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ABSTRACT 

Clinical trials require numerous documents to be written -- protocols, consent forms, clinical study reports and others.  

Large language models (LLMs) offer the potential to rapidly generate first versions of these documents, however there are 

concerns about the quality of their output.   

Here we report an evaluation of LLMs in generating parts of one such document, clinical trial protocols. We find that an off-

the-shelf LLM delivers reasonable results, especially when assessing content relevance and the correct use of terminology. 

However, deficiencies remain: specifically clinical thinking and logic, and appropriate use of references. To improve 

performance, we used retrieval-augmented generation (RAG) to prompt an LLM with accurate up-to-date information.  

As a result of using RAG, the writing quality of the LLM improves substantially, which has implications for the practical 

useability of LLMs in clinical trial-related writing. 

 

 

 

BACKGROUND AND AIMS 

During clinical trials, large volumes of documents need 

to be written, including protocols, amendments, patient 

informed consent forms, clinical study reports and others. 

These documents are critically important for the planning 

and execution of trials, and are often required by regulation, 

therefore high-quality writing is essential. Specifically, 

clinical trial documents must be scientifically and clinically 

precise and accurate, with correct use of terminology, and 

must contain appropriate references to literature, regulatory 

guidelines, and other documents. Due to these stringent 

requirements, sponsors of clinical trials spend considerable 

time and resources on trial-related writing. For example, 

most large pharmaceutical companies each employ tens to 

hundreds of medical writers and reviewers [1]. Even with 

these resources, it often takes organizations a long time to 

write and finalize clinical trial documents. As an illustration, 

a Clinical Trial Protocol (a description of the design, 

objectives and an ‘operating manual’ for the trial) typically 

has 50-150 or more pages and can take 3-6 months or longer 

to prepare [2]. A substantial proportion of this time is due to 

the writing process and, as a result, writing is one of the 

major rate-limiting steps in the development process. 

With pharmaceutical companies under pressure to 

accelerate trials [3], to recruit patients and submit regulatory 

documents faster, there is strong interest across the industry 

in using new approaches to speed up trial-related writing. 

In the past few years, large language models (LLMs),  

a new class of generative artificial intelligence algorithms, 

have advanced to a point where they can produce  
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Figure 1: Overview of methodology and approach used in this analysis. 

(a) Use of off-the-shelf LLMs  

(b) Retrieval-augmented generation (RAG) methodology for enhancing LLMs  

(c) ClinEval methodology for assessing the output of large language models (LLMs)  

Further details are described in the Methods section.  

 

near-human-quality writing [4]. Since the arrival of ChatGPT 

[5], the first widely used tool built on LLMs, there has been 

interest in using LLMs to write first versions of clinical 

documents. However, some clinicians and scientists have 

voiced concerns whether LLMs are robust enough to be used 

in a clinical context [6]. 

 

 

METHODS 

Here we report an assessment of an LLM in generating 

documents for clinical trials, focusing specifically on GPT-4, 

one of the leading LLMs available today [7], and utilizing it  

to generate key sections of study protocols. Specifically, we 

assessed the LLM output in terms of: (i) clinical thinking and 

logic; (ii) transparency and references; (iii) medical and 

clinical terminology; and (iv) content relevance and 

suitability. The assessment methodology is a combination of 

algorithmic assessment and human expert-based scoring; in 

both cases, objective criteria are used. An overview of the 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

methodology is given in Figure 1, and further details can be 

found in the supplementary information. 

In total we tested 140 generated document sections, which 

cover protocols for 14 diseases across different phases of 

clinical trials. The scores are presented as percentages which 

indicate the mean score achieved by the generated documents 

across all diseases and phases and 5 random repetitions.  

Our assessment focused on two key sections of a Clinical 

Trial Protocol document: the endpoints section and the 

eligibility criteria section. Off-the-shelf GPT-4 and RAG-

augmented GPT-4 were prompted with a natural-language 

user query of the form “Write the {section} section of a 

Phase {phase} clinical trial protocol in {disease}. Focus on 

FDA guidance” where section, phase and disease were 

customizable. For each disease and trial phase, and for each 

model, 5 endpoints sections and 5 eligibility criteria sections 

were generated, with potential differences between versions 

due to the stochastic nature of the underlying LLM models. 

As an alternative to off-the-shelf LLM, we set up a 

retrieval-augmented generation (RAG) LLM framework,  
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Clinical trial document dimension Off-the-shelf LLM 
(GPT-4) 

RAG-augmented LLM 
(RAG GPT-4) 

 Clinical thinking and logic 

Does the LLM-written text reflect guidelines?  

