢ Dimensions marked adapt: Are there direction/tone items? Add any that are missing, but do not
add exact-color or exact-spacing requirements.
* Dimensions marked invert: Are there items checking differences in the required direction
(copying the screenshot should score poorly)? Add any that are missing.

[oool
* Dimensions marked ignore: There should be no items at all, and you must not add any.

2. Then check coverage against the instruction:
* Every content/structure/functional requirement explicitly mentioned in the user instruction.
» Implicit but necessary functions (e.g., an "e-commerce website" implies product displays, prices,
etc.).

[oool

5. Do not invent additions: only add items genuinely required by the user instruction or screenshots
and allowed by the matrix. Do not introduce dimensions the user did not address.

You are a quality auditor for evaluation checklists. Review the checklist item by item and determine
whether each item is reasonable.
[ooo
1. Consistent with the matrix? (Most important, taking priority over all other checks) An item’s
ref_aspect identifies the screenshot dimension it draws on. Check the matrix:
¢ Dimension marked ignore — the item should not exist. Mark remove, with reason "violates the
ignore directive".
¢ Dimension marked invert — the item must check explicit departure from the screenshot. If
it asks "Does it match the screenshot / reuse the screenshot’s XX?", the direction is reversed
(rewarding copying and penalizing correct behavior) — mark modify, provide a correctly directed
version inmodified_question, and state "what the screenshot shows + the direction requested
by the user" inmodified_basis.
¢ Dimension marked adapt — only check direction/tone. If the item demands exact colors, pixel
spacing, or font sizes, — mark modify and relax it to a directional question.
* Dimension marked copy — the item should be specific (state what the screenshots actually show).
Handle overly generic items under check 2.
* Empty ref_aspect but the item clearly tests screenshot style — mark modify and supply the
correct dimension name in modified_ref_aspect.
2. Grounded in evidence?
* Does the item’s basis have clear support in the original user instruction?
« If the basis cites a screenshot (e.g., "the screenshot contains XX"), is that feature actually present?
« If it is in neither the instruction nor the screenshots — hallucination. Mark remove.
[oool
Output format
Return a JSON array (no Markdown code block). Provide one judgment for every input id, without
omissions.
[...]
* Do not add new items. Only make keep/remove/modify judgments.

Figure 13: Keypoint-review prompt excerpts. The global pass checks coverage, and the local pass reviews
individual items against the reference-use specification and supporting evidence.
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Perceptual-judging prompt

foool
For each item, determine the following three things in order and include them in the output:
1. expected (required value): Extract a specific, verifiable requirement from basis. Write a value,
not a paraphrase.
e v "5 cards" / "dominant color #1a2340 (from the reference screenshot header)" / "exact text: ’Live
leaderboard’"
* x "Colors must match the reference" (this restates the requirement rather than giving a value).
2. observed (measured value): The actually measured value of the same dimension in the fact
block/rendered frames. This must also be a value.
e Vv "3 cards (see frame 04)" / "#4a90d9 (first entry in fact block colors.bg_by_area)" / "text reads
’Live rankings’"
* x "Implemented correctly” / "Meets the requirement" (these are conclusions, not measurements).
* If the value cannot be measured from any supplied material — write "cannot confirm" in observed.
3. deviation (difference): The difference between expected and observed. This field must not be
omitted.
* Write "none" only when there is no difference at all. Writing "none" commits you to proving
character-by-character/value-by-value equality.
* Otherwise, specify the difference: "count differs by 2 (3/5)" / "similar hue but brightness differs by
about 40%" / "text has been reworded".

[oool

Derive the score from deviation (do not form an impression and then justify it)

Complete expected / observed / deviation first, then use deviation to select a score from the table below.
Do not reverse this order.

Use a four-level 0-1-2-3 scale (poor / fair / good / excellent). A score of 3 is extremely difficult to earn: it
requires perfect, indisputable evidence.

Level / Score Meaning and corresponding deviation

Poor Entirely missing, entirely inconsistent, clearly deviating (wrong count, reworded/summa-
0 rized text, wrong position/hierarchy, clearly mismatched attributes)
Corresponding deviation: One or more clear deviations, or complete absence
Fair Correct direction with acceptable deviations (roughly correct but imprecise details, right
1 color family but different values, slightly too few items, minor layout differences)
Corresponding deviation: Quantifiable deviations, but recognizably the same overall
design
Good Essentially correct, with only tiny imperfections (color difference <5%, spacing difference
2 1-2 px, almost indistinguishable)
Corresponding deviation: Tiny or no deviation, but not verifiable value-by-value perfec-
tion
Excellent Perfect match: expected and observed are equal character by character/value by value,
3 with zero deviation and sufficient evidence

Corresponding deviation: deviation is genuinely "none", and both values can be checked
character by character

Figure 14: Perceptual-judging prompt excerpts. The judge must record expected and observed values and their
deviation before applying the four-level rubric.
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