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[bookmark: _2cz5q8sdxkpu]Welcome to Project Acadia!  

[bookmark: _6qhbumuvrz2v]CONFIDENTIAL — This document contains proprietary information intended solely for authorized Mercor contractors. By accessing this document, you agree to maintain strict confidentiality in accordance with your contractor agreement. Unauthorized disclosure, reproduction, or distribution is strictly prohibited.

[bookmark: _4kskl8g92w8k]Our Goal
Your goal is to evaluate model responses and determine which is better. The overall aim is to compare two model responses and give a preference + rationale.
[bookmark: _v5ocuudkkzc4]Your Role
You will evaluate responses across your domain ( legal and finance). For each task, you will compare two AI-generated responses side by side. You will then select your preferred response and provide a preference rating along with a written rationale for your choice.

This data will be instrumental in training and improving a model that is used by millions around the world. For this reason, all experts on this project will be held to high quality standards at all times. Once you’ve attended an onboarding session, you’ll receive access to project tooling and can start working!

If you are new to Mercor, read through the linked page below to gain a better understanding of who we are and what we do:
· What is Mercor?
[bookmark: _fofvdp74er9v]Expectations
· ⚠️ AI usage is required on this project, but strictly only as outlined in the AI Usage Guidelines.
· Work hours: You can work up to 40+ hours per week if you consistently submit high-quality work.
· Average time per task:
· 2 hours per task.
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[bookmark: _3h2agm7f7id5]What is Mercor?
[bookmark: _4r1318ceqsqi]
Mercor is a talent marketplace platform designed to connect companies with highly skilled contractors for a wide range of projects and roles. 
For this specific project, Mercor is connecting experts in their field (you) with leading AI labs to test, challenge, and improve their frontier AI models.

[bookmark: _tqoupeccgn4s]
[bookmark: _hqxim66x89xr]Mercor-related FAQs
Talent Website Homepage
[bookmark: _kv0jolqhksoo]How do I use Insightful?
How to use Insightful
· Guide for downloading insightful

[bookmark: _y94r12heuq7v]How do I receive payment?
How to receive payments via Stripe
· Providing your banking information to Stripe

[bookmark: _rizs2332txpn]What are the policies for time tracking and pay?
Questions about time tracking, pay policies, and pay dates
· You will be paid for time which is tracked using Insightful
· Payments are processed on Wednesdays

[bookmark: _cwy9uhwayb3w]How does the Mercor referral policy work?
Questions about Mercor referral policies
· If you refer someone, they must work 10 hours before you receive a bonus

[bookmark: _9cz8vonfrodb]What can I tell people about my work?
Social Media Guidelines
· You may never mention the name of the AI Lab you work with or project specific details
· You can post on LinkedIn that you worked as a contractor for Mercor Intelligence

[bookmark: _j2e5x33k6xgq]How does my work and pay here affect my taxes?
Tax Overview
· Mercor does not offer W2 employment, only 1099 employment




	Date
	Changes Made

	Nov 12
	Weight of Axes visual updated to Sourcing 40%, Accuracy 30%, Completeness 20%, Clarity 10%. It is a visual guide only and not a scoring rule.

	Nov 4
	Aht increased to 2 hours

	Oct 28
	Evidence & Reasoning wording in rows 5 and 4 of the Grading Rubric put back to match the reviewer workflow. The sourcing evidence steps are in the Rationale Structure. Business Golden Answer to include evidence steps in Rationale Structure.

	Oct 14
	· Removed ‘material’ from being mentioned in the rubric, added automatic fail chart to grading rubric page

	Oct 7
	· Further Clarified Workflow steps
· Added new Golden Examples to reflect new axes

	Oct 6
	[important] 10/6 Updates

	Sep 20
	· Updated Grading Rubric 
· added Materiality as a criteria
· Clarified that missing Correctness caps score at 3
· Adjusted details of criteria
· Added Main vs. Secondary Claims table

	Sep 16
	· Rating Scale clarified to state that Correctness is the most important dimension
· Updated the Golden Example for Legal

	Sep 15
	· Grading Rubric clarified for Core Axes and Choice Rating / Consistency 

	Sep 2
	· AHT updated to 1.75 hours from 1.5 hours

	Sep 1
	· Grading Rubric: Choice rating for 3, 4, 5 clarified

	Aug 31
	· Grading Rubric: Choice rating for 1, 2, 3 clarified

	Aug 26 
	· Rating Scale: Readability Scoring Scale added
· Workflow: Readability Judgment step added
· PLATFORM LINKS: Minor cosmetic adjustments

	Aug 21
	· Grading Rubric overhauled
· Workflow: Clarification regarding minor details added

	Aug 20
	· Changed “Step 1: Familiarize” into "Familiarize and Analyze”
	- added guidance on what to focus on verifying
· Added “Broken Tasks” guidance

	Aug 19
	· Replaced Task Score 5 examples for Legal/Law and Business/Finance/Economics
· Adjusted wording for grading rubric, rating scale, and task workflow
· Added 2 video walkthroughs 
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[bookmark: _445znutfno2]First Steps: Onboarding 
Welcome to the project!

Please read all these instructions VERY carefully. They contain important information for getting started and producing successful work. 
[bookmark: _62yxxfo2uls0]Your Onboarding Hours
⏱️ All new onboards start with a limit of 2 hours. That time covers reading the instructions, watching the onboarding videos, and completing the Onboarding Quiz.
⏱️ Once you pass the onboarding quiz, you will be given an extra 3 hours, in which you must complete 1 trial task.


[bookmark: _bp9ht5tzp9d6]Steps 1 to 3: Account Setup
Do these three setup steps first. Each one has full instructions in its own tab.
1. Set up your mercor.expert email. Full steps are in the Slack/Email tab.
2. Set up Insightful to track your hours. Full steps are in the Insightful tab.
3. Join the project’s Slack workspace. Full steps are in the Slack/Email tab.

[bookmark: _ih5jg7umfy4]Step 4: Watch the Onboarding Videos
1. Intro to Project Acadia: Project Acadia Onboarding v2.mp4
2. Task Workflow Walkthrough: How to Complete an Acadia Task v3.mp4

[bookmark: _ck2qmz6hhs7a]Step 5: Take the Onboarding Quiz
1. Read the AI Usage tabs (including Claude Guidance and Suggested Claude Questions), the Workflow, and the Golden Examples before taking the quiz.
2. Take the quiz here: Onboarding Quiz
3. After passing the quiz, you will shortly be given access to the task platform (there will be a delay of up to 12 hours). You will also be granted 3 additional hours.

[bookmark: _fh2m37r37gm9]Step 6: Start Your Trial Task
Once you can access the task platform, you may start on your first trial task. Remember to look at the Rationale Examples and Golden Examples!

🚨 Please pause for feedback after the first task. Do not complete any extra tasks until you have received feedback.




[image: ]



We're excited to have you on board with us!
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[bookmark: _z4mdfw6h9bhb]Slack/Email set up (for new Mercor experts) 
[bookmark: _bhxp5xd9k6j5]Set up mercor.expert email
You will be provisioned access to a mercor.expert email account.
1. Log in to the 🔗 Okta Dashboard with your personal email (this should be the same email you use to log in to work.mercor.com).
2. After logging in to Okta, you will see under ‘My Apps’ that you have access to Google Mail, Drive, and Calendar using this mercor.expert email account. 
Note: You may be asked to verify an unfamiliar email address. Please accept this. This pertains to your mercor.expert account. 
Need help? If you have additional questions regarding this account, see the 🔗 mercor.expert email guide.
[bookmark: _9ajwhleadjtb]Join Slack
Slack is the primary communication hub for Project Acadia . All major updates, task clarifications, and discussions will happen here, so please check Slack regularly. This is where 99% of project communication (including feedback, reminders, and important announcements) will take place.

Join the Slack Workspace
Join our project’s Slack workspace through the Okta setup on work.mercor.com after signing your contract. Refer to the guide here.

Join Required Channels

	Channel
	Purpose

	#acadia-announcement
	Primary communications channel from Mercor leads. Reminders and important announcements will be posted here, so please check this channel regularly.

	#acadia-help-desk
	Project-level FAQs/support. Feel free to ask any questions about the project, tasks, or workflow here!

For additional support, contact: Doris or Paige



If there are any issues or if you are missing from any channels, please contact Doris or Paige for additional support with the Slack workspace! 
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[bookmark: _gcfieqq3e5gu]Insightful

[bookmark: _90hz5hrflx1e]Set up Insightful
We require all experts to download Insightful to track your work hours. This enables us to ensure all experts are working productively and without unauthorized assistance.
Quick setup:
1. Accept the Insightful invite from your personal email
2. Create the account with your personal email and set a password
3. Download and install the Workpuls desktop app
4. Log in and test the timer
Need help? The Step-by-Step Setup Guide further down this tab has a video and screenshots for each step.
[bookmark: _idz2r3qyoj9]Insightful Policy
Insightful (Workpuls) is the platform that we use to track hours for billing and project monitoring. It is mandatory to use Insightful to track your hours for all time you work on the project for us to monitor your productivity and track your task creation time. 

Use Insightful responsibly and in line with our project expectations:

	Insightful Policy
	Activity Type

	Clock in on Insightful
	
1. Reviewing onboarding materials
2. Watching training videos or reviewing task instructions
3. Completing tasks on the client platform
4. Asking project-related questions in Slack or email


	Do not clock in on Insightful
	Anything else



Insightful periodically captures screenshots of your screen to verify productivity.
Insightful recognizes keyboard strokes and mouse clicks/scrolls, not touchscreen interactions.
If you're using a touchscreen on a desktop computer, you'll need to use keyboard and mouse inputs for Insightful to detect activity properly.
Our team can review these screenshots to confirm that work is being completed and that no AI tools or unauthorised aids are being used. If they are, you are at risk of offboarding.


[bookmark: _xhsakl3dxp8l]Step-by-Step Setup Guide
· Watch this video for a visual tutorial of how to set up Insightful: InsightfulVideo.mov 
· If you prefer to follow along in text instead, you can use the step-by-step instructions below.

· Written guide:
· Accept the Invite in your email address you used to sign up to Mercor
· Once you're added to a project, you'll receive an email invitation from Insightful at the email address registered on the Mercor platform. Open the email and click the “Start using Insightful” button to join.
[image: ]

· Set up a password for Insightful

[image: ]


· Download the Desktop App
Download the Insightful desktop app (named Workpuls) that matches your operating system (Windows/macOS).
[image: ]


· Install and Launch Workplus
· Install the Workplus app and open it.
You’ll see a dashboard showing all the projects you’re assigned to.

[image: ]

· Start and Stop Time Tracking
· [bookmark: _edi0kq9qgn52]Select the project you're working on.
Click the "Play" button to start tracking your time, and click "Stop" when you pause or end your work session.

[image: ]
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[bookmark: _kybxymm0yysf]FAQs
1. I didn’t receive an Insightful invite. What should I do?

