A: Evaluation of Consultant Responses on Cruise Ship Production Complexity
Analysis

Summary of Evaluation

The image provided shows technical line drawings of a cruise ship from different views,
depicting the hull form with grid lines and measurements. These drawings are
foundational to the shipbuilding process, showing the complex geometries that present
various manufacturing challenges. Below is an evaluation of how well each consultant
analyzed this specific image in terms of production complexity.

Evaluation Criteria

Each consultant's response has been rated on a scale of 1-5 (where 1 is poorand 5 is
excellent) across four key metrics:

Consultant Completeness Stick to the point Accuracy Degree of Hallucination

Consultant 1 |2 2 4 4
Consultant2 |4 5 5 5
Consultant 3 |5 5 5 5

Analysis of Consultant Responses

Consultant 1

This response provides general information about cruise ship construction complexity
but fails to specifically analyze the provided image. While the information about
modular construction and engineering challenges is accurate, it doesn't address the
specific hull design features visible in the drawing. The response reads like a general
overview rather than an image-specific analysis, which was the core requirement.

Consultant 2

This consultant directly addresses the production complexity shown in the line
drawings, specifically analyzing the hull geometry, curved surfaces, and structural
considerations. The response identifies key manufacturing challenges related to the
double-curved surfaces at bow and stern, which aligns with shipbuilding principles
noted in the research. The analysis is well-focused on the specific image and provides
relevant production insights.

Consultant 3



This response offers the most comprehensive analysis, with specific references to
elements visible in the drawings such as station numbers and the parallel midship
section. The consultant quantifies manufacturing challenges (10-20 times more labor
hours for complex sections) and provides nuanced analysis of production efficiency
trade-offs between different hull regions.The response demonstrates careful
examination of the specific image while maintaining accuracy.

Conclusion

Consultant 3 provided the most thorough and image-specific analysis, followed closely
by Consultant 2. Both identified key production complexity factors visible in the
technical drawings. Consultant 1's response, while containing accurate general
information about cruise ship construction, failed to directly analyze the specific image
provided, which was the core requirement of the task.

B: Assessment of Consultant Responses on Reinforcement Placement Analysis

The following analysis rates three consultant responses regarding reinforcement
placement compliance and castability suggestions. Each response has been evaluated
on a 5-point scale across four critical dimensions.

Evaluation Results and Analysis

The table below summarizes the assessment scores for each consultant:

Criteria Consultant1 Consultant2 Consultant3
Completeness 3 3 5
Stick to the point 5 5 5
Accuracy 3 3 5
Degree of Hallucination (5=none) 4 4 5

Completeness Assessment

Consultant 1 and Consultant 2 provided generally correct assessments but lacked
specific references to the drawing's key details. Both discussed general reinforcement
principles without addressing the specific congestion at the wall-footing junction where
34 longitudinal bars are shown.



Consultant 3 demonstrated superior completeness by specifically referencing the
drawing details (816-G1208 bars with 34 total bars), identifying the critical congestion
area, and providing comprehensive recommendations tailored to the specific issue.

Focus Analysis

All three consultants maintained excellent focus on the query, providing concise
responses within the 150-word constraint while addressing both compliance and
castability issues.

Accuracy Evaluation

Consultants 1 and 2 provided technically sound but generic assessments that could
apply to many reinforcement situations. They identified general principles without
demonstrating specific analysis of the drawing details.

Consultant 3 delivered superior accuracy by precisely identifying the wall-footing
junction congestion problem with the exact bar specifications shown in the drawing.
Their recommendations directly addressed this specific design challenge.

Hallucination Assessment

While none of the consultants exhibited serious hallucination, Consultants 1 and 2
used somewhat generic language that didn't directly reference specific elements from
the drawing. Their assessments, while valid, weren't clearly anchored to the specific
details shown.

Consultant 3 demonstrated no hallucination, with every observation and
recommendation directly tied to specific, verifiable elements in the technical drawing.

Conclusion

Consultant 3 provided the most comprehensive, accurate and specifically relevant
response, with clear reference to the actual drawing details and targeted
recommendations for the specific reinforcement congestion issue identified.

Perplexity: The image shows a detailed cross-section drawing (labeled "SNITT D-D,
SONDRE MUR") of a reinforced concrete wall and foundation with various
reinforcement designations and notes in Norwegian about reinforcement placement.

C: Evaluation of Consultant Responses to Renovation Assessment

This analysis evaluates three consultant responses to a photo showing an interior space
under renovation with exposed structural elements, stripped walls, and new framing. A
comprehensive assessment reveals significant variations in the accuracy and quality of
the consultants' observations.



Consultant Response Analysis

Evaluation Criteria and Methodology

Each consultant response was evaluated on four key criteria using a 1-5 scale (where 1
is poor and 5 is excellent):

¢ Completeness: How thoroughly the response addressed the visible elements
and necessary actions

e Stick to the point: How well the response stayed focused on the assessment and
action items

e Accuracy: How correctly the response described what's actually visible in the
image

e Degree of Hallucination: The extent to which the response invented features not
present (5 means no hallucination)

Detailed Assessment of Responses

Consultant 1 focused primarily on water damage and mold concerns, recommending
moisture source identification and remediation. However, the image doesn't clearly
display the water damage described, suggesting some misinterpretation of the visible
elements.

Consultant 2's response appears entirely disconnected from the actual image,
describing a finished wall with paint and minor cosmetic issues. This assessment bears
no resemblance to the exposed structural elements and renovation-in-progress visible
in the photo.

Consultant 3 accurately identified the space as being in early renovation stages with
exposed brick and timber elements. The recommendations appropriately address
structural assessment, insulation needs, and modernization while preserving character
elements.

