
INHERENT AI RISK 0.17%
This number included segments that might have been flagged  
by a human due to the non-Latin alphabet in the forward 
translation. They would not have been noted by the AI prompt.

INCONSISTENT 
RESPONSES 1.26%

During our review, the AI would occasionally give different 
responses for the same set of segments. This came to just over  
1% of the total data.

PERFORMANCE

Equivalent AI/Human Performance

AI-Detected Concerns Only

Human-Detected Concerns Only



VALUE DESCRIPTION MEANING

1 Poor The AI engine or Human failed and did not meet expectations in that area.

2 Average The output was adequate, but may need improvement (i.e., prompt refinement or further training).

3 Excellent Ideal performance by AI engine or Human.

ObsROs

In the CE of this type of COA, we notice that generally, the AI engine clearly  
performs better than the Human expert in parameters such as the Choice of  
key terminology. The remaining categories, Clarity, Compliance, and Citation,  
are consistently awarded the same ratings, either Average or Poor. Neither of  
the subjects did well on Consistency.
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PerfOs

In this COA type, the AI engine shows variability in selecting key terms and  
consistency, with ratings ranging from “Poor” to “Average,” indicating occasional 
appropriateness but, more importantly, a general need for improvement or  
external review. The Human output is consistently rated “Poor” across most  
categories, highlighting significant issues in selecting relevant key terms and  
maintaining clarity and consistency. Both parties require substantial improvement 
in Compliance and Citation (both consistently rated “Poor”).
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ClinROs

Based on the analysis of this COA type alone, the Human expert demonstrates a 
higher overall performance in the Concept Elaboration task than the AI engine. 
The Human outputs are more appropriate, clear, compliant, and consistent overall, 
making them more useful for localizing the scales into target languages. However, 
it’s vital to note that both parties need to improve in accuracy and appropriateness 
of Citations, which is the category with the lowest score.
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The AI engine shows inconsistency in selecting appropriate key terms and clarity, 
with ratings ranging from “Excellent” to “Average” to “Poor.” The Human output can 
be considered generally better for this type of content, with mostly “Excellent” ratings 
in Choice, Clarity, and Consistency, indicating a strong ability to select relevant key 
terms and maintain internal coherence. However, both outcomes require significant 
improvement in Compliance and Citation (consistently rated as “Poor,” highlighting 
the need for better adherence to guidelines and more reliable research practices).
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PERFORMANCE BY RATING CATEGORY

AI Output

Human Output

Choice Citation Clarity Compliance Consistency

OVERALL PERFORMANCE
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