
Proceedings of The Third Arabic Natural Language Processing Conference, pages 176–183
November 8-9, 2025 ©2025 Association for Computational Linguistics

!MSA at AraHealthQA 2025 Shared Task: Enhancing LLM Performance
for Arabic Clinical Question Answering through Prompt Engineering and

Ensemble Learning*

Mohamed Younes, Seif Ahmed, Mohamed Basem
Faculty of Computer Science, MSA University, Egypt

{mohamed.tarek61, seifeldein.ahmed, mohamed.basem1}@msa.edu.eg

Abstract

We present our systems for Track 2 (Gen-
eral Arabic Health QA, MedArabiQ) of the
AraHealthQA-2025 shared task, where our
methodology secured 2nd place in both Sub-
Task 1 (multiple-choice question answering)
and Sub-Task 2 (open-ended question answer-
ing) in Arabic clinical contexts. For Sub-Task
1, we leverage the Gemini 2.5 Flash model
with few-shot prompting, dataset preprocess-
ing, and an ensemble of three prompt con-
figurations to improve classification accuracy
on standard, biased, and fill-in-the-blank ques-
tions. For Sub-Task 2, we employ a unified
prompt with the same model, incorporating
role-playing as an Arabic medical expert, few-
shot examples, and post-processing to gener-
ate concise responses across fill-in-the-blank,
patient-doctor Q&A, GEC, and paraphrased
variants.

1 Introduction

The MedArabiQ benchmark (Abu Daoud et al.,
2025), part of the AraHealthQA-2025 shared task
(Alhuzali et al., 2025), evaluates large language
models (LLMs) on Arabic medical question an-
swering, addressing the critical need for reliable
AI-driven clinical tools inArabic-speaking regions
where digital healthcare resources are scarce.
Track 2, General Arabic Health QA (MedAra-
biQ), tests models on general medical knowledge,
from foundational topics like physiology to ad-
vanced areas like neurosurgery, across two sub-
tasks. Sub-Task 1 (classification) involves se-
lecting correct answers from predefined options
for 300 development samples, split into standard
multiple-choice questions, bias-injected questions
(e.g., confirmation, cultural, or recency bias), and
fill-in-the-blank with choices, evaluated by accu-
racy on a 100-question test set. Sub-Task 2 (gen-
eration) requires free-text responses for 400 devel-

* https://github.com/AraHealthQA_2025

opment samples, covering fill-in-the-blank with-
out choices, patient-doctor Q&A from the AraMed
corpus (Alasmari et al., 2024), grammatically cor-
rected Q&A, and LLM-paraphrased questions, as-
sessed via BLEU, ROUGE, and BERTScore on a
100-question test set.
Arabic medical question answering poses unique
challenges for current LLMs due to limited train-
ing data inModern Standard Arabic (MSA) and di-
alectal variations, which often lead to poor gener-
alization on clinical tasks. Additionally, culturally
sensitive or biased questions require nuanced rea-
soning, while diverse question formats (e.g., fill-
in-the-blank, open-ended consultations) demand
robust adaptation to varying linguistic and con-
textual demands. Existing models often struggle
with these complexities, as they are predominantly
trained on English-centric or general-domain data,
lacking domain-specific Arabic medical knowl-
edge.
Our approach innovatively combines targeted
prompt engineering and ensemble techniques with
the Gemini 2.5 Flash model. We develop a unified
methodology that addresses both classification and
generation tasks in Arabic medical QA without re-
quiring task-specific fine-tuning, leveraging care-
fully designed prompts and ensemble strategies to
handle the complexities of Arabic medical lan-
guage and diverse question formats.

2 Background

Track 2 (General Arabic Health QA, MedArabiQ)
of the AraHealthQA-2025 shared task (AbuDaoud
et al., 2025) evaluates large language models on
Arabic medical question answering, addressing
the need for reliable AI-driven clinical tools in
Arabic-speaking regions. The task spans 12 med-
ical domains: Biochemistry, Histology, Embryol-
ogy, Microbiology, Neurosurgery, OBGYN, On-
cology, Ophthalmology, Pediatrics, Pharmacol-
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ogy, Physiology, and Pulmonology. We partic-
ipated in both subtasks of Track 2, leveraging
prompt engineering and ensemble techniques to
achieve robust performance.