Comparative Analysis Results

Evaluation Scores Table

Criteria Consultant 1 Consultant 2 Consultant 3

Completeness 3 2 5

Stick to the point 4 3 5




Criteria Consultant 1 Consultant 2 Consultant 3

Accuracy 2 1 5
Degree of Hallucination 2 1 4
Key Findings

Consultant 3 provided the most accurate and comprehensive assessment, correctly
identifying the renovation context and offering appropriate recommendations. Their
response demonstrates expert understanding of renovation requirements for older
structures.

Consultant 1 offered partially relevant advice but appeared to misinterpret certain
visual elements, particularly regarding water damage that isn't clearly evident in the
image.

Consultant 2's response showed the highest degree of hallucination, describing a
completely different scenario than what's visible in the photo. This disconnect raises
significant concerns about the reliability of this assessment.

Conclusion

The comparative analysis demonstrates the critical importance of accurate visual
assessment in construction consultation. Consultant 3's response stands out as
substantially more valuable, providing both accurate description and appropriate
recommendations for the renovation project shown. This analysis highlights how
varying levels of expertise and attention to detail can dramatically impact the quality
and usefulness of professional assessments in renovation contexts

D: Analysis of Bridge Sensor Placement Consultant Responses

The analysis below evaluates three consultants' responses to the question: "Where
should we put sensors on to monitor this bridge? Answer in 150 words." The evaluation
is based on the technical drawings showing what appears to be a cable-stayed bridge
structure.

Evaluation Methodology

Each consultant's response was assessed on four criteria using a 1-5 scale (1=poor,
5=excellent):



¢ Completeness: How thoroughly the response covers necessary sensor
placement locations

e Stick to the point: How well the response directly addresses the question within
constraints

e Accuracy: How well the recommendations align with the specific bridge
structure shown

¢ Degree of Hallucination: How much invented or unsupported information
appears (lower score = more hallucination)

Comparative Assessment

Criteria Consultant 1 Consultant2  Consultant 3
Completeness 3 3 5
Stick to the point 3 4 5
Accuracy 2 2 4
Degree of Hallucination 2 2 3

Analysis Summary

Consultant 1 provided a generic bridge monitoring approach without addressing the
cable-stayed specifics visible in the drawings. The response mentioned "Kolomoen

Bridge" (not referenced in the images) and focused primarily on conventional bridge
elements rather than the specialized components shown.

Consultant 2 offered a more concise response but similarly failed to address the cable-
stayed nature of the bridge. While organized clearly by structural element, the
recommendations did not align with the primary structural components visible in the
technical drawings.

Consultant 3 demonstrated superior understanding of the bridge type, correctly
identifying it as a cable-stayed structure and recommending appropriate sensor
placements for the cables, towers, and deck connections. This response most
accurately addressed the specific bridge shown, though it still referenced the unverified
"Kolomoen" name.



All three consultants introduced some level of hallucination by naming the bridge
without supporting evidence, but Consultant 3's technical recommendations most
closely matched the actual structure shown in the drawings.

E: Evaluation of Consultant Responses to Anomaly Detection Analysis

The following analysis evaluates three consultant responses to a question about
anomaly detection in a building control system at the University of Porto. Each
consultant was asked to analyze the same anomaly detection plot and provide their
insights within a 150-word limit.

Evaluation Framework and Methodology

| have assessed each consultant's response based on four key criteria:

1. Completeness - How thoroughly the response addresses all relevant aspects of
the data

2. Stickto the point - How well the response stays focused on the specific
question

3. Accuracy - The correctness of observations and interpretations

4. Degree of Hallucination - Whether the response contains unsupported claims
or fabricated details

Each criterion is rated on a scale of 1 (poor) to 5 (excellent). The evaluation is based on
comparing the responses to the anomaly detection plot provided in the images.

Comparative Analysis of Responses

Consultant 1

This consultant focused on identifying patterns in the anomaly data, noting periodic
spikes and suggesting they might be related to scheduled activities. The response is
somewhat generic, lacking reference to specific features visible in the plot such as the
University of Porto context, the different zones being monitored, or particular time
periods with notable anomalies.

Consultant 2

The second consultant provided more specific observations, mentioning a major spike
with approximately 45 anomalies and comparing activity between different time
periods. However, there appears to be some potential misinterpretation regarding the
years covered in the data, as the plot appears to show 2019 data only, nota 2019 vs.
2020 comparison.



Consultant 3

This consultant delivered the most comprehensive analysis, correctly identifying the
context (University of Porto building control system), accurately describing the
visualization components (stacked bar chart of metrics and daily anomaly counts), and
pinpointing specific anomaly events with their approximate timing. The response also
correctly listed the various metrics being monitored across the five zones.

Evaluation Summary

The following table summarizes the ratings for each consultant:

Consultant Completeness Sticktothe point Accuracy Degree of Hallucination

1 3 4 3 4
2 4 4 3 3
3 5 5 5 5
Conclusion

Consultant 3 provided the strongest response across all evaluation criteria, delivering a
comprehensive, accurate analysis without introducing unsupported claims. This
consultant correctly identified the specific context of the anomaly detection campaign
and provided relevant details about both the visualization structure and the anomaly
patterns observed.

Consultant 2 offered more specific observations than Consultant 1 but appears to have
misinterpreted some aspects of the timeline. Consultant 1 provided the most generic
response, which, while potentially applicable to many anomaly detection scenarios,
lacked the specificity needed for a thorough analysis of this particular dataset.

The evaluation highlights the importance of carefully examining data context, accurately
describing visible patterns, and avoiding assumptions beyond what the data directly
supports.
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