If you're didn’t receive an Insightful invite, please try the following steps:
1. Open your contract on the platform.
2. From the checklist, select the "Set up Insightful" task.
3. Then choose the “Send email again” option to trigger a fresh access link.
If your account is already active, you can try downloading the Insightful app directly from this link: https://app.insightful.io/#/token/download and logging in using your credentials
If the issue persists after that, please reach out to support@mercor.com. The team will have your access set up correctly.
2. Can I use a different tracker or add manual hours?
No. Only Insightful data is used for payment.
3. How do I submit screenshots on Insightful?
You don’t need to manually submit screenshots. Insightful automatically captures them while you work. Just ensure the application is running in the background. If an admin specifically requests manual submission, only then take action.
4. Insightful is showing time on X platform as neutral or unproductive
You do not need to worry about how Insightful automatically categorizes your time. Your pay will continue to be issued as long as you submit tasks!
5. Forgotten password?
If you forget your password, you are able to reset by following these steps:
· Go to the https://app.insightful.io/#/forgot-password 
· Enter your personal email linked 
· This will send an email link to your personal email to reset.
Neutral time on legitimate sites is not an issue, and won’t have a negative effect.
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[bookmark: _a7ie9ykz8jr0]Payments
[bookmark: _sf7yeecg9j5g]General Payment Info
· Payouts happen weekly on Wednesdays for work completed the previous week.
· No fixed working hours.
· If you are a reviewer, please remember to track all hours to get paid. We cannot add time manually.
· All legitimate work is paid unless flagged for fraud, spam, or policy violations.
· Refer to Mercor’s pay policy here: https://talent.docs.mercor.com/policies/time-tracking-pay
[bookmark: _cmvw033epjne]Payment Providers
1. Stripe: Our primary payment platform for ongoing contributors. Once you accept a job offer, you’ll be prompted to set up your Stripe payout account with basic personal and banking information. Visit the Stripe payment link for more details.
 
2. Wise.com: Used mainly for one-off payments or for contributors not onboarded fully into Stripe. Simple to use, no Mercor account is needed to receive money via Wise. Visit the Wise payment link for more details.

[bookmark: _kil4kg9uqlhc]When Will Payment be Received?
· Payouts are initiated Wednesday
· Most people receive funds by Thursday
· 1st-time payouts may take 3–5 days (identity & account verification)
· Subsequent transfers are typically faster
[bookmark: _o3ms1dpfny3m]FAQs
1. What if my payment is delayed?
Check your email for any issues related to account verification or provider-side delays. Reach out to support@mercor.com if nothing is resolved within 3 business days.
2. I have received an incorrect amount or a bonus is missing.
First, confirm your tasks were properly tracked with Taiga. If you still believe there’s an issue, reach out support@mercor.com with information like Project Name, tasks approved, and the duration you have worked on so that we can resolve your query as quickly as possible.
3. Insightful is logging time as unproductive, will I still be paid?
You do not need to worry about how Insightful automatically categorizes your time. Your pay will continue to be issued as long as you submit tasks!

[image: ]
Mercor – Strictly Confidential	
Project Expectations
[bookmark: _3vtctlrmltp]Work hours
· You can work up to 40 hours per week if you (1) do high-quality work and (2) have the time!
[bookmark: _anhl3t73c1it]Average Handling Time:
· 1.75 hours per task.
📚Table of Contents


	🚨 Platform Links ↗
Task platform links and time limits

	🤖 AI Usage ↗
How Claude works in the tasking workflow

	📈 Workflow ↗
Task instructions and walkthrough

	📝 Grading Rubric ↗
How tasks are scored, including automatic fails

	🖊️ Rationale Structure ↗
What to cover in each critique and the comparative verdict

	🪜 The Axes ↗
The 4 axes in priority order, with examples

	‼️ Main Claim Guidance ↗
How to find the main claim and the evidence worth verifying

	🏅 Golden Examples ↗
Examples of solid tasks submitted in this project

	💡 Tips and Common Errors ↗
Common mistakes to avoid in your critiques

	📊 Task Checker ↗
Quality checker to run before submitting every task
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[bookmark: _gagmxgj8fger]Task Instructions
	🚨 Critiques and rationales must be thorough, detailed, specific, and have concrete examples. Please refer to 🔗 Rationale Examples.
🚨 Any rationale/critique that is vague or short will be rejected and marked as a defect task.
🎥 Watch the Acadia Task Walkthrough Video.



[bookmark: _cr2we7oab205]Task Platform Links
You must be logged into your mercor.expert email to access the tasks linked below.
	⚖️ Law/Legal ↗
💼 Business/Finance/Economics ↗


[bookmark: _o5zdlblb36a2]⏱️ Time limits
· Each task on the platform has a 4 hour limit. You can track how much time you have left in the top right. When it reaches 30 minutes or less, an "Extend Time" button will appear that you can click to reset the timer.
· The average time it takes to complete a task should still be 2 hours, so this 4-hour limit accounts for any necessary breaks, etc.
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[bookmark: _cfbs3256e9sn]🤖 AI Usage Guidelines

▶️ Watch this walkthrough (mandatory): Claude Walkthrough Video
📝 Take this quiz if you haven’t already (mandatory): [Acadia] Onboarding Quiz 

AI will be used only for asking factual questions and pointing out objective differences. You should not ask Claude to rate outputs or write rationales. Instead, use it to ask questions that help you understand the outputs. 

	✅Allowed AI usage:
	❌Not Allowed:

	· Using the client-provided Claude in the browser, strictly accessed from the Okta dashboard.
	· Using your personal Claude, or using any other AI tool (ChatGPT, Gemini, Copilot).
· Asking Claude to compare the outputs, or to say which is better or worse on any dimension
· Pasting, paraphrasing, or editing Claude’s text into your rationale.
· 




	🤖 Claude Guidance ↗
	🤖 Suggested Claude Questions ↗








[bookmark: _p4i2rdpff9fd]Claude Use Guidance:
Ask Claude factual questions that you could verify yourself by checking the files.

	✅ What you can ask:
	❌ What not to ask:

	· Does this cited source exist?
· Does it say what the output claims? 
· Where do the numbers differ?
· What does each output recommend?
· What are the facts behind this flag? (Quote the first 10 or so words of the flag, or the highlighted text.)
· For more questions, refer to Suggested Claude Questions
	· Which response is better, more accurate, more complete, or clearer?
· What rating should I give?
· Does Response A have errors? (Ask a granular, factual question instead: what does Response A say the total is, and what do the sources show?)
· Anything that writes or edits your rationale.





⚠️ Claude will refuse questions about opinions or ratings. If you are having trouble with a query try to rephrase it as a factual question about the files.







	🛑 Rules
· Do not ask Claude which output is better, or to score, rank, decide a flag, or answer the rating questions.
· Do not skip ahead. Finish your own review and full draft before asking Claude what you missed. We review transcripts and time spent, and sessions that skip the review step will be flagged!
· Write your critiques and rationale in your own words. Do not paste anything Claude wrote into Surveyor. Claude will not write or edit them for you - do not use any other AI/LLM tool to write or paraphrase your rationales.
· Add the shareable chat link to every task.
· If the page says “Task files are not available” or the download still fails after a reload, immediately flag it to an EPM. Do not rate or submit that task!
· A correct link will include something like ✅ claude.ai/share. If your link contains one of the following, it is incorrect:
· ❌ claude.ai/chat
· ❌ claude.ai/project
· ❌ claude.ai/artifact
Your expertise/judgement still matters the most here. Claude is there to speed up reading and checking, not as a source of truth.



[bookmark: _p7mogd9nirji]Suggested Claude Questions



Use these as starting points. Replace anything in [brackets] with details from your task. 
💡To keep answers focused, add: “Please keep your analysis brief and simple.” as a beginning prompt.
⚠️  Claude's answers are not a source of truth. Always check Claude’s answers against the files.

	Ask Claude
	Why it helps

	Purpose: Get an overview with tables

	Create a table of the sources each response cites, with a short description of each.
	Gives you a map of the sources before you start checking.

	Create a table comparing the results in Response A and Response B, with where each item appears in the response. Include the sources each response cites. Group the items as identical, similar, or different.
	Shows at a glance where the responses agree and differ, and exactly where to verify each item. 

	Summarize the methodology Response A and Response B used in a comparison table.
	Makes differences in approach easy to see side by side.

	For each response, what is the main ask: the one-sentence statement of what the user ultimately needs to know?
	Pins down what the user needs, so you can judge whether each response answers it.

	What does each output recommend based on the main ask?
	Shows each response’s bottom line side by side, so you can check whether the analysis supports it.

	What data in each response best supports its recommendation? Check those sources and create a table.
	Points you to the evidence each recommendation rests on, so you know which sources to verify first.

	Purpose: Check cited sources

	Does this cited source exist?
	Catches made-up or broken citations before you rely on them.

	Does [the cited source] say what the output claims?
	Checks that the response is sourcing its information honestly.

	Do the [Local Rules] limit the length of a [motion for summary judgment]? Do they require a [Statement of Undisputed Facts]?
	Finds specific requirements, so you can check whether each response followed them.

	Purpose: Find details in the responses

	Where in Response A does it mention [that the mark was filed on X]?
	Works like a thorough Ctrl+F on long responses

	What is the relevant evidence from Response A and Response B supporting [specific point]?
	Pulls the supporting passages from both responses so you can judge them yourself.

	What are the facts behind this flag? [Quote the first 10 or so words of the flag, or the highlighted text.]
	Helps you decide whether an automated flag points to a real issue.

	Purpose: Check numbers and formulas

	How did Response A arrive at [value]? Walk through the calculation.
	If a value is off (for example, total income doesn’t add up), Claude can trace why.

	Where do the numbers differ between Response A and Response B?
	Points you to the figures worth checking first.

	Are the figures in Response A consistent from section to section?
	Catches numbers that change between sections of the same response.

	Purpose: Spot differences

	List the factual differences between Response A and Response B. Don’t say which is better.
	Helps when two responses look nearly identical. Then use your own judgment to verify facts.

	Purpose: Check cited cases, laws, and guidelines

	What is the holding of [Johnson v. Davis, 480 So. 2d 625]? Does Response A cite it correctly?
	Finding and reading case law takes time-  Claude can save time here.

	What does [627.4137, Fla. Stat.] do? Does Response B apply it correctly?
	Quickly locates and summarizes statutes, rules, or regulations cited in a response, so you can verify them.

	What are the [IDSA guidelines for treating osteomyelitis after a diabetic foot ulcer]?
	Fast background reference in any field. Confirm it against the official source.



[bookmark: _2ccqy5mw3h3v]Tips for better answers
· Ask specific, one-off questions instead of chatting back and forth.

· The more specific the question, the less likely Claude is to make things up. For example, ask it to find a specific number in each file and compare them, instead of asking whether there are any discrepancies.

· Ask Claude to cite where it found each number or fact, for example: “Please give me the specific cell numbers where you found [X].” This makes it easy to check, especially when a file has several similar lists.

· To get more thorough, factual detail, add: “I can handle interpreting information; please only analyze factually.”
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[bookmark: _8rgowr4i9vpc]Task Workflow
	🎥 Watch the Acadia Task Walkthrough Video



[bookmark: _4afdks2dgy0h]Step 0: Setup (3 minutes) 
· Access your Okta dashboard.
· Launch Claude by selecting its tile within the dashboard portal.
· Navigate to this project chat here: 🔗 “(Acadia/Shenandoah) Claude-Assisted Pairwise Review” 
· or, navigate manually from Projects > Organization> (Acadia/Shenandoah) Claude-Assisted Pairwise Review
· Double check that the model is set to Opus 5.5 Extra.
· Set the model setting to “Auto” instead of “Manual”.
[image: ]
↓
[bookmark: _6s6eoinxkho9]Step 1: Confirm your are in the project chat
· Confirm you are located within the specific project chat workspace.
· Ensure every task uses a new chat thread within this project.
· Make sure Claude starts the chat with: “You are in the Claude assisted research-answer review project.”