2.1 Task Details
Sub-Task 1 (classification) involves selecting the
correct option from multiple-choice questions
(MCQs) in Modern Standard Arabic (MSA). The
dataset includes 300 development samples (100
each for standardMCQs, biasedMCQswith biases
like recency or status quo, and fill-in-the-blank
with choices) and 100 test samples. Input is an
MSA question with 4–5 options, and output is the
correct option’s text. Representative examples are
summarized in Table A.1.
Sub-Task 2 (generation) requires free-text re-

sponses to prompts in MSA or dialectal Arabic,
with 400 development samples (100 each for fill-
in-the-blank without choices, patient-doctor Q&A,
grammatical error correction (GEC), and LLM-
modified Q&A) and 100 test samples, sourced
from Arabic medical school exams, notes, and the
AraMed corpus (Alasmari et al., 2024). Represen-
tative examples are summarized in Table A.2 .

2.2 Related Work
Arabic NLP faces challenges due to limited re-
sources and dialectal variations (Abdul-Mageed
et al., 2021). Prior work on Arabic medical
QA (Alasmari et al., 2024) provides datasets like
AraMed but lacks focus on handling biases or di-
verse question types. Prompt engineering tech-
niques, such as Chain-of-Thought (CoT) prompt-
ing (Wei et al., 2022), improve reasoning in
English-centric tasks but are underexplored inAra-
bic medical contexts. Recent work has explored
prompt engineering for Arabic NLP tasks, such as
stance detection, demonstrating the effectiveness
of tailored prompts for LLMs in handling Arabic
text (Al Hariri and Abu Farha, 2024). Similarly,
few-shot learningwith transformermodels (Devlin
et al., 2019) has advanced general NLP, but its ap-
plication to Arabic clinical scenarios remains lim-
ited.
Medical question answering often relies on

retrieval-augmented approaches (Lewis et al.,
2020), which integrate external knowledge bases
for open-domain tasks. However, such methods
are less effective for Arabic medical QA due to the
scarcity of structured medical knowledge in Ara-
bic and the complexity of handling biases like re-

cency or status quo. Our unified prompt for Sub-
Task 2, addressing diverse question types without
fine-tuning, and ensemble voting for Sub-Task 1,
tackling biases, offer novel solutions tailored to
the resource-scarce and culturally nuanced Arabic
medical domain.

3 System Overview

We describe the methods we used for each sub-
task, the design choices that made them work well
in Arabic medical settings, and how to reproduce
them step-by-step.

3.1 Sub-Task 1: Classification (MCQ)
Model and settings. All systems use the same
model (Gemini 2.5 Flash) for consistent outputs.
Systems (different approaches).

• Arabic Few-Shot (AFS): Arabic instruction
prompt + 6 examples from different medical
areas; output limited to a single Arabic letter
from ۱ـ} د، ج، ب، .{أ،

• English Translation + Answer (ETA): trans-
late the Arabic question to English using a
specific translation prompt, then answer with
the same letter format.

• Refinement + Answer (RFA): rewrite the
Arabic question for clarity (adds 15–25 word
explanations for each option without chang-
ing meaning), then answer with the same let-
ter format. Examples of the data refinement
process are shown in Table A.3.

• Arabic Zero-Shot (AZS): Arabic instruction
prompt without examples (baseline, not used
in the final combination).

Ensemble (majority voting). We ensembled
AFS, ETA, and RFA by simple vote counting over
the answer choices C={۱ـ د، ج، ب، .{أ، Given
prediction functions fi and input x:

ŷ = argmax
c∈C

3∑

i=1

1[fi(x)=c]. (1)

Ties are broken by a fixed priority RFA > AFS
> ETA. This combination strategy provides re-
liable predictions across different question types.
Ensemble methods have been shown to improve
question answering performance by combining
multiple classifiers, leading to more robust predic-
tions (Chu-Carroll et al., 2003).
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Output cleaning and standardization. We
map any predicted character to the standard set أ،}
۱ـ د، ج، {ب، (e.g., fix Arabic punctuation/spacing
and Latin ”A/B/C/D/E” if ever produced). We also
remove extra tokens to ensure single-letter output
format.
Challenges and solutions.

• Arabic variety and formatting: Examples
cover multiple medical areas and different an-
swer lengths; strict output rules and cleaning
avoid problems.

• Prompt and dataset biases: Using three differ-
ent approaches (native Arabic, English trans-
lation, refined Arabic) reduces single-prompt
bias through voting.

