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Abstract

Background:

Clinical guidelines are central to safe evidence-based
medicine in modern healthcare, providing diagnostic
criteria, treatment options and monitoring advice for a
wide range of illnesses that a clinician may encounter
in the community or hospital setting. Local guidelines
are typically stored on a repository in the hospital in-
tranet, but finding the correct guideline, before reading
and extracting the correct clinical information is time
consuming for clinicians.

LLM-empowered chatbots have shown great promise
in Healthcare Q&A tasks, offering the potential to pro-
vide quick and accurate responses to medical inquiries.
However, despite their potential, there are significant
concerns regarding their reliability and the occurrence
of hallucinations—instances where the chatbot gener-
ates incorrect or nonsensical information. These issues
can impede their effective integration into healthcare
settings

Objectives:

Our main objectives are: (1) the development of LLM-
empowered chatbot software capable of reliably an-
swering clinical guideline questions using University
College London Hospital (UCLH) clinical guidelines;
and (2) to conduct a preliminary assessment of this
tool’s utility in clinical practice by evaluating the trade-
off between the quality of extracted clinical information
and the retrieval time when deploying it in simulated
clinical situations.

Methods: We used the open-weight Llama-3.1-8B
LLM to extract relevant information from the UCLH
guidelines to answer questions. Our approach highlights
the safety and reliability of referencing information over
its interpretation and response generation, ensuring ad-
herence to established guidelines. Seven doctors from
the ward assessed the chatbot’s performance by com-
paring its answers to the gold standard, evaluating rele-
vance and completeness, and measuring the time taken
to find answers manually versus using the chatbot.
Results: Our chatbot demonstrates promising perfor-
mance in terms of relevance, with ~73% of its re-
sponses rated as very relevant, showcasing a strong
understanding of the clinical context. Importantly, our
chatbot achieves a recall of 0.98 for extracted guideline
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lines, substantially minimising the risk of missing criti-
cal information. Approximately 78% of responses were
rated satisfactory in terms of completeness. A small por-
tion (~14.5%) contained minor unnecessary informa-
tion, indicating occasional lapses in precision. The chat-
bot’ showed high efficiency, with an average completion
time of 10 seconds, compared to 30 seconds for human
respondents. Evaluation of clinical reasoning showed
that 72% of the chatbot’s responses were without flaws.
Conclusions: Our chatbot demonstrates significant po-
tential to speed up and improve the process of accessing
locally relevant clinical information for healthcare pro-
fessionals by providing quick, reliable answers based on
clinical guidelines.

Introduction

Clinical guidelines are consensus documents that use an
evidence-based approach to compile clear instructions for
healthcare professionals on how to assess, treat, and es-
calate care for patients with a particular illness or con-
dition (Guerra-Farfan et al. 2023). The General Medical
Council (GMC) in the UK enshrines the requirement for
doctors to formulate treatment plans “according to estab-
lished principles and best evidence’ﬂ and clearly describes
the use of clinical guidelines as being part of “good med-
ical practice” (Scraggs et al. 2012). Furthermore, evidence
from multiple international studies demonstrates improved
patient safety outcomes associated with clinician adherence
to clinical guidelines (Kresevic et al. 2024; Dean et al. 2001}
VanWagner et al. 2020; /Arnold et al. 2009; Monti et al. 2023j
Coba et al. 2011).

Whilst the National Institute for Health and Care Excel-
lence (NICE) provides UK-wide clinical guidelines’} hos-
pitals also formulate local clinical guidelines, and these are
the main resource used by doctors when needing clinical in-
formation to treat patients. These local guidelines are often
broadly based around national NICE guidelines, but have
region-specific information relating to the local patient pop-
ulation (for example, particular recommendations for first-
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line antibiotic treatment of urinary infections guided by lo-
cal pathogens and sensitivities (Curtis et al. 2018))). Fur-
thermore, local hospital guidelines provide contact details
for relevant team members if further discussion or escala-
tion is required by the clinician, information which can-
not be provided by the NICE guidelines. Thus, typically a
clinician will consult the hospital clinical guideline relevant
to the patient condition they are treating, requiring specific
discrete answers to relevant questions such as, for exam-
ple, “What antibiotics should I prescribe for meningitis”, or
“How should I monitor a patient with hyperkalaemia?”