🛑 If you don’t see the line above, you are in the wrong place. 
Using the wrong chat instead of the project chat puts you at risk of being offboarded.

↓
[bookmark: _7hyg38dqdn8f]Step 2: Add relevant task files
· Input the zip file from the task platform directly into the chat with the prompt: “Keep this chat clear, concise, and easy to understand.”
· Claude will give you an overview, then ask for your observations.

💡 Claude’s overview can take up to 5-10 minutes. Let it run while you read the prompt and responses

↓
[bookmark: _w7k1u3za8i8h]Step 3: Familiarize and analyze (<15 minutes)
Start by reading the prompt and writing down the main ask in one sentence. That’s the one thing the user actually needs to know by the end. Some prompts are long and ask several things, so boil it down to the one that matters most.
[bookmark: 3kra6othm6f]
Think about the following:
· What does each response recommend for the main ask?
· What information or data in each response best supports that recommendation? Those are the claims you’ll verify later.
💡 Use this analysis to determine which claims will require verification later on. Try not to focus on minor details that are not central to the prompt.


Skim both final outputs of Response A and Response B, while keeping the above questions in mind.

Once you’ve skimmed through both responses, click Continue.

↓
[bookmark: _gblu3xess1b1]Step 4: Readability Judgment (if applicable)
This step only occurs in some tasks. If the first page does not ask you to rate readability, please skip this step and continue onto Step 5.

2a. Skim both responses and judge which is easier to read for its intended reader. Judge only the writing. Pick a rating on the scale below.

	What to look at
· Structure: does it lead with the answer or bury it?
· Density: padded, repetitive, or a wall of text?
· Wording: plain and direct, or hedged and awkward?
· Formatting: do headings and bullets help or get in the way?
What to ignore
Response substance (pretend as if both responses are equally accurate and complete).



Readability Scoring Scale
	A
	A
	A
	Same
	B
	B
	B

	A much easier
	A moderately easier
	A slightly easier
	Same
	B slightly easier
	B moderately easier
	B much easier

	Clearly easier to read (structure, density, wording)
	Moderately easier to read
	Small edge in readability
	No clear writing advantage either way
	Small edge in readability
	Moderately easier to read
	Clearly easier to read (structure, density, wording)



2b. Provide guidance (1 to 2 sentences) on what the weaker response can improve readability-wise. 
Point at a concrete fix. For example:
· Lead with the answer instead of the caveats.
· Cut the repeated disclaimers.
· Break the wall of bullets into short sections.
Avoid vague notes like "be clearer" or comments about facts.

↓

	🛑 The chat link MUST be included with every task, and it MUST be the correct link (from top right of the chat, clicking “Share”).
‼️Each missing or incorrect link counts as a strike. After 2 strikes, you will be paused from the project.


↓

✅ Step 5: Critique focused solely on Response A (<35 minutes)
5a. Review Response A independently in detail. An automated check may have flagged possible issues. Some responses might not have any automated flags. 

These flags appear as cards in the right margin- you can scroll to the yellow dots on the right to find them (pictured below). For each flag, decide whether it points to an actual problem in the response, and mark it as one of these:
· Real issue: it’s a true error or flaw in the response.
· Not a real issue: what’s flagged isn’t actually a problem, even if it really is in the response.
· Can’t verify: you can’t tell either way.
Then write a clear one-sentence reason for your choice.
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↓
5b. Once all flags are reviewed, you can start writing your critique in the "Your critique of Response A" text box. Call out concrete strengths and weaknesses with specific evidence by naming the step, line, or claim.
Things to do while writing the critique/rationale:
· 🔗 Follow the Rationale Structure
· 🔗 Walk through The Axes
· 🔗 Focus on Main Claims and Material Evidence
Critique Format Example:

critique of response a (7+ sentences)
 sourcing: (write-up, 3 to 4 sources checked)
 accuracy: (write-up)
 completeness: (write-up)
 clarity: (write-up)
critique of response b (7+ sentences)
 sourcing: (write-up, 3 to 4 sources checked)
 accuracy: (write-up)
 completeness: (write-up)
 clarity: (write-up)

compare the responses (5+ sentences)
say which response is better and by how much, then go axis by axis and say what is different between the two and   which one that favors.

This critique paragraph must be 7 + sentences minimum, and be specific! 
🚫 Please do not make any references to Claude or include any personal commentary (“I am struggling with time…” “I do not understand this task…”) in any of your rationales. These will result in automatic defects.
↓
[bookmark: _s3k1i7hk3su3]Step 6: Critique focused solely on Response B (< 35 minutes)
Same flow as earlier in Step 5, now for Response B. Review any automated flags, mark each one, and write a critique focused on Response B. 

↓
[bookmark: _64xl9xj8pis7]Step 7: Select your preferred response
◄ A STRONGER                                     								          B STRONGER ►
	1
A much better
	2
A moderately
	3
A slightly
	4
Tie
	5
B slightly
	6
B moderately
	7
B much better

	A is better on sourcing and at least one other axis.
	
	
	Even on sourcing, accuracy, completeness, and clarity.
	
	
	B is better on sourcing and at least one other axis.



	⚠️ Sourcing is the most important axis, then Accuracy. If one response is even slightly better on sourcing, the rating should directionally favor that response, even if the other response is better on accuracy, completeness, and clarity.



↓
[bookmark: _4fc6bgfez0md]Step 8: Write a comparative rationale (< 15 minutes)
Provide a clear, 5+ sentence explanation for your preference. Your rationale should: 

· Be explicit and state which response you preferred
· (e.g. "A is (much/moderately/slightly) better than...")
· Compare the 2 responses on each axis and say what is different between them not what they both did
· Be aligned with your rating 
For example, do not select a rating of “A much better”, but then only discuss A’s negatives and B’s positives  
· Focus on a comparison between the 2 responses


↓
[bookmark: _mao36o1b2ok]Step 9: Have Claude evaluate your rationale
1. Put your Step 8 draft into the Draft Comparison Rationale field in the task.
2. Paste the same draft, along with your A/B critiques, into the Claude chat, along with a phrase such as “I'm done. Please check what I may have missed."
3. Review Claude’s suggestions, such as errors, omissions, and weaknesses in your rationale.
· Use your best judgment - Verify Claude’s findings against the responses/sources before incorporating them.
· Go through Claude’s findings one at a time. Check each one against the responses and the sources. If it’s a real error, fix it in your rationale.
4. Put only your revised Comparative Rationale into the Final Comparison Rationale field in the task.
[image: ]

	📝 The two rationale fields in the task
· Draft Comparison Rationale: Your initial Overall Preference Rationale, written by you, same as in previous tasks.

· Final Comparison Rationale: Your Overall Preference Rationale, refined after having Claude look it over. It should not mention Claude, since it’s simply the polished final version of your Overall Preference Rationale. This is the version reviewers grade, so it has to be the complete rationale, not just the parts you changed. It should not mention Claude.



↓
[bookmark: _q26hjh2yskhh]Step 10: Grab your shareable chat link
1. After your last message with Claude, click Share (top right of the chat).
2. Click “Only people invited” and toggle it to the Mercor C4E
3. Click Save.
4. Copy the link and paste it into the chat link field on the task.


[image: ]

↓

Step 11: Run the task through the task quality checker

Time to do a final quality check on your task! This is mandatory.

	👉 Open the Task Checker




Go to Task Checker, and put in all relevant fields. This is a personalized quality checker we built for Project Acadia to help you make sure your task is high quality, and hopefully keep your approval rate high.
Please fix any errors the Task Checker points out.
↓

Submit!




⚠️ Caution
· “This task is broken” checkbox -> select this if there is a legitimate technical issue (a response is blank/missing, cuts off mid-answer, or content won't load). Briefly describe the issue in any text field; no other fields are required. 
Do not use this for tasks if you haven’t tried refreshing the page. We will be monitoring this.
· Release vs Skip -> Release puts the task back into your task queue. Skip removes the task from your queue for good and it can’t be recovered. 
Neither choice is penalized, so please feel free to skip any tasks that you do not feel comfortable completing.AnyAI assistant or large language mo

[image: ]




[bookmark: _ce7gceviscm5]Grading Rubric
AHT: 2 hours

This grading rubric outlines how tasks will be scored and evaluated.



	Rating
	Description

	5
	· Formatting: Response A and B were evaluated independently, and the Overall Rationale clearly identifies differences/compares A vs. B, including where the numbers differ and what each output recommends.
· Evidence & Reasoning: All claims are backed with evidence, and each is explained (how it supports the judgment and affects the response)
· Core Axes: All four core axes are covered both in individual critiques as well as in the overall preference rationale, with 3-4+ sources checked for Sourcing in each of the Response A and Response B critiques (each cited source exists, is reliable, and says what the output claims).
· Choice Rating / Consistency: Score and magnitude are consistent with writer’s rationale
· Factuality: 1 minor factual error

Offers good training value to the model.

	
4
	· Formatting: Response A and B were not evaluated independently, OR the Overall Rationale does not clearly identify differences/compares A vs. B (e.g., where the numbers differ or what each output recommends).
· Evidence & Reasoning: 1-2 claims are missing evidence or an explanation of why it matters
· Core Axes: Sourcing is discussed, but only 2 sources are checked in either critique, or missing Accuracy, Completeness, or Clarity in individual critiques or in the overall preference rationale. The critiques might conflate the different axes once.
· Choice Rating / Consistency: Magnitude of the preference gap is not stated (much/moderately/slightly) OR a score is inconsistent with the rating scale. The rationale somewhat justifies why one response is better than the other
· Factuality: 2 minor factual errors

Offers decent training value to the model.

	3
	· Formatting: Response A and B were not evaluated independently, AND the Overall Rationale does not clearly identify differences/compares A vs. B.
· Evidence & Reasoning: 3+ claims are missing evidence or an explanation, or explanations only restate the evidence
· Core Axes: Accuracy is not discussed. Missing 2 out of 4 axes in individual critiques or in the overall preference rationale, or only 1 source is checked in either critique.
· Choice Rating / Consistency: Score is not consistent with writer’s rationale but still in the right direction (e.g., writer scores a 2, but states “A is slightly better” rather than “A is moderately better) / The rationale does not justify why one response is better than the other
· Factuality: 3 minor factual errors, or 1 major factual error

Offers some training value to the model.

	2
	· Formatting: Response A and B were barely evaluated, and the Overall Rationale
provides little value
· Evidence & Reasoning: Less than 2 instances of evidence, little to no explanation, 1-3 sentence critiques that show clear lack of effort
· Core Axes: Axes are briefly touched upon, but low effort, or no sources are checked in either critique
· Choice Rating / Consistency: Directionally inconsistent (when the expert clearly picked the wrong score by accident, e.g., rationale prefers A but score picks preference of B)
· Factuality: 1+ major factual errors directly related to the main claim that lead to and impact the overall preference

Offers little training value to the model.

	1
	· Formatting: More than 50% of the rationale is templated/similar (no value)
· Evidence & Reasoning: No instances of evidence or explanation are provided; no effort
· Core Axes: No Axes are touched upon
· Choice Rating / Consistency: Directionally inconsistent (when the expert clearly picked the wrong score by accident, e.g., rationale prefers A but score picks preference of B)
· Factuality: 2+ major factual errors that lead to and impact the overall preference

Offers close to no training value to the model.