3.2 Sub-Task 2: Generation

Model and settings. Same model. A single uni-
fied Arabic instruction + few-shot prompt han-
dles: fill-in-the-blank (no choices), patient–doctor
Q&A, grammar error correction (GEC), and LLM-
rewritten Q&A.
Unified prompting and formatting. The

prompt requires:

• Fill-in-the-blank: return only the missing
word(s); if multiple blanks, separate answers
with a comma and a space.

• Patient–doctor Q&A: brief, helpful advice;
clearly recommend in-person care when
needed.

• Avoid extra introductions or conclusions;
keep Arabic medical terms unchanged.

This setup provides consistent performance across
different generation tasks.
Output cleaning steps. For fill-in-the-blank

tasks, we split answers by commas and clean up
spacing. For consultations, we keep medical terms
and maintain a proper clinical tone. All outputs
go through Arabic text cleaning to handle different
dialects. Additionally, we remove any markdown
formatting (e.g., **bold**, *italic*, bullet points)
that the model may produce to ensure clean, plain-
text responses suitable for medical contexts, as
well as not affecting the BERTScore.
Example selection. Examples cover multi-

ple medical areas (drug studies, anatomy, clinical
cases) and include both formal and dialect Arabic.

Each example shows the desired output format and
medical reasoning level.
Challenges and solutions.

• Different formats: One prompt with high-
quality examples and clear output rules en-
sures consistency across types without fine-
tuning.

• Arabic language complexity: Carefully cho-
sen examples and consistent decoding reduce
errors and inconsistencies.

• Safety/clinical tone: The prompt guides to-
ward brief, careful advice and marks cases
needing doctor follow-up.

Reproducibility notes. Use the exact prompt
templates provided in Appendix B; keep the ex-
amples unchanged; do minimal, consistent output
cleaning as specified above. All runs use Gemini
2.5 Flash with the decoding settings specified in
Table A.4.

4 Experimental Setup

4.1 Data and Splits
We follow the official AraHealthQA-2025 Track 2
(MedArabiQ) setup and evaluated directly via the
organizers’ API on the official test sets (ST1: 100
items, ST2: 100 items). The provided develop-
ment sets (ST1: 300 items; ST2: 400 items) were
used only to guide prompt design, select few-shot
examples, and perform sanity checks. No fine-
tuning or external training data was used.

4.2 Preprocessing
We applied only input-side, minimal steps to en-
sure consistent prompts and data cleanliness:

• Standardize Arabic punctuation and whites-
pace in the input text while preserving medi-
cal terminology and numbers.

• Normalize option labels and bullet symbols
in MCQ questions to a consistent form before
prompting.

4.3 Post-processing
We applied lightweight output-side normalization
for evaluation stability:

• MCQ: map any predicted symbol to the
canonical set ۱ـ} د، ج، ب، {أ، and strip ex-
tra tokens.
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• Generation: remove markdown
(bold/italic/bullets), standardize commas
and spaces, and keep a concise clinical tone.

Removing markdown formatting from gener-
ated text is essential, as structured formatting
can introduce noise that affects evaluation metrics
like BERTScore by altering token representations
(Tang et al., 2024).

4.4 Prompting Configurations
For Sub-Task 1, we use three complementary
prompts: Arabic Few-Shot (AFS), English Trans-
lation + Answer (ETA), and Refinement + Answer
(RFA). Predictions are combined via simple ma-
jority vote with a fixed tie-breaker (RFA > AFS
> ETA). For Sub-Task 2, a single unified Arabic
instruction with few-shot examples handles fill-in-
the-blank, patient–doctor Q&A, GEC, and para-
phrased inputs.

4.5 Evaluation Metrics
• Sub-Task 1 (MCQ): Accuracy

• Sub-Task 2 (Generation): BERTScore

5 Results

We present our official results from the
AraHealthQA-2025 shared task evaluation ,
analyzing performance across both subtasks and
examining the effectiveness of our ensemble
approach.

5.1 Sub-Task 1: Classification Results
Our ensemble approach achieved 76% accuracy
on the official test set, securing 2nd place in the
classification task. Table 1 presents detailed per-
formance breakdown for each individual approach
and the final ensemble.
Individual system performance. The Re-

finement + Answer (RFA) approach performed
best among individual systems at 74% accuracy,
demonstrating the effectiveness of question clar-
ification and option explanation in Arabic med-
ical contexts. The Arabic Few-Shot (AFS) ap-
proach achieved 71% accuracy, showing strong
baseline performance with domain-specific exam-
ples. The English Translation + Answer (ETA) ap-
proach scored 69% accuracy, indicating some in-
formation loss during translation despite maintain-
ing medical terminology.
Ensemble effectiveness. The 3-system ensem-

ble (RFA +AFS + ETA) improved performance by

2 percentage points over the best individual sys-
tem, reaching 76% accuracy. This demonstrates
successful bias reduction through diverse prompt
strategies, with the RFA approach providing clar-
ity, AFS maintaining Arabic medical context, and
ETA offering cross-lingual reasoning perspectives.