Despite widespread acceptance of clinical guidelines as
the gold standard tool in clinical practice, there are bar-
riers to their implementation in daily patient care. Multi-
ple studies have identified that guideline complexity (Qum-
seya et al. 2021) and time constraints (Tsiga et al. 2013}
Freedman et al. 2021} [Van der Vegt et al. 2020) are key
factors that impede clinician adherence to guideline use.
Given that today’s healthcare environment involves both in-
creased time pressures for clinicians (Torjesen 2021;[Daniels
et al. 2024)), and increasing guideline complexity (Kann et
al. 2020), implementation of an Artificial Intelligence (AI)
empowered tool to aid with this process could be signifi-
cantly beneficial and ultimately improve patient care.

Large Language Model (LLM) empowered chatbots have
shown great promise in healthcare Q&A tasks (Park et al.
2024), offering the potential to provide quick and accu-
rate responses to medical inquiries (Kresevic et al. 2024;
Williams et al. 2024). However, despite their potential, there
are significant concerns regarding their reliability and the
occurrence of hallucinations, instances where the chatbot
generates incorrect or non-sensical information (Mesko and
Topol 2023)). These issues impede their effective integration
into healthcare settings, because the generation of incorrect
information could lead to adverse events and patient harm in
a clinical setting.

To address these limitations, we focus on a safer approach
to leverage LLMs for evidence extraction rather than gen-
eration. By focusing on extracting text-based insights for
clinical interpretation, this method reduces the risks asso-
ciated with hallucinations and inaccuracies while preserv-
ing the benefits of automated data processing. In health-
care applications, smaller models like FLAN-T5 have shown
promising results in zero-shot evidence extraction, identify-
ing cases such as postpartum hemorrhage more effectively
than traditional methods (Alsentzer et al. 2023). In the gen-
eral domain, larger models have recently showed particular
promise in extracting information from documents with rich
layout (Colakoglu, Solmaz, and Fiirst 2025)).

Study Aims and Objectives The aim of this study was

to design an LLM chatbot capable of answering clinical

queries confined to a local set of clinical guidelines and im-

plement it in a simulated hospital setting with doctors to pre-

liminary assess reliability and clinical utility of its answers.
Our primary objectives were twofold:

* Leverage LLM information extraction capacities to create
advanced chatbot software to reliably answer questions

based on University College London Hospital (UCLH)
clinical guidelines.

A preliminary assessment of the trade-offs involved in de-
ploying this chatbot in the real-world setting, particularly
focusing on the balance between the quality of the ex-
tracted clinical information and the retrieval time.

Methods

Ethical Considerations This study was approved by the
UCL Review Board as TRE-467283, and approved as a clin-
ical service audit at the National Hospital for Neurology and
Neurosurgery, UCLH, London as 130-202425-SE.

LLM Adaptation In our study, we used the open-weight
Llama-3.1-8B LLM [’| (Dubey et al. 2024). Llama-3 is one
of the most popular non-commercial models. This model
was chosen for its ability to be deployed locally, ensuring
the secure handling of private clinical data and adherence to
computational constraints. We preserved the default infer-
ence hyperparameters on an A10G Tensor Core GPU 24 Gb
unit.

The model was used in a few-shot setting, using two ex-
amples, and the process was divided into the following two
steps:

1. Topic identification: determine the topic of the given user
question.

2. Line identification: identify the minimum relevant lines
from the guideline context that help answer the question.

Examples of our prompts and sample answers are detailed
in Table 3] Regarding the prompts, both are designed to en-
sure outputs in a specific format that can be easily post-
processed. These outputs are either a topic from a pre-set
list or line numbers from the input guideline. This pre-set
format guarantees output stability, even considering the vari-
ability of user questions. The stability of these outputs was
confirmed during our experiments at the development