 


Tasks containing any of the following will automatically be graded as a fail.
	Item
	Description

	Wrong Usage of Claude 
	Copy and pasting from Claude, using the wrong project chat, using any other AI/LLM tool, using your personal Claude, 

	Major Factual Errors
	Major factual errors that materially affect the overall preference between Response A and Response B.

	Incorrect/Missing Claude Link
	The Claude chat link is missing, incorrect, inaccessible, or does not have the required sharing permissions.

	Contradictory Ratings
	Directionally inconsistent. (Rationale states A is better-should be a 1-3, marked as a 5-7). 

	Templating/Copy-Pasting
	Heavy templating or copy-pasting from a previous task, or between the Response A and Response B evaluations, such that the rationale is not independently written and specific to each response. Some basic overlap in wording is acceptable, but each evaluation must reflect the specific evidence and reasoning relevant to that response.

	Personal Commentary 
	Personal commentary that doesn’t relate to the task  ("this task was so difficult for me", "I ran out of time").



Rationale Structure
Follow the table below, top to bottom, as you write your task.
	Paragraph
	Topic to Discuss
	Detail 

	



Critique of Response A

7+ sentences
	




The 4 Axes
	Sourcing
1. Check at least 3 to 4 sources behind the main claims
2. For each one, quote the claim from the response, name the source you checked and say whether it was the one the response cited or one you found yourself
3. Say what the source actually says and whether that confirms or contradicts the claim.
4. Explain what that does to the response.

	
	
	Accuracy
1. Pick the main claims, the ones the recommendation depends on, and check the response’s math and reading against the source. You don’t need to check every small detail.
2. Quote the claim from the response and say what the source actually gives for it.
3. If they differ, say where the response went wrong (wrong number, wrong formula, wrong reading of the source) and what that does to the response.

	
	
	

	
	
	Completeness
1. Provide specific evidence from outputs
2. Explain how this evidence supports your judgment and affects the response

	
	
	

	
	
	Clarity
1. Provide specific evidence from outputs
2. Explain how this evidence supports your judgment and affects the response

	
	
	

	


Critique of Response B

7+ sentences
	




The 4 Axes
	Sourcing
1. Check at least 3 to 4 sources behind the main claims
2. For each one, quote the claim from the response, name the source you checked and say whether it was the one the response cited or one you found yourself
3. Say what the source actually says and whether that confirms or contradicts the claim
4. Explain what that does to the response.

	
	
	

	
	
	Accuracy
1. Pick the main claims, the ones the recommendation depends on, and check the response’s math and reading against the source. you don’t need to check every small detail
2. Quote the claim from the response and say what the source actually gives for it
3. If they differ, say where the response went wrong (wrong number, wrong formula, wrong reading of the source) and what that does to the response.

	
	
	Completeness
1. Provide specific evidence from outputs
2. Explain how this evidence supports your judgment and affects the response

	
	
	

	
	
	Clarity
1. Provide specific evidence from outputs
2. Explain how this evidence supports your judgment and affects the response

	
	
	

	



Comparative Verdict

5+ sentences
	


	For each axis below:
1. Say which response is stronger, or that they’re even.
2. Point to the specific thing in each response that shows it.
3. Say why that makes one response more useful for what the user asked.

Sourcing
1. Reference specific evidence or concrete example(s) 
2. Explain how this difference makes one response stronger
Accuracy
1. Reference specific evidence or concrete example(s) 
2. Explain how this difference makes one response stronger
Completeness
1. Reference specific evidence or concrete example(s) 
2. Explain how this difference makes one response stronger
Clarity
1. Reference specific evidence or concrete example(s) 
2. Explain how this difference makes one response stronger

	
	Overall Rating
	Overall
Say which response is better and by how much (much, moderately, slightly), name the axis or axes that decided it, and make sure it matches your choice rating.






Axes priority table

Objective: Use this priority list to convert your axis scores into an overall rating. If the axes disagree, the higher-priority axis wins. 

Name the 1-2+ axes that determined the overall rating in your comparative verdict.



The 4 Axes
Priority order:   Sourcing   >   Accuracy   >   Completeness   >   Clarity 

	Axis
	What to check
	Watch for

	1  Sourcing
Highest priority
	· Does the cited source exist, and does it say what the output claims?
· Which response is more trustworthy about where its content originated from?
· Does the response make a claim or provide information that cannot be traced to the sources?
· Is the cited source reliable? Spot-check main claims against a trustworthy outside source.


	Claims, numbers, or citations stated as facts that do not appear in the sources
or
States them incorrectly, so the claim is not supported by or traceable to the source
or
Relies on a source that is unreliable or factually wrong, even if the response matches it

Key question: Is there a legitimate basis for this information in the source, and is the source reliable?

	2  Accuracy

	· Which response is more accurate: does it produce more accurate calculations, assumptions, conclusions, logic, rules, etc?
· Does the response contain content that exists in the sources, but the model applies the wrong methodology, calculations, or reasoning to arrive at the wrong answer?

Tip: Start with the main claims (information directly related to the goal of the prompt). Do not try to verify every little detail.
	
Information from the source that the model does not correctly understand, calculate, or apply

Key question: Did the model use the information from the source correctly?

	3  Completeness/Rigor

	· Did the model answer all the questions in the prompt, not just the main one?
· Did the model provide enough information/reasoning to answer the question?
· Which response covers the task at hand more and with more depth?
· Is the additional information provided helpful/useful or tangential/distracting?
	Incomplete responses, questions in the prompt left unanswered, conclusions with no working shown, and missed edge cases that matter. (a claim with no source behind it goes under sourcing, not here.)


	4  Clarity
	· Which response is better organized, formatted, and presented?
· Which response is no longer than it needs to be?

Priorities: Conciseness > Language Clarity > Formatting
	Hedging that says nothing, padding for length, over-weighting.
Clarity can never make up for a wrong or incomplete answer.




Examples of Sourcing vs Accuracy
· Sourcing = legitimate basis for the information. Is the model’s claim actually supported by or traceable to a reliable source?
· Accuracy = correct use of information. Did the model correctly understand, calculate, and apply the information from the source?


	Source says
	Accuracy error
	Sourcing error

	“Employees are eligible for a $500 bonus if they complete 10 projects by December 31.”
	The model says an employee who completed 10 projects by December 31 is not eligible because it incorrectly interprets the requirement or applies the rule incorrectly.
	The model says, “Employees who complete 10 projects by December 31 receive a $1,000 bonus.” The source supports the eligibility condition, but does not support the $1,000 amount.

	“A company generated $2M in revenue and $1.5M in expenses in 2025.”
	The model calculates profit as $1M instead of $500K. The source information is correct, but the model makes a calculation error.
	The model says, “The company generated $2M in revenue and $1.8M in expenses in 2025.” The source does not contain the $1.8M figure, so the claim isn't supported by the source.

	“John Smith was sentenced to 30 years in prison on December 15th, 2020. John Smith will start his sentence on January 15th, 2021.”
	The model says, “John Smith will get out of prison on December 15th, 2050 at the latest.” The source information is correct, but the model calculated from the sentencing date instead of the start date (January 15th, 2021).
	The model says, “John Smith was sentenced to 20 years in prison.” The source says 30 years, so the claim isn’t supported by the source.
Unreliable source: The model says, “John Smith was sentenced to 30 years in prison.” This matches the source, but he was actually sentenced to 25 years. The model relied on a source with incorrect information, so this is still a Sourcing error.





Weight of Axes (just for a fun visual representation)
This is how much the axes should be focused on in the rationale:
[image: ]
[bookmark: _gd7mj86iglyn]About Main Claims and Material Evidence

For each task, identify:
1. Prompt/User Ask: One-sentence statement of what the user ultimately needs to know.
2. Response Main Claim: Material Evidence: What 3–4 sources best support that answer or output, and why?

Example 1 prompt: “I’m taking my two kids to Gulf Shores for a full beach day this Saturday. We’ll be there from about 10 a.m. to 5 p.m., and I’d rather pack light than bring everything we might possibly need. Check the latest forecast and other relevant information, then tell me what we should definitely bring, what we can skip, and what I’m most likely to regret leaving behind.”

	Claim Type
	Description
	Example

	Response What is the main answer or output the response provides in response to the ask?
Main Claim
	The primary answer the response provides to the user's main ask. It is what the user ultimately needs to know. 
	“Prioritize water, high-SPF sunscreen, and a large shade source, with a rain/wind layer as a backup.” 

These are direct recommendations about what to bring, so they directly address the ask.

	Material 
Evidence
	A substantive claim that materially contributes to establishing the main claim. If this claim were wrong or removed, it could weaken, change, or undermine the response's answer. 
	“Saturday’s forecast calls for temperatures in the mid-90s, a UV index of 10, and a 40% chance of afternoon thunderstorms.” 




Those conditions materially support prioritizing hydration, sun protection, shade, and weather protection. 

	Secondary 
Evidence
	A relevant claim that adds useful context but does not materially affect the main claim. Its omission may make the response less comprehensive, but does not undermine the answer.  
	“Gulf Shores public beach access begins at 6 a.m. and runs through the evening.” 



Although the prompt mentioned time, the information could be relevant to the trip and can be researched, but it does not materially affect what the family should bring. 

	Unrelated 
Evidence
	A claim that does not meaningfully contribute to answering the user's main ask or the response. 
	“Gulf Shores is one of Alabama's most visited coastal destinations.”

 It may be “correct”, but it does not  contribute value based on the ask in the prompt.



Example 2 prompt: “I’m opening a small coffee shop in Dallas, Texas, and I’ve narrowed it down to two locations, one near Main Street in Downtown Dallas and one in Bishop Arts District. I’m trying to decide which gives the business the better financial opportunity over the next several years, not simply which has the lower rent. Compare the two based on current rents, customer traffic, nearby growth, and recent performance of comparable businesses, and tell me which location you would choose.”

	Claim Type
	Description
	Example

	Response Main Claim
	The primary answer the response provides to the user's main ask. It is what the user ultimately needs to know. 
	“I would choose Downtown Dallas because its stronger customer traffic and growth outlook outweigh the higher occupancy costs.” 

This is the response's overall recommendation about which location offers the better financial opportunity, so it directly addresses the main ask. 

	Material 
Evidence
	A substantive claim that materially contributes to establishing the main claim. If this claim were wrong or removed, it could weaken, change, or undermine the response's answer. 
	“Asking rents are 18% higher in Downtown Dallas"; "pedestrian traffic is 35% higher in Downtown Dallas”. 




These directly compares a major cost of the location with a measure of potential customer demand, providing a stronger basis for evaluating the financial opportunity. 

	Secondary
Evidence 
	A relevant claim that adds useful context but does not materially affect the main claim. Its omission may make the response less comprehensive, but does not undermine the answer. 
	"Downtown has had 12% population growth" and "several national retailers have opened nearby." 




These findings describe broader market growth and do not directly establish that Downtown would provide a stronger financial opportunity for a coffee shop.

	Unrelated 
Evidence
	A claim that does not meaningfully contribute to answering the user's main ask or the response. 
	“Bishop Arts is known for its murals and independent boutiques.” 

This may describe the neighborhood accurately, but it does not provide value to the user based on the ask in the prompt.




Broken Tasks

⚠️ Always try refreshing the page first.