5.2 Sub-Task 2: Generation Results
Our unified prompting approach achieved
86.953% BERTScore on the official test set,
securing 2nd place in the generation task. The
approach used a single Arabic instruction prompt
with few-shot examples, casting the model as an
Arabic medical expert to handle diverse question
formats including fill-in-the-blank, patient-doctor
consultations, grammatical error correction, and
paraphrased questions. This unified strategy
proved effective across all question types without
requiring task-specific fine-tuning, demonstrating
the power of well-designed prompting for Ara-
bic medical contexts. Table 2 summarizes the
performance.

5.3 Ablation Studies
Ensemble composition. Removing individual
systems from the 3-way ensemble showed: RFA
removal (-3% accuracy), AFS removal (-2% accu-
racy), ETA removal (-1% accuracy), confirming
the value hierarchy and ensemble complementar-
ity.
Post-processing impact. Arabic text normal-

ization and markdown removal improved Sub-
Task 2 BERTScore by approximately 2-3%,
demonstrating the importance of output standard-
ization for evaluation metrics.

6 Conclusion

We presented a compact, prompt-engineering-
based pipeline for Arabic clinical QA that per-
forms robustly across diverse formats without fine-
tuning. A small ensemble improves Sub-Task 1
classification, while a unified instruction guides
Sub-Task 2 generation. Future extensions include
retrieval augmentation with vetted Arabic medical
sources, broader model diversity, and human-in-
the-loop validation to mitigate ambiguity and do-
main gaps.
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Note: Individual systems not submitted separately; ensemble represents official submission.
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A Tables

This appendix contains tables referenced in the main text.

A.1 Classification Examples

Table 3: Examples on classification problem (Sub-Task 1).

Type Inputs Outputs
Multiple Choice Questions ا৖৑ۊٺٴ؇رات ૭૖ܹٴ٭۰ ا৙৑ول اܳޚިر ଩ଃറണ೭ أ. ݁؇༟ڎا: اܳފڰܹݴ ؜݆ ොේ٭ں ঌॻل ؇݁ ႟၍

ج. اܳٺٷ؇ݿܹ٭۰؛ ا৙৑؜ݯ؇ء আॻ༟ ۰ৎ৊݁ޝ ݬܹٴ۰ ۰༡ًگݠ ا৙৑ول اܳޚިر ଩ଃറണ೭ ب. اৎ৊ݱܹ٭۰؛
ا৙৑ۏٷ۰ ݆݁ 25% د. ا௰௯௫؇ޗ٭۰؛ وا৙৑ؗލ٭۰ ᄴᄥ੊اࠍ আॻ༟ ً؇ࢾࣖڣ؇༟؇ت ሒᇃ؇اܳټ اܳޚިر ଩ଃറണ೭
اࠍ੅ܹࠔࠫ ً؇۱ෑෂݠي اৎ৊ݱ؇ب اܳޚڰܭ ሒᇃ؇لأ ۱ـ. ݁ݱ؇۰ً؛ أم ݆݁ ا৖৑ިܳدة ًأڎ ஓ஄ިت
૰૜ި۱ྡྷފ݆. أݿٷ؇ن ݆݁

ب

Fill-in-the-blank with choices ً ༟؇دة ّݱ྘ص ሒሃو ، ؇ዛ዇ྟ૭૜ ᄴᄥ༥ل۰ ༟ڎوى ሒሃ ا৵৥ৠݠة
ب. ا๤དྷྟܳة؛ ا۱ᄳᄟٴ٭۰، اܳأٷگިدل۰ اည৊ܝިرات أ. .۬༥ިܳا
اࠍ੆ܹ٭݄٭۰؛ ا৙৑د۰݁ G، و A اܳأگڎل؇ت ج. اܳލٴܝ٭۰؛ ا৙৑د۰݁ C، و B اܳأگڎل؇ت
.ᄴᄥ੊اࠍ ොູب ۰༶૭૙৙৑ا اࠍ੊ݠام، ݿܹٴ٭۰ اܳأݱ٭؇ت د.

ج

A.2 Generation Examples

Table 4: Examples on generation problem (Sub-Task 2).