Do endpoints and eligibility criteria match guidelines? 

41.4% 79.7% 

 Transparency and references 

Does the LLM-written text include references? Do 

these exist? Are they factually correct, appropriate? 

n/a 78.6% 

 Medical and clinical terminology 

Are endpoints and eligibility criteria defined and 

described? Do these have scales and units? 

>99% >99% 

 Content relevance and suitability 

Are endpoints & eligibility criteria aligned with study 

objectives? Appropriate for phase, disease specific? 

82.0% 79.1% 

Figure 2: Comparison of off-the-shelf LLM and RAG-augmented LLM  

Further information is described in the Methods section and supplementary information  

 

 

combined with a constrained agent approach as follows: 

based on the user input query above, an LLM-powered 

decision agent automatically decided which tools to use to 

fetch relevant context and feed it to an LLM for final 

summarization and document generation.  Tools that were 

utilized as part of the RAG-augmentation are: An FDA 

guidance database (vector store databases to access and 

analyse FDA guidance documents); ClinicalTrials.gov 

AACT database; SemanticsScholar connector to scrape 

scientific literature. 

The evaluation process was strictly identical for the two 

models and involved a combination of algorithmic and 

human expert-based scoring. Details of the scoring 

methodology and criteria are described in the supplementary 

information. 

 

 

RESULTS 

An overview of the result of our assessment is shown in 

Figure 2. Overall, we find that the off-the shelf LLM delivers 

reasonable results, specifically good content relevance and 

suitability (assessment score >80%), and excellent medical 

and clinical terminology (>99%), meaning that the results 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

from the first pass of the LLM are deemed correct and 

appropriate for the vast majority of the protocol sections 

written. However, for clinical thinking and logic the off-the-

shelf LLM scores relatively poorly (assessment score just 

over 40%), meaning that recommendations from the off-the-

shelf LLM often do not follow the latest guidelines and 

contain other errors. And since current GPT-4 cannot 

natively source references, achieving transparency and 

references is not possible (therefore no assessment score for 

this dimension).  

Here we provide an illustrative example: When we asked 

the algorithm to draft a Phase 3 protocol for tuberculosis 

(TB), the off-the-shelf LLM suggested in the eligibility 

section to exclude patients with human immunodeficiency 

virus (HIV)/acquired immunodeficiency syndrome (AIDS), 

diabetes, liver disease and kidney disease. This contrasts 

with FDA guidelines which state that “Sponsors should 

include in trials […], subjects with renal insufficiency, 

diabetes mellitus, and subjects with hepatic impairment, if 

feasible. Because of the high incidence of TB in patients 

coinfected with HIV, subjects with HIV should be included 

in trials.” [8] Given the critical importance of following 

guidelines, our findings present a challenge to the use of  
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LLMs in the context of clinical trials and may limit the 

adoption of LLMs in trial-related document writing. 

To address the challenge associated with off-the-shelf 

LLMs, we explored alternative approaches of using LLMs, 

specifically retrieval-augmented generation (RAG) [9] which 

has emerged as a promising methodology for incorporating 

knowledge from external databases [10]. RAG involves 

providing the LLM with external sources of knowledge, to 

supplement the model’s internal representation of 

information [9]. As a result of the RAG methodology, the 

LLM is not primarily used for its memorised knowledge; but 

instead for its ability to read, synthesize and evaluate 

information provided to it. An illustration of the RAG 

methodology is given in Figure 1b. 

The output of the RAG-augmented LLM (Figure 2) shows 

high content relevance and suitability and medical and 

clinical terminology, comparable to the off-the-shelf LLM. 

However, the RAG-augmented LLM substantially 

outperforms the off-the-shelf LLM in terms of clinical 

thinking and logic, where the output of the RAG-augmented 

LLM scores approximately twice as high as the off-the-shelf 

LLM. This demonstrates the strength of GPT4’s world model 

and its ability to go beyond writing tasks and reason on novel 

information provided via RAG. Regarding transparency, the 

RAG-augmented LLM (by design) includes references, 

which we find to be correct and appropriate. This represents 

a substantial improvement of the writing quality of the LLM, 

which is likely to make a material difference to the practical 

useability of LLMs in clinical trial-related writing. 

 

 

CONCLUSIONS 

Our results suggest that hybrid LLM architectures, such as 

the RAG methodology we used, offer strong potential for 

GenAI-powered clinical related writing. From our experience 

of deploying these models in real-life settings, writing 

processes can be greatly accelerated which offers substantial 

benefits. We expect this will lead sponsors for clinical trials 

to rapidly adopt the LLM technology for trial-related writing 

work. 
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