Please only select “This task is broken” if:
· The response or prompt is truncated
· The response does not load
· The majority of the response (not citations) is in a foreign language

If citation contents are mostly in a foreign language, it would be helpful to quote the claim being made by the model and explain why the claim is correct/incorrect by providing a specific, independently researched source (including links). 

Do not select this option for any other reason! If you are not sure whether the task is broken or not, feel free to press “Skip”.
Video Walkthroughs

Video walkthroughs recorded by Team Leads, talking through the process of a task with tips on how to complete a task within the AHT limits.


Legal / Law 
Screen Recording 2026-08-17 at 10.25.15 PM.mov




Business/Finance/Economics Screen Recording 2026-08-18 at 11.25.09.mov

Mercor – Strictly Confidential	
Score 1-5 Examples

The following examples are samples of real tasks submitted in Project Acadia, all graded with full scores. 

Use these examples to help you gauge what an ideal task should look like.



🔗Legal/Law Examples


🔗Business/Finance/Economics Examples
[bookmark: _lxcez3v2tq3h]Example Task: Trilateral Defence Pact and India’s Response

	Final rating: 5 · B slightly better
Deciding axis: Clarity. Sourcing, Accuracy, and Completeness are a tie. B uses headers that tie back to the prompt’s asks, while A puts the signing date and signatories into one large block.



[bookmark: _4j0et8z0bjd]📝 Prompt
	As a South Asia risk analyst at a marine-cargo underwriter, I need one dated, sourced entry for our country-risk file: the new trilateral collective-defence arrangement that now ties Pakistan to a Gulf state and a NATO member. What’s the confirmed signing date, who signed it, and what is New Delhi’s foreign ministry saying about it as of now? Please give me the latest verified status rather than background.


[bookmark: _pr1hyyx5nldv]⚖️ Axis by axis
	Axis
	Better
	Why

	Sourcing (highest priority)
	Tie
	Both find relevant articles that support the signing date, signatories, and India’s position.

	Accuracy
	Tie
	Both accurately extract the relevant facts from the sources they cite.

	Completeness
	Tie
	Both answer every ask in the prompt.

	Clarity
	✅ B
	B uses headers like “Confirmed signing date” and “Who signed.” A does not separate the main asks with headers or bullet points.


[bookmark: _90xptwmjqbj8]🅰️ Critique of Response A
	Sourcing: Response A correctly states that “Confirmed signing: the trilateral “Mecca Joint Defence Agreement” (Pakistan’s FM Ishaq Dar also calls it the “Makkah Accord”) was signed Friday, 7 August 2026,” and “ Signatories: Saudi Crown Prince/PM Mohammed bin Salman, Turkish President Recep Tayyip Erdoğan and Pakistani PM Shehbaz Sharif “ The response’s cited CBS source states “Turkish President Recep Tayyip Erdogan, Saudi Crown Prince Mohammed bin Salman, and Pakistani Prime Minister Shehbaz Sharif sign a trilateral joint defense agreement in Mecca, Saudi Arabia, on Aug. 7, 2026.” This is important as it is 2/4 of the prompts main ask.
Response A correctly states India’s response that “This is also a development that we are closely following, and we shall keep you updated”.  The response cites an August 7 Livemint article which states  Randhir Jaiswal said: “This is also a development that we are closely following, and we shall keep you updated.” The response also states  that India’s position is “”we continue to closely follow developments in the West Asia conflict … we are examining its implications, both from the perspective of our national security as well as considerations of regional stability, peace and stability. India remains fully committed to safeguarding its national interests and will take all necessary measures in this regard.”  The August 11 Tribune/ANI article cited by the model states “we continue to closely follow developments in the West Asia conflict. As far as this particular agreement is concerned, we are examining its implications, both from the perspective of our national security as well as considerations of regional stability, peace and stability. India remains fully committed to meeting or safeguarding its national interests and will take all necessary measures in this regard,” Which supports the 3 most important ask of the prompt.
The model also correctly states “I found no MEA/official Indian statement on the pact after the 11 Aug briefing” independent research confirms that claim and that there are no new updates on the position after August 11. This is the last important ask of the prompt.
Accuracy: The response correctly answers all the main asks of the prompt with accuracy. It correctly states the signing date, signatories, Indian’s position, and if India’s stated position is the latest. The response uses articles that factually supports each claim by extracting the relevant information and maintaining neutrality in its reporting.
Completeness: The response answers all the main asks of the prompt including signing date, signatories, indian’s latest position. The prompt does not specifically ask for more. This response is does a good job at answering the prompt completely.
Clarity: The response is weak in clarity. it does not separate the main asks of the prompt with identifiable headers or bullet points.  For example signing date and signatories are put into one large block which reads :  “Confirmed signing: the trilateral “Mecca Joint Defence Agreement” (Pakistan’s FM Ishaq Dar also calls it the “Makkah Accord”) was signed Friday, 7 August 2026, at the joint defence summit in Mecca (Al-Safa Palace). Signatories: Saudi Crown Prince/PM Mohammed bin Salman, Turkish President Recep Tayyip Erdoğan and Pakistani PM Shehbaz Sharif (Pakistan army chief Field Marshal Asim Munir attended) — Indian Express/AP caption, AP via Inquirer, Al Jazeera liveblog, CBS/joint statements. (Some early reports/headlines said “Jeddah”; the signing took place in Mecca.)” It should have had separate headers for signatory and signing date.


[bookmark: _8sbt07a2jmav]🅱️ Critique of Response B
	Sourcing: Response B correctly states that “Confirmed signing date: Friday, 7 August 2026” and “ Who signed: Saudi Crown Prince/PM Mohammed bin Salman, Turkish President Recep Tayyip Erdoğan, and Pakistani PM Shehbaz Sharif.” The cited Irish Examiner source states “Turkish President Recep Tayyip Erdogan, Saudi Crown Prince Mohammed bin Salman and Pakistani Prime Minister Shehbaz Sharif pose after signing a trilateral defence agreement in Mecca, Saudi Arabia (Saudi Press Agency/AP)
Fri, 07 Aug, 2026” This is important as it is 2/4 of the prompts main ask.
Response B correctly states India’s response that “This is also a development that we are closely following, and we shall keep you updated”.  The cited August 7 Livemint article which states  Randhir Jaiswal said: “This is also a development that we are closely following, and we shall keep you updated.” The response adds to the India position by stating India “continue[s] to closely follow developments in the West Asia conflict” and, “as far as this particular agreement is concerned, we are examining its implications, both from the perspective of our national security as well as considerations of regional stability, peace and stability. India remains fully committed to safeguarding its national interests and will take all necessary measures in this regard.”  The August 11 ANI/Tribune article cited by the model states “Regarding the agreement that was signed recently, let me say that we continue to closely follow developments in the West Asia conflict. As far as this particular agreement is concerned, we are examining its implications, both from the perspective of our national security as well as considerations of regional stability, peace and stability. India remains fully committed to meeting or safeguarding its national interests and will take all necessary measures in this regard,” the spokesperson stated. Which supports one of the most important asks of the prompt.
The model also correctly states “Status as of 22 Aug: no newer formal MEA statement located” independent research did not find any updates from India after the August 11 update.
Accuracy: Using articles that factually supports each claim Response B correctly answers all the main asks of the prompt with accuracy. It correctly states the signing date, signatories, Indian’s position, and if India’s stated position is the latest.
Completeness: The prompt asks “What’s the confirmed signing date, who signed it, and what is New Delhi’s foreign ministry saying about it as of now? Please give me the latest verified status”. Response B corectly answers all of the main asks of the prompt to produce a complete answer.
Clarity: The response does a great job of of using headers that directly tie back to the prompt to present the requested information in an easy to find manner. Headers such as “Confirmed signing date” “Who signed” allows the reader to jump to the section they want to review fast.


[bookmark: _60s4p1ra558f]🏁 Overall Preference Rationale
	Response B is slightly better than Response A.
· Sourcing: Both models do a great job of answering the prompt’s asks by finding relevant articles that support the claim the models make including “signing date” “signatories” and India’s position. This is a tie.
· Accuracy: Both models use the cited sources to answer the prompts main asks by extracting accurately the relevant information. Both models accurately state the facts that are given in the articles that they cite to support the claims being made.
· Completeness: The prompt asks “What’s the confirmed signing date, who signed it, and what is New Delhi’s foreign ministry saying about it as of now? Please give me the latest verified status rather than background.”  Both models answer all of these asks. This make both model responses complete.
· Clarity: This is where Response B pulls ahead. The response utilizes Headers such as “Confirmed signing date” “Who signed” allows the reader to jump to the section they want to fast. These headers tie directly back to the asks of the prompt. Response A is weak in clarity. it does not separate the main asks of the prompt with identifiable headers or bullet points.



[bookmark: _3jjy9qu6szh5]Example Task: Federal Civil Rights Enforcement Outcomes

	Final rating: 2 · A moderately better
Deciding axes: Sourcing and Accuracy. Both have errors, but B has more, and they are more substantial. A’s core claims are tied directly to primary sources.



[bookmark: _w4j5rlcspbs3]📝 Prompt
	I coordinate intake at a small legal aid nonprofit, and we still route most housing and school discrimination complaints to the federal offices. A major rights group’s new analysis of how those offices have handled cases since last year — plus the Justice Department’s pushback on it — has me unsure what’s real. Can you synthesize what the latest evidence says about whether those federal channels still produce outcomes, and flag where the findings genuinely conflict?


[bookmark: _vofxam2zl4wu]⚖️ Axis by axis
	Axis
	Better
	Why

	Sourcing (highest priority)
	✅ A
	Both cite sources that don’t contain the stated details, but B has more errors, and they are more substantial.

	Accuracy
	✅ A
	Both contain factual errors, but B contains more (misdated settlement and attorney cuts, “no rebuttal data”).

	Completeness
	A (slightly)
	Both cover both asks. A includes HUD’s June 2026 announcement, which matters more than B’s single DOJ settlement.

	Clarity
	A
	A uses a numbered list for the conflicts; B puts them in one long paragraph.