Type Input Output
Fill-in-the-blank ً ༟؇دة ّݱ྘ص ሒሃو ، ؇ዛ዇ྟ૭૜ ᄴᄥ༥ل۰ ༟ڎوى ሒሃ ا৵৥ৠݠة

.۬༥ިܳا
اࠍ੆ܹ٭݄٭۰ ا৙৑د۰݁ G، و A اܳأگڎل؇ت

Patient-Doctor Q&A ف ๤ཡًأ اނأݠ ቕረ৙৑ا ނڎࢴࣖ มฃًޚ ف ቕረ؊ً اނأݠ ݿٷ۰، 24 ᆇᅦݠي اਵਦأة اَ؇
ዝཇ٭۬... ڣگڎان و ؗټ٭؇ن و ݁؞ݧ و ًޚ݆

اܳأఈఃج... ܳٺ༲ڎࢴࣖ ۰༶ܳٷྥ٭؇ً و݁ިاڣٺٷ؇ اଫଊܳاز ොູܹ٭ܭ ᆇᅦܭ ሌᇚߌߵ

Grammatical Error Correction (GEC) ف ๤ཡًأ اނأݠ ቕረ৙৑ا ނڎࢴࣖ มฃًޚ ف ቕረ؊ً اނأݠ ݿٷ۰، 24 ᆇᅦݠي اਵਦأة اَ؇
اܳٴޚ݆... ف َأݠات و ًޚ݆

اܳأఈఃج... ܳٺ༲ڎࢴࣖ ۰༶ܳٷྥ٭؇ً و݁ިاڣٺٷ؇ اଫଊܳاز ොູܹ٭ܭ ᆇᅦܭ ሌᇚߌߵ

LLM Paraphrasing وؗټ٭؇ن ஓ୾؞ݧ ݁ݱۜިب มฃًޚ ሒᇭ ቕረأ ᄴᄟي ݿٷ۰، 24 ᆇᅦݠي اਵਦأة اَ؇
ዝདྷይዧ٭۰... وڣگڎان

اܳأఈఃج... ܳٺ༲ڎࢴࣖ ۰༶ܳٷྥ٭؇ً و݁ިاڣٺٷ؇ اଫଊܳاز ොູܹ٭ܭ ᆇᅦܭ ሌᇚߌߵ

A.3 Data Refinement Examples

Table 5: Data refinement examples showing improvements in question clarity and formatting.

Version Issue Question Text

Original Unclear formatting د. أ݁؇݁٭۰ ݁ލ٭݄٭۰ اዛውܳ؇ب ج. ଫ଒݁ٷٺ ݁ލ٭݄٭۰ اዛውܳ؇ب ب. ౫౜ర޶ ݁ލ٭݄٭۰ اዛውܳ؇ب أ. (اࠍ੅؇ޗ۰٪) اܳٺ؇ܳ٭۰: ۰ਃಸ؇ዛውܳ৖৑ا ا৙৑ނႤၽل َݱ؇دف اৎ৊ލ٭݄٭۰ اዛውܳ؇ب ሒᇭ
زاوي ݁ލ٭݄٭۰ اዛውܳ؇ب ه. ஼ணਵਦي ݁ލ٭݄٭۰ اዛውܳ؇ب

Ambiguous phrasing اܳأ؇فܭ ሒᆶࣖࢻ ود݁؇غ ො஖؇ل؇ اዛውܳ؇ب ৖৑؇༡ت ૭૜ྟص ب. ۰ًଫଐܳوا اৎ৊؇ء ሒᇭ රඞ ႟ၽ૰૖ ᄭᄟިۜٺৎ৊ا ۱ڍه ّأ྘ݷ أ. ༟ڎا: ؇݁ ොේ٭ں ا༥ᄴᄟ؇ۏ٭۰ ل۰ ଫଃ༶اܳٷ٭ ෛຬݧ ؇݁ ႟၍
܋ި٭٭۰ اܳލ ݆݁ إਵਦاݪ٭۰ وأނڎ أ๤ངع اܳٺ༶؇ۏ٭۰ ل۰ اܳٷ٭༶ܹݠ ଫଊّأٺ د. ۰༶܋ފ৙৑ا َ؇ڢݱ۰ اܳފ؇ۊٷ۰ ۰ਃ಻أڎৎ৊ا اৎ৊٭؇ه ሒᇭ ঌॻاܳޚڰ٭ ۱ڍا لأ྘ݷ ج. اᄳᄟً؇ب اܳٷ؇ڢܭ