[bookmark: _cteb6fvc3908]🅰️ Critique of Response A
	Sourcing: With respect to sourcing, Response A states that the DOJ calling HRW’s findings “factually inaccurate” and the “127-case enforcement list” are “summarized in Inkstick’s coverage.” However, the DOJ’s letter is only referenced as the DOJ “the only agency that responded to HRW’s questions.” The case enforcement list is also not mentioned in the Inkstick article. (https://inkstickmedia.com/deep-dive-what-remains-of-civil-rights-protections-in-the-us/). Second, the response states that “wider FHEO [shrank] to roughly a third of its pre-2025 size,” citing an HRW article as well as a PRRAC article. The HRW article states the broader FHEO “was set to shrink by more than a third,” which means that two-thirds of the staff would be left, not one-third. (https://www.hrw.org/report/2026/08/13/remedies-abandoned/us-civil-rights-enforcement-under-the-trump-administration). The PRRAC article doesn’t mention a third figure at all. (https://www.prrac.org/the-fight-for-fair-housing-how-the-trump-administration-is-politicizing-and-refusing-to-enforce-americas-housing-protections/). Third, the response cites NPR and EdWeek articles to support the fact that OCR is “keeping final enforcement authority,” after the June 2026 ED announcement. Neither article discusses who makes final decisions or has enforcement authority. (https://www.tpr.org/education/2026-06-16/trump-further-guts-education-dept-by-shifting-oversight-of-special-ed-civil-rights; https://www.edweek.org/policy-politics/ed-dept-shifts-civil-rights-to-the-justice-dept-what-it-means-for-schools/2026/07).
Accuracy: In terms of accuracy, Response A correctly concludes that while federal channels are still available, they are only acting on specific cases, and there has been little action on housing and school discrimination cases specifically. (https://www.hrw.org/report/2026/08/13/remedies-abandoned/us-civil-rights-enforcement-under-the-trump-administration). However, the response also fails to identify that the PRAAC article notes that “Congress nullified those RIF notices,” meaning the claim that “wider FHEO to roughly a third of its pre-2025 size,” is not entirely accurate now that the RIF notices were nullified. (https://www.prrac.org/the-fight-for-fair-housing-how-the-trump-administration-is-politicizing-and-refusing-to-enforce-americas-housing-protections/).  Additionally, the response does overstate the severity when, answering the question, “Is enforcement continuing?” it states that “HRW (plus GAO, Sanders, whistleblowers) says essentially no.” Response A acknowledges that OCR still reached “112 resolution agreements” in 2025 and that HUD announced “15 fair housing enforcement actions” in June 2026. (https://www.hrw.org/report/2026/08/13/remedies-abandoned/us-civil-rights-enforcement-under-the-trump-administration; https://www.hud.gov/news/hud-no-26-050). This shows that enforcement has sharply declined, rather than stopped.
Completeness: With respect to completeness, this response covers the two main asks in the prompt: (1) whether the existing federal channels still produce outcomes and (2) where the evidence conflicts. It also provides helpful information about the “practical implications for intake,” such as “dual-file with state/local civil rights or fair housing agencies and local fair housing nonprofits.” Response A could be improved by discussing a recent DOJ Fair Housing settlement, such as the one in April 2026, to ensure the user has full context for how the federal agencies are responding to claims within the last year. (https://www.justice.gov/usao-edky/pr/justice-department-secures-510000-settlement-sexual-harassment-lawsuit-against).
Clarity: In terms of clarity, this response could improve readability if some of the hyperlinks were shorter and not embedded in the middle of the sentence. Overall, the response is well-formatted, and the use of bold headers before each paragraph is helpful for scanning purposes.


[bookmark: _gct0oxnolbc]🅱️ Critique of Response B
	Sourcing: Response B has multiple sourcing errors. First, the response states, 4 HUD charges were filed in 2025, “per the same HUD spokesman,” referring to Kasey Lovett, who is mentioned in the GlobeSt/NYT article cited earlier in the sentence. Lovett is quoted in that article about how many cases have been processed in 2025, but the article itself is the one that states that only 4 charges had been filed in 2025, as of September (https://www.globest.com/2025/09/25/hud-appointees-accused-of-slowing-investigations-into-housing-discrimination/). Second, the response states that with respect to housing, “Congress funded $86M vs ~$153M needed; FY26 budget proposes $68M,” citing an NFHA press release. However, that cited press release does not contain these figures. (https://nationalfairhousing.org/new-fair-housing-trends-report-finds-pervasive-discrimination-as-federal-government-rolls-back-civil-rights/). These figures come from a separate “2025 Fair Housing Trends Report” that is linked in the press release. (https://nationalfairhousing.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/11/2025-NFHA-Fair-Housing-Trends-Report.pdf). Third, the response states that <115 of HUD cases were “resolved with relief.” However, there is no citation to support this figure. A ProPublica article cited in the responses states that “at least 115 fair housing cases have been halted or closed,” not “resolve-with-relief.” (https://www.propublica.org/article/trump-hud-weakening-enforcement-fair-housing-laws). Fourth, the response states “ED/McMahon count dismissals as productivity” without any citation, and nothing else in the response supports this conclusion. Finally, the DOJ 2026 settlement is cited to a local radio station instead of the actual press release, which is publicly available and an official source. (https://z93country.com/archives/534936/state-news/; https://www.justice.gov/usao-edky/pr/justice-department-secures-510000-settlement-sexual-harassment-lawsuit-against).
Accuracy: Response B also has multiple accuracy errors. First, the response dates the DOJ sexual harassment settlement as “announced Aug 7, 2026.” However, the press release is dated “April 27, 2026.” (https://www.justice.gov/usao-edky/pr/justice-department-secures-510000-settlement-sexual-harassment-lawsuit-against). Second, the response states that DOJ CRD shrank “~400→110 attorneys by June 2026,” citing an HRW article. However, the article states, “By June, the Civil Rights Division was down to 110 attorneys,” and the next paragraph begins, “On December 9, 2025 . . .” (https://www.hrw.org/report/2026/08/13/remedies-abandoned/us-civil-rights-enforcement-under-the-trump-administration). Therefore, it is reasonable to infer that this figure was as of June 2025, not 2026, undermining how quickly the shift occurred. Third, the response states that “DOJ supplied no rebuttal data” in response to HRW. However, the HRW article states, “Justice Department leadership disputes this characterization of its enforcement activity . . . The division attached a list of 127 cases it said showed its continued enforcement on behalf of ‘racial, ethnic, and other minority groups.’” (https://www.hrw.org/report/2026/08/13/remedies-abandoned/us-civil-rights-enforcement-under-the-trump-administration). Stating that the DOJ supplied no rebuttal data is an inaccurate characterization of how the DOJ responded to these claims.
Completeness: In terms of completeness, Response B does a good job of covering all of the information requested in the prompt: (1) information on the latest evidence of federal channel outcomes and (2) where there are conflicting findings. It includes information about the DOJ settlement in 2026 related to a violation of the Fair Housing Act and provides helpful information about FHAA deadlines (“preserve FHAA 1-yr/2-yr clocks”). The response would be more comprehensive if it discussed the June 12, 2026, HUD press release where it “announced fifteen recent fair housing enforcement actions as the Department accelerates civil rights enforcement.” (https://www.hud.gov/news/hud-no-26-050).
Clarity: With respect to clarity, this response is very dense. For example, it lists all four conflicting findings in one long paragraph, instead of breaking them out into bullet points or subsections. Additionally, many of the citations are embedded in the middle of sentences, making the response clunky and hard to scan for information.


[bookmark: _lhhpaowg8zg9]🏁 Overall Preference Rationale
	Response A is moderately better than Response B, specifically in terms of sourcing and accuracy.
· Sourcing: In terms of sourcing, both responses cite sources that don’t contain the stated details, but Response B has more errors, and they are more substantial. Response B cites a local radio station instead of DOJ’s official press release for the $510,000 settlement, and it attributes the 4 HUD charge claim to an agency spokesperson, when that figure was from the article itself. Response B also makes various claims without any citations. For example, “ED/McMahon count dismissals as productivity” and “<115 resolved with-relief.” Response A’s sourcing problem is that a few citations don’t support the claims attached to them, such as Inkstick for the “127-case enforcement list” and NPR/EdWeek for OCR’s “final enforcement authority. Response A’s core claims are tied directly to primary sources, such as HRW’s findings cited to the report itself, and HUD’s counterclaim comes cited to HUD’s press release. Response A is more trustworthy about where its information came from.
· Accuracy: With respect to accuracy, both responses contain factual errors, but Response B contains more. Response A fails to identify that Congress nullified the RIF notices that the response references to support the claim that wider FHEO was cut “to roughly a third of its pre-2025 size.” Response A also overstates the severity of federal enforcement by stating that “HRW (plus GAO, Sanders, whistleblowers) says essentially no” to the question of whether enforcement is continuing, despite also acknowledging that while enforcement has declined, it hasn’t completely stopped (112 OCR agreements and 15 HUD enforcement actions). Response B dates the DOJ settlement as “announced Aug 7, 2026,” when it was announced in April 2026. It also misdates the DOJ CRD loss of attorneys (“~400→110 attorneys) to June 2026 instead of June 2025. Response B inaccurately frames the DOJ as supplying “no rebuttal data” to HWR, when the cited article states that the DOJ “disputes this characterization of its enforcement activity” and provided a list of 127 cases it said showed continued enforcement. (https://www.hrw.org/report/2026/08/13/remedies-abandoned/us-civil-rights-enforcement-under-the-trump-administration). Response A is more reliable, as it contains fewer factual inaccuracies.
· Completeness: In terms of completeness, both responses address both aspects of the prompt: (1) information on outcomes using federal channels and (2) where findings conflict. Response B adds useful intake details, such as information about FHAA deadlines and the April 2026 DOJ settlement. However, Response B omits information about HUD’s June 2026 announcement of 15 enforcement actions. (https://www.hud.gov/news/hud-no-26-050). Response A includes the June 2026 HUD announcement but leaves out information regarding the April 2026 DOJ settlement. The HUD announcement is more significant because it’s HUD’s counterclaim to evidence that they have stopped filing charges, whereas the DOJ settlement is a single case.
· Clarity: With respect to clarity, Response A uses a numbered list to address the conflicts in the evidence, whereas Response B sets forth the conflicts in one long paragraph. Both responses embed hyperlinks in the middle of sentences, which makes each response a bit clunky and difficult to scan.




[bookmark: _5zr57glrgnv]Example Task: Downtown Dallas Coffee Shop

	Final rating: 7 · B Much better
Deciding axis: Sourcing.  Response B is preferred because sourcing is the highest-priority evaluation axis, and its claims have stronger citation support. Response A performs better on Accuracy because its evidence is more directly relevant to the requested business decision, but that advantage does not outweigh B's sourcing advantage under the rubric's stated priorities.


[bookmark: _nhpdg9qy3bb7]📝 Prompt
	I’m opening a small coffee shop in Dallas, Texas, and I’ve narrowed it down to two locations, one near Main Street in Downtown Dallas and one in Bishop Arts District. I’m trying to decide which gives the business the better financial opportunity over the next several years, not simply which has the lower rent. Compare the two based on current rents, customer traffic, nearby growth, and recent performance of comparable businesses, and tell me which location you would choose.


[bookmark: _qhgjtjja3iob]⚖️ Axis by axis 
	Axis
	Better
	Why

	Sourcing (highest priority)
	✅ B
	B has correct reliable sources. A attributes a claim to a source that doesn’t contain the sales data stated. 

	Accuracy
	A
	A more accurate conclusions based on the evidence that better evaluate the financial opportunity

	Completeness
	A
	A provides specific figures for rents, customer traffic, and comparable coffee shop sales, addressing more of the requested factors

	Clarity
	B
	B organizes its supporting evidence into distinct sections making the reasoning easier to follow


[bookmark: _hi62pzxbb758]
[bookmark: _i2j9pk1vi45u]📝 Main Claim
	❓Main Ask (from Prompt): which location gives the coffee shop the better financial opportunity over the next several years
🅰️Response A Main Claim (from Response): “I would choose Downtown Dallas because its higher pedestrian traffic and higher comparable coffee shop sales suggest stronger business performance that could outweigh the higher occupancy costs.” 
🅱️Response B Main Claim (from Response): “I would choose Downtown Dallas because population growth, nearby national retailer openings, and rising household incomes suggest a stronger long-term market opportunity.” 