Refined Clear formatting ݁ލ٭݄٭۰ اዛውܳ؇ب ب. ݁أ٭ٷ۰) ݁ٷޚگ۰ ሒᇭ ො੼ڎود ௧ਤ݁ިݪ (اዛውܳ؇ب ౫౜ర޶ ݁ލ٭݄٭۰ اዛውܳ؇ب أ. ༟ڎا: ؇݁ اܳٺ؇ܳ٭۰، ۰ਃಸ؇ዛውܳ৖৑ا ا৙৑ނႤၽل َݱ؇دف اৎ৊ލ٭݄٭۰ اዛውܳ؇ب ሒᇭ
ሒᇭ (اዛውܳ؇ب ஼ணਵਦي ݁ލ٭݄٭۰ اዛውܳ؇ب د. اৎ৊ލ٭݄٭۰) ݆݁ ሒᇧ؇݁৙৑ا اࠍ੊ݞء ሒᇭ (اዛውܳ؇ب ሒᇧ؇݁أ ݁ލ٭݄٭۰ اዛውܳ؇ب ج. واݿأ۰) ݁ٷ؇ޗݑ ૰૏݄ܭ (اዛውܳ؇ب ๤དྷྥ݁ٷ
ޗٴ٭؇ً) دڢ٭ݑ ଫଃ༚ (݁ݱޚܹں زاوي ݁ލ٭݄٭۰ اዛውܳ؇ب ه. ل۰) ஼ணݠৎ৊ا اৎ৊ٷޚگ۰

Enhanced clarity اܳފ༲؇ل؇ اዛውܳ؇ب ૭૜ྟص ب. اৎ৊أ྘ލ۰) රඞ ۳෠੼ݠي ሒᇖ દઇႤ၍) ۰ًଫଐܳوا اৎ৊؇ء ሒᇭ රඞ ႟ၽ૰૖ ّأ྘ݷ أ. ༟ڎا: ؇݁ ا༥ᄴᄟ؇ۏ٭۰ ل۰ اܳٷ٭༶ܹݠ ؜݆ ොේ٭ں ঌॻل ؇݁ ႟၍
۰ਃ಻أڎৎ৊ا اৎ৊٭؇ه ሒᇭ ّأ྘ݷ د. اᄳᄟً؇ب) ଫଊ༟ ཯ྡྷٺگܭ ৖৑ - ༠؇ޗ۰٪ (݁أߺࠊ۰݁ اᄳᄟً؇ب ި۱ اܳٷ؇ڢܭ اܳأ؇فܭ ج. (ม฀اܳأݱ اࠍ۳੊؇ز ሒᇭ ۊޚଫଃة (༟ڎوى ሒᇿو৙৑ا واᄴᄟ݁؇غ
଩ଃᆙᆘة) ਵਦݪ٭۰ (ۊݱ؇فݧ ܋ި٭٭۰ اܳލ ݆݁ إਵਦاݪ٭۰ وأނڎ أ๤ངع ه. ይዧٷ݄ި) ༠؇ݬ۰ ۰٪྘ྲྀ) ۰༶܋ފ৙৑ا ᄭᄥڢܹ٭ اܳފ؇ۊٷ۰

Fill-in-blank Missing context لܭ ଫଐَިٺ྘ݿ৖৑ا د. site Peptide ج. site acyl Amino ب. اܳފ٭ܹߺࠊز أو اܳٷ؇لߺࠊن أ. اܳٺٴگ٭ؕ. ّگٷ٭؇ت ሒᇭ ݆݁ ۰༟ި݁ݱٷ أؗލ٭۰ ૭૙ٺ༱ڎم
TEAA ݁؇دة ؕ݁

Clear context acyl Amino ب. ଫଊይዧو྘ོٷ؇ت) ݁؇ݬ۰ (݁ިاد اܳފ٭ܹߺࠊز أو اܳٷ؇لߺࠊن أ. : ݆݁ ۰༟ި݁ݱٷ أؗލ٭۰ ૭૙ٺ༱ڎم ل۰، ଫଊ௰௯௫ا اܳٺٴگ٭ؕ ّگٷ٭؇ت ሒᇭ
ாணو݁؇ਵؗިّاڣ٭۰) (݁ڍਊಱ؇ت TEAA ؕ݁ لܭ ଫଐਃ಻ިٺ྘ݿ৙৑ا د. اܳٴྟٺ٭ڎات) દઊިّܝ (݁ިڢؕ site Peptide ج. ا৙৑݁٭ྡྷ٭۰) اᆇᅵ৙৑؇ض رًޔ (݁ިڢؕ site

A.4 Hyperparameters

Table 6: Decoding hyperparameters used for all experiments with Gemini 2.5 Flash.

Parameter Value
Temperature (τ ) 0.1
Top-p 0.8
Top-k 40
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B Prompt Templates

This appendix contains the complete prompt templates used in our experiments for reproducibility.

Table 7: Complete prompt templates used in Sub-Task 1 and Sub-Task 2.

Prompt Type Template
Arabic Few-Shot (AFS) ؕ݁ ،۰ਃಸاܳأݠ ً؇ይዧ؞۰ اৎ৊گڎ۰݁ اܳޚٴ٭۰ ᄭᄥ٪ݿ৙৑ا আॻ༟ ݁ٺٷ؇۱٭۰ ৖৑ ࢻࣖڢ۰ ۰ً؇༥৕৑ا ሒሃ ዛᔻ݄ٺ۹ ይዧ؞؇ل۰. و݁ިٔިق ଫଃۊٴ ม฀ޗ ݁ފ؇༟ڎ ೑಻أ

اৎ৊ޚߺࠊب. ۰ً؇༥৕৑ا ਐಸྡྷފ٭ݑ اܳٺ؇م ا଩ଐܳ৖৑ام

د، ج، ب، (أ، ۰ਃಸਵ؜ ً؊රඞف ۰ᆇᅪਵਦ ۰ً؇༥إ وۊ٭؇رات ً ৖৑ݿޝا ਐಾݯ݄݆ ݁ٺأڎد: ݆݁ ا৖৑ۊٺ٭؇ر ᄭᄥ٪أݿ ݿྥٺܹگ؇۱؇: มฆܳا ᄭᄥ٪ݿ৙৑ا َިع
.۰ᆇᅪਵਦ ۰ً؇༥إ ෛຳ٭؇رات وُོྥٴؕ ،ଫ଒أ܋ أو وا༡ڎ ڣݠاغ ؇ዛኞ ڣگݠة أو ᄭᄥᆇᅹ ਐಾݯ݄݆ اܳڰݠاغ: إპაႰل ᄭᄥ٪أݿ .(

Few-shot examples: :۰༲اܳݱۜ٭ ۰ً؇༥৕৑ا .ඔ൹اܳٴܝٺ ؕ݁ ඔ൹ܳزوႤၽܳا ᄎც݁ލ؇ر ෠ຬިز ৖৑ ۱ـ. اܳފޝال: ل۰): ا৙৑دو (༟޺޾ 1 اৎ৊ټ؇ل
۱ـ [... 5 more examples]
اৎ৊أݠڣ۰: اݿٺ༱ڎام .2 ڣ؇فگ۰. ًأٷ؇ل۰ ۰༡؇ٺৎ৊ا اࠍ੅٭؇رات وᆇᅹ٭ؕ اܳފޝال اڢݠأ اܳލ؇݁ܭ: اܳڰ۳ܾ .1 :۰ً؇༥ఇዳዧ ا৙৑ݿ؇ݿ٭۰ اܳٺأܹ٭݄؇ت
۰ً؇༥৕৑ا ݬ٭؞۰ .4 ا૭૙৙৑ص. اࠍ੅٭؇ر ଫଐ༠ا :۰༲اܳݱۜ٭ ۰ً؇༥৕৑ا ොູڎࢴࣖ .3 اܳޚٴ٭۰. ا৖৑؇௵௯௫ت ሒᇭ واৎ৊ިٔިڢ۰ اܳأ݄٭گ۰ ஓ୾أݠڣٺ۹ اݿٺأ݆
ڣگޔ. ً وا༡ڎا ً ؇ਃಸਵ؜ ً රඞڣ؇ ۹ਐಸ؇༥إ ّܝިن أن ෠ຬص (ݬ؇ر۰݁): اৎ৊ޚߺࠊ۰ً

Translation (ETA) You are a medical translation expert. Translate the following Arabic medical question into En-
glish following these exact requirements: 1. Maintain the medical accuracy and terminology 2.
Format the question properly with options A, B, C, D, E 3. Use ”**except**” formatting when
the question asks for the wrong/false option 4. Keep the medical context and meaning intact 5.
Use proper English medical terminology