[bookmark: _4pg0pyk5fzw7]🅰️ Critique of Response A
	Sourcing: The claim, “Asking rents are 18% higher in Downtown Dallas” (Dallas Commercial Leasing Report, cited in the response), is supported by its cited source. This was selected because asking rents directly inform the comparison of occupancy costs, which affects whether higher sales could offset Downtown's higher costs. The claim, “Pedestrian traffic is 35% higher in Downtown Dallas” (Dallas Pedestrian Traffic Report, cited in the response), is also supported by its cited source. This was selected because pedestrian traffic indicates potential customer exposure, which may contribute to stronger business performance, although higher foot traffic alone does not establish actual customer demand or sales. The claim, “Average monthly sales at comparable coffee shops are 22% higher Downtown” (Dallas Commercial Leasing Report, cited in the response), is not supported by its cited source, which contains no coffee shop sales data. The figure was independently checked against the Dallas Coffee Sales Report (www.xyz.com), which confirms the 22% difference. The claim is independently substantiated, but the original citation is incorrect. This is material because comparable sales are central to Response A's argument that stronger business performance could outweigh higher occupancy costs. The cited Dallas municipal reports are reliable primary sources, while the Dallas Coffee Sales Report is a less authoritative secondary source. Overall, the evidence supports higher pedestrian traffic and comparable sales potential, but it does not establish that the additional sales would offset higher rents and other operating costs.
Accuracy: The recommendation that Downtown Dallas is the better location is partially supported by the reported 35% higher pedestrian traffic and 22% higher average monthly sales at comparable coffee shops, which suggest greater customer exposure and stronger commercial performance. However, these figures do not establish that the additional revenue would offset Downtown's 18% higher asking rents or other operating costs. The response does not compare projected revenue against total operating expenses or establish whether the higher sales would translate into greater profitability. As a result, although the evidence supports Downtown's potential to generate more business, the conclusion that it offers the stronger overall financial opportunity remains insufficiently substantiated.
Completeness: Response A compares Downtown Dallas and Bishop Arts District and provides specific figures for rents, pedestrian traffic, and comparable coffee shop sales. However, its discussion of nearby growth is less developed, and its analysis of how the locations' financial opportunities may evolve over the next several years is limited. Overall, it addresses the main components of the prompt but lacks depth in its long-term comparison.
Clarity: Response A is concise and easy to follow, with a direct recommendation, “I would choose Downtown Dallas,” followed by supporting evidence in short paragraphs. However, the opening could state the primary reason for the recommendation alongside the decision, giving the reader the conclusion and its rationale immediately. Overall, the response is readable and direct, with only a minor opportunity to improve the presentation.



[bookmark: _qupe6ms1x73w]🅱️ Critique of Response B
	Sourcing: The claim, “Downtown has had 12% population growth” (Dallas Neighborhood Growth Report, cited in the response), is supported by its cited source. This was selected because population growth provides evidence of an expanding potential customer base, supporting the response's recommendation that Downtown has a stronger long-term market opportunity. The claim, “Several national retailers have opened nearby” (Downtown Retail Development Report, cited in the response), is also supported by its cited source. This was selected because nearby retail development may indicate commercial investment and increased activity in the area, which could support the location's potential to attract customers. The claim, “The average household income in Downtown Dallas increased by 8% over the past three years” (Dallas Household Income Report, cited in the response), is supported by its cited source. This was selected because rising household income may indicate greater potential purchasing capacity among local consumers, which is relevant to assessing the market opportunity for a coffee shop. Together, these three checks provide traceable evidence supporting Downtown's potential for long-term growth and the rationale for choosing it. However, they do not directly establish coffee shop demand or profitability, so the recommendation is supported as a growth opportunity but not as a proven stronger financial choice. The cited municipal reports are reliable primary sources that provide direct evidence for the reported population growth, retail development, and household income trends.
Accuracy: The recommendation to choose Downtown Dallas is partially supported by the reported 12% population growth and 8% increase in average household income over the past three years, as well as the opening of several national retailers nearby. These indicators suggest a growing market with potential customer spending capacity, but they do not establish that more people will visit the coffee shop or make purchases. The response also does not demonstrate that these market trends would generate enough additional revenue to justify Downtown's 18% higher asking rents. Without evidence connecting the reported growth to expected coffee shop sales and profitability, the conclusion that Downtown offers the better long-term financial opportunity remains insufficiently substantiated.
Completeness:  Response B discusses population growth, nearby retail development, and rising household incomes in Downtown Dallas. However, it does not compare customer traffic or recent performance among comparable businesses, two factors explicitly requested in the prompt. Its comparison of both locations' long-term financial opportunities is also limited, leaving important parts of the user's decision unanswered.

Clarity: Response B is organized into logical sections and uses bolding and bullet points to make information easier to scan. However, the paragraph beginning “The Dallas Neighborhood Growth Report…” groups population growth, household income, and retail development together rather than separating these findings into distinct points. Breaking up this paragraph would make the supporting evidence easier to review quickly. 




[bookmark: _doiwxiehb4fx]🏁Overall Preference Rationale

	Overall: Response B is “Much” better because sourcing is the highest-priority axis, and it is better on clarity. Although Response A performs better on Accuracy and Completeness, those advantages do not outweigh Response B's sourcing advantage.
Sourcing: Response B is stronger because all three claims about population growth, nearby national retailer openings, and rising household income are supported by municipal Dallas reports that are reliable sources such as  “Pedestrian traffic is 35% higher in Downtown Dallas” (Fake Dallas Pedestrian Traffic Report). In contrast, Response A attributes the claim that comparable coffee shops generate 22% higher average monthly sales Downtown to the Dallas Commercial Leasing Report, which contains no coffee shop sales data. Although the figure was independently verified using the Dallas Coffee Sales Report, the original citation remains incorrect. Response B therefore has stronger sourcing because its cited sources support the claims attributed to them and are more reliable.
Accuracy: Response A is stronger because the pedestrian traffic and comparable coffee shop sales figures are more directly relevant to evaluating the financial opportunity, based on the main ask of the prompt, of the two locations than Response B's population growth, retail development, and household income indicators. However, neither response establishes that Downtown's potential revenue advantages would offset its 18% higher asking rents and other operating costs. Response A's evidence is more directly relevant to the decision of the user that is central to the prompt.
Completeness: Based on the prompt, Response A is stronger because it provides specific figures for rents, customer traffic, and comparable coffee shop sales, addressing more of the requested factors with directly relevant evidence. Response B discusses market growth indicators but does not compare customer traffic or comparable-business performance and therefore lacking completeness. 
Clarity: Response B is clearer than Response A because it organizes its supporting evidence into distinct sections such as “Downtown Offerings”, making the reasoning easier to follow. Response A is concise and direct, such as providing the recommendation “I would choose Downtown Dallas,” but B presents its supporting points more systematically. 





· Materiality Matters - Before you make a claim, ask: does this claim affect the model's ability to answer the user's questions effectively/correctly? If the answer is no, it's not a material claim. We're not looking for semantics/minute details that have little bearing on answering the user prompt.


· Don't summarize, analyze - Sentences like "the response goes on to cover X, Y, and Z" are not evidence. Read your rationale, and be cautious of verbs like "says, explains, shows, covers" - if your critique overly relies on them, you're likely summarizing. Critiques should offer substantive analysis, not just restate what the responses say.


· Keep the axes straight - Factual claims (including citations working/not working) and numbers belong in sourcing/accuracy, not completeness.

· Completeness is depth - Mentioning a part of the prompt isn't the same as covering it. Completeness is about depth; did the response handle the material points, constraints, exceptions, and edge cases, or just name them? Two responses can mention every prompt point and still differ on completeness!

· Verify your sources - Don't just cite that a link exists; check that the source actually supports the claim. Your preference should not hinge solely on dead/invalid links.


· Consistency matters - Make sure that you state the magnitude of the preference gap, and your rating chosen lines up with your rationale. 


Mercor – Strictly Confidential	
[bookmark: _f1d5ufqovrmw]Support
[bookmark: _mhz0b09f2mcl]Project Questions
· For most questions, you can use Slack to reach your peers and our project managers:
· There may be office hours organised by your reviewers. Look in Slack for announcements whenever they are announced.
[bookmark: _fc5wzw2juibk]General Support
· For any general questions, general blockers, or project questions please reach out to Emilie as your primary point of contact.
· For any payment issues, tooling problems, or general blockers, please reach out to Abhilasha (abhilashasaini@mercor.com) for assistance.
· Tooling or platform issues are problems accessing the project workspace, submission portal, or required software. 
· For any Mercor-specific inquiries, please reach out to: support@mercor.com
[bookmark: _d2uwjpjlh5ay]Contact
If you are unable to get your issues resolved using this document or Slack, we are always happy to be of assistance via email. 

Key Team Members
· Strategic Project Lead: Akshay Gupta
· Technical Project Managers:  Abhilasha Saini
· Expert Project Managers: [EXP] Doris H[EXP] Hua X
Mercor – Strictly Confidential	
[bookmark: _mjusi7olg39f]FAQs
[bookmark: _k1b0q23nlrnt]Access & Setup
[bookmark: _m79t5t87utz9]Insightful is logging my time as unproductive, will I still be paid?
You do not need to worry about how Insightful automatically categorizes your time. Your pay will continue to be issued as long as you submit tasks!
[bookmark: _4a48pc6ygbel]I don’t see any tasks.
Make sure you are accessing the platform with your mercor.expert email. If you are still having trouble, please reach out to Abhilasha or Emilie. 
[bookmark: _ivd1pz6bu255]Communication & Feedback
[bookmark: _og61c5v1ldjm]The documents won't open with my personal email. Is there a specific email I should use?
You won't be able to open the documents with your personal email. They can only be accessed using the mercor.expert email. Please make sure you're signed in with that account. 
[bookmark: _mezf5w19hk66]Access and Onboarding
[bookmark: _eow0rg59uvb0]My task link says “Please authorize the required permissions” or “Access Denied.” What do I do?
Check three things:
· You’ve passed the onboarding quiz.
· You took it with your mercor.expert email.
· You’re opening the link while signed in to that account. A Chrome profile set to that account works best; avoid Safari.
Access is added by hand, so it can take a few hours after you pass. Please be patient! If the error appears after the page is idle, reopen the link in a new tab, and turn off any VPN.
[bookmark: _w01faz8snl34]How do I know I passed the quiz?
The onboarding quiz shows your result on screen.
[bookmark: _v1juzxa7ml1v]I passed the quiz. Where are my task link and Claude?
Your task link is emailed to your mercor.expert inbox, which you open from the Gmail tile in Okta. Claude appears as a tile in Okta, usually within minutes but sometimes up to a day. 
Tasks are not in Studio or Airtable- You can also find the task links in the "PLATFORM LINKS" tab of this document. 
[bookmark: _kqmgvqmykdl]How do trial tasks work, and when do my hours go up?
New experts start with a 2-hour cap to read the instructions, watch the onboarding session and take the quiz. Once you pass the quiz, you will get an extra 3 hours to complete 1 trial task. From there you’ll get either 1 or 2 more trial tasks. Depending on those results, you’ll be paused or moved up to 20 or 40 hours. Hours update automatically after each review, usually within a couple of hours, so there’s no need to ask.
If you’ve done trial task 1 and have received your feedback, do task 2. Make sure you are waiting for feedback after each task in the onboarding process.
Once you have a 20 or 40 hour cap, you may task freely without waiting for feedback.
[bookmark: _eve0ygauoyak]My hour cap looks wrong, didn’t go up, or ran out. What should I do?
Hover over the “?” in Insightful to see your cap; cap changes also come by email. Caps update automatically after reviews but can lag. Refresh Insightful and give it an hour or two before posting in the channel or DMing. Reaching 40 hours needs an approval rate of 80% or higher.
[bookmark: _b0nvq028dlhx]Time and AHT
[bookmark: _h5h0ovrdu75l]Can I pause the 4-hour task timer? Why did my task say “reassigned”?
No, it can’t be paused. Every task has a 4-hour timer that keeps running even when Insightful is paused or the tab is closed. When it hits zero, the task goes back to the pool and the work can’t be recovered. An “Extend Time” button appears in the last 30 minutes; click it before the timer runs out. Refresh before you start so the timer is accurate. Only start a task you can finish in one sitting, and keep a copy of your writing in a separate doc.
[bookmark: _3y2zrlrurp4x]What is the AHT target, and how is it calculated?
AHT (average handling time) is your total Insightful time divided by the number of tasks you’ve submitted. It includes onboarding, reading instructions and Slack, so released or expired tasks push it up. The current target is 2 hours. Because it’s an average, one long task is fine, but staying over it consistently can lead to a pause.
[bookmark: _ix04rbeoeiq8]What time should I log in Insightful?
Log active work: onboarding, the onboarding video, quizzes, reading instructions, working on tasks, and asking project questions in Slack. Pause it when there are no tasks, while you refresh waiting for tasks, or while you sit idle waiting on Claude. Time can’t be added afterward, so start the timer before you begin.
[bookmark: _vgby4gmfhwa6]Tasking
[bookmark: _eig8zaqpsiej]What’s the difference between Skip and Release? What if I get a prompt I’ve already done?
Release sends the task back to the pool, and it may come back to you. Skip removes it from your queue for good, and it can’t be recovered. Neither is penalized, but skip sparingly.
Seeing the same prompt again is normal: the responses are different, so treat it as a new task and write your critiques from scratch, with no copy and paste. After you submit, a new task loads automatically. If you’re done for the day, release it or close the window.
[bookmark: _uv2z6a4mb20]The task is outside my specialty or jurisdiction. Do I have to do it?
If you are uncomfortable with a task subject, feel free to skip it; there is no penalty for Skipping.
In general these tasks do not require you to be an expert in every area. You mainly need to research and verify the key claims. Unfortunately you can’t filter tasks by subdomain or country. 
(Business, finance and economics share one task link.)
[bookmark: _jan6ndkxl9v3]When should I mark a task as broken?
Only in these cases:
· The prompt or a response is cut off.
· A response won’t load after refreshing.
· Most of the response itself (not just its sources) is in another language.
Paywalls, dead links, missing citations and flag display glitches are not reasons to mark a task broken. Try refreshing!
[bookmark: _vol44utevmm7]Can I edit a task after I submit it?
No. Submitted tasks can’t be edited, revised or reopened, and you can’t view them afterward, so keep your own copy. Use the feedback on your next task.