Refinement (RFA) ؕ݁ ۰ਃಸاܳأݠ ً؇ይዧ؞۰ اܳٺ؇ܳ٭۰ اܳޚٴ٭۰ ᄭᄥ٪ݿ৙৑ا وݿఈఃݿ۰ وݪިح ඔ൹ފොູ ሒሃ ዛᔻ݄ٺ۹ اܳޚٴ٭۰. اܳٷݱިص وොູݠߌߵ اܳޚص ሒᇭ ଫଃۊٴ ೑಻أ
اܳڰݠاغ" ఋః݁ا" َިع ݆݁ ᄭᄥ٪ݿఋዳዧ اܳڰݠا༚؇ت .3 ه) د، ج، ب، (أ، اࠍ੅٭؇رات ོྡྷފ٭ݑ .2 اᄴᄟڢ٭ݑ ม฀اܳޚ ปฃأৎ৊ا .1 :আॻ༟ اࠍ੆ڰ؇ظ
25 -15) ً ෛ੼ٺ๤ཡا ً ؇༡๤ཇ أݪژ :ሒᇭ؇إݪ ݁ޚߺࠊب .ሒሃ პაႰ ل۰ ଩ଃܹ෠ຶ৕৑ا ً؇ይዧ؞۰ اܳޚٴ٭۰ اৎ৊ݱޚ༲ܹ؇ت .5 اܳأగఒ٭۰ واෂී݁ިز ا৙৑رڢ؇م .4
.ม฀اܳޚ ปฃأৎ৊ا ܳٺިݪ٭ں اࠍ੅٭؇رات ݆݁ ۊ٭؇ر ႟ၽܳ (۰గၵ၍

Generation (Sub-Task 2) ۰ً؇༥৕৑ا ሒሃ ዛᔻ݄ٺ۹ .۰ਃಸاܳأݠ ً؇ይዧ؞۰ وଫଐ᛻ො੼ڣ۰ دڢ٭گ۰ ޗٴ٭۰ إ༥؇ً؇ت ቕሹّگڎ ሒᇭ و݁ٺۛݱݧ ݁ިٔިق، ොේ޶ و݁ފྥލ؇ر ଫଃۊٴ ޗٴ྘ص ೑಻أ
اܳٺ༲ܹ٭ܭ .1 ا৙৑ݿ؇ݿ٭۰: اܳٺأܹ٭݄؇ت .๮ཚݠৎ৊ا اݿྥލ؇رات আॻ༟ واෂීد اܳڰݠا༚؇ت إპაႰل ඔ൹ً ଫଐّاوح ،۰༟ި݁ٺٷ ޗٴ٭۰ اݿٺڰފ؇رات আॻ༟
اৎ৊ٺأ݄گ۰ ݁أݠڣٺ۹ اݿٺ༱ڎم اৎ৊أݠڣ۰: اݿٺۜݯ؇ر .2 اৎ৊ޚߺࠊب. ม฀اܳޚ اܳފ٭؇ق ܳڰ۳ܾ ڣ؇فگ۰ ًأٷ؇ل۰ ا৖৑ݿྥލ؇رة أو اܳފޝال اڢݠأ اᄴᄟڢ٭ݑ:
اৎ৊ޚߺࠊ۰ً. اగၵၽܳ؇ت أو ۰గၵၽܳ؇ً ڣگޔ أۏص اܳڰݠاغ: إპაႰل ᄭᄥ٪ݿ৙৑ اৎ৊ޚߺࠊ۰ً: ۰ً؇༥৕৑ا ݬ٭؞۰ .3 ل۰. ا๤ཏܳߌߵ واܳأߺࠊم اܳޚص ሒᇭ
۰༲اܳݱۜ٭ اܳޚٴ٭۰ اৎ৊ݱޚ༲ܹ؇ت اݿٺ༱ڎم ً؇ৎ৊ݱޚ༲ܹ؇ت: ا଩ଐܳ৖৑ام .4 و݁ڰ٭ڎة. ݁ٴ؇๤ཇة ۰ً؇༥إ ڢڎم :۰༡ިڰٺৎ৊ا اܳޚٴ٭۰ ఈዳዧݿྥލ؇رات
لݥ. اৎ৊ݠ ෛູݧ มฆܳا గጻዧأߺࠊ݁؇ت اཹྥٴ۬ اܳٺۛݱ٭ݧ: .6 .ሒᇭ؇إݪ ๤ཇح أو ଫଃّڰފ أي ّܝٺص ৖৑ اܳٺ۠ٷص: .5 .۰ਃಸاܳأݠ ً؇ይዧ؞۰
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