Claude is slow or returns gibberish?
If Claude iis slow or returns gibberish from the zip, start a new chat in the same project and re-upload.



[bookmark: _z8l7i7ewdfir]Grading and Fact-Checking
[bookmark: _piyp0op4u3pn]How much fact-checking do I need to do?
It is likely not feasible to fact-check everything within the time limit, but do as much as you can. Focus on the main claims that answer the prompt, most important first, and check at least 3 to 4 reliable sources per response. One source that backs 3 claims counts as one source. In your critique, say what you checked, whether it held up, and why it matters to the prompt.
[bookmark: _jolycu3l4t44]What do I do with paywalled, broken or foreign-language sources?
The task’s tool results or transcript usually contain the source text, or you can search for the article title. If you still can’t get to it, verify the claim through another public source and link that, or move on to a different claim.
For foreign-language sources, use a translator.
Dead links can be penalized under the Sourcing axis.
[bookmark: _rq822fy0b78l]What’s the difference between a Sourcing error and an Accuracy error?
Sourcing is about the source itself: does it exist, is it reliable, and does it actually support the claim? Accuracy is about whether the model used the information correctly. For example:
· A cited source that doesn’t contain the quote is a Sourcing error.
· A real quote attributed to the wrong person is an Accuracy error.
Verifying a claim yourself doesn’t fix a bad citation; it still counts against Sourcing. Sourcing carries the most weight in your overall preference. The Golden Examples in this doc show both kinds of error.
[bookmark: _dfzq0cfl42g9]How do I handle the automated flags?
Your verdict is about whether the flag itself is right: Real, Not Real, or Can’t Verify when it depends on evidence you can’t see. Flags you mark Real should feed into your critique. Flags show as yellow dots along the right edge of the response. If one won’t open or looks cut off, save your work and refresh.
[bookmark: _gbf9b9fcwefu]Feedback
[bookmark: _njsb397kkgve]How and when will I get feedback?
Through a Slack DM from Maven, usually within 24 to 48 hours. Trial tasks are reviewed first, and weekends are slower. Results show as Approved, Borderline or Not Approved rather than a number. Each prompt is done by two experts, so a review can wait until both have submitted.
[bookmark: _nydqe5t3npqa]I disagree with my feedback. Who do I contact?
DM your domain team lead with the task ID. They can take a second look and rescore it if the review was wrong.
[bookmark: _w37k7cmn5tos]Using Claude
[bookmark: _hq658y5j4m0f]Is Claude required, and how do I set it up for a task?
Yes, on every task. Open Claude only from Okta and use the “(Acadia/Shenandoah) Claude-Assisted Pairwise Review” project. Never use a personal account or any other AI tool.
· Start a new chat for each task.
· Set tool approvals to Auto.
· Don’t delete old chats.
When you’re finished, click Share, choose “Only people invited,” switch to the Mercor org, save, and paste the link in the slot below your rationales. Copy the link only once the chat is complete.
[bookmark: _o6ywpwct80tx]What goes into Claude, and what goes in the Draft and Final boxes?
Upload the task zip, then paste in your critique A, critique B and draft comparison. Use Claude to catch factual and careless errors, not to decide which response is better. Never paste its wording into your rationales or mention Claude in them.
The Draft box contains only the comparison you wrote before using Claude. The Final box contains only your revised comparison paragraph. If Claude helps you fix a critique, make that change directly in the A or B box. Your final should show changes and improvement over your draft.
[bookmark: _7ctmar4m2eda]
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Hour Cap Progression
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Please read before you start

« Onboarding is capped at 5 paid hours. You get 2 hours for the onboarding video, instructions, and quiz, then 3 more

hours for your Tst trial task once you pass the quiz. This is all the paid time provided for onboarding, and we cannot
provide extra hours.

= The quiz takes 1 hour to complete. Plan your 2 hours accordingly so you have time for the video and instructions too.

o Hours update automatically. Please be patient. Wait until your feedback is fully returned and you get a notification of your
hour change before moving to the next step.

© Wait for feedback steps: Complete only the tasks listed for that step, then stop. Please do not task ahead.

 20h and 40h steps: You can task freely.
o Time per task: Maximum AHT is 1.75 hours.

Thank you fo

r patience!
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']+ Insightful

Welcome

You’ve been added to Mercor.io Corporation’s Insightful.
You can use the button below to log into your account.

Start using Insightful

Have any questions? Please check out our help center.
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Insightful
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Pay Schedule with Insightful
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How This Works
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between the previous
Friday afternoon to
Friday morning to Stripe
each Wednesday. From
there it could take up to
5 days to reach your
bank.

Insightful rolls over to
the new week each
Friday at around 11:30
am Pacific time.
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I Automated flags: 0/4 reviewed \
This tells you how many flags there are.

Response B If there are none, it will say “Automated check found no flags for this
563,900 chars - 62 segments (16 assistant text, 23 tool ca\\s,'gﬁgggﬁf ”

Tool calls are shown inline; tool results are collapsed (click to expand). Segment sizes are shown so length is a visible property of
the answer.

expand all collapse all ¢ final answer

assistant - 88 chars #0

I need VA's new NEPA rule details (2025 interim final rule?). Let me search quickly.

@ tool call - web_search - 266 chars #1

Scroll down to these yellow dots to
query find the automated flags.

VA NEPA implementing procedures 2025 interim final rule page limits deadlines environmental
assessment 75 pages one year

@ web_search

¢ tool result - 49,936 chars #2 &

assistant - 92 chars #3

I need VA-specific rule and VA-specific historical EA/EIS data. Let me search VA rule.
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Draft comparison rationale *

Share the draft version of your rationale that you produced before incorporating Claude's edits in stage 3 of your Chatwork session. This is the rationale that you produced either fully on your own, or on your own with Claude's objective help if you were
using the designated Chatwork project. If you did not use Chatwork, write N/A.

Which response is better and why? Ground your verdict in the specific, checkable observations from your critiques above.

The draft of your Overall Preference Rationale goes here - nothing else.

Final comparison rationale *

Share your final rationale comparing the two responses. Note the strengths and weaknesses of each attempt at the task, and what tips the balance. If you were using the designated Chatwork project, this is the final rationale after incorporating Claude's

feedback as you see fit.

The FINAL, revised version of your Overall Preference Rationale goes here - nothing else.
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How to do a task

BEFORE YOU START

Pass the onboarding quiz first. Once you pass, claude will show up as a tile in okta and your task link will
come to your mercor.expert inbox, though it can take a few hours since we add access by hand. You have
4 hours for the reading, the quiz and your first task, and insightful needs to be running the whole time.

PART 1: SETTING UP

Open the task and download the zip file.

Each task has a 4 hour timer. When you're down to 30 minutes, an extend button shows up, and you need to click it
or the task is taken away.

Open claude from the okta tile.
Then go to projects and choose the acadia pairwise review chat.
Claude's first message should say you're in the review project. If it doesn't, you're in the wrong chat.

Upload the zip file and let it run.
While you wait, read through the prompt and figure out in one sentence what the user is mainly asking for.

Once it finishes, a good first question to ask claude is "What are the differences between the responses and the
facts surrounding each?" You can also ask it to put the sources in a table and flag anything that doesn't match.
When you check sources, open the links yourself, since claude sometimes says a link works when it doesn't.

PART 2: WRITING YOUR RATIONALE

Go through the flags on the task page.
For each one, mark whether it's real, not real, or something you can't verify, and add a short reason.

Write your critique of a, then your critique of b.

Each one should be at least 7 sentences. Cover sourcing first, then accuracy, completeness and clarity.
Check 3 to 4 of the sources and quote what you found in them.

Pick your rating and write your comparison.

Write it in the draft box. It should be at least 5 sentences. Explain which response is better, how much better
itis, and what made the difference for you.

If your rating doesn't match what you wrote in the comparison, the task will fail.

Paste your draft into claude.

Tell it "I'm done, please check what | may have missed." Fix anything it points out that you agree with, then
put your full revised rationale in the final box. Keep it concise and stick to what matters for the comparison.
The final box is what gets graded. It needs to be different from your draft and in your own words, with nothing
pasted from claude, no mention of claude and no personal comments like how long it took you.

PART 3: SUBMITTING YOUR TASK

Share the chat.

Click share in the top right corner and set it to mercor c4e - hdo. Copy the link and paste it into the task.
After that, open the link in a private window to make sure it loads.

Please don't skip this step. The reviewer has to be able to open your chat to see how you worked
through the task. If the link is missing or still set to private, your task will fail, even if everything else you
wrote is really good.

Run the task check.
You'll find it on your vercel dashboard. If it flags anything important, fix it, and then submit your task.

Wait for feedback before starting another task.
You'll get your feedback as a slack dm, and after that your hours will update on their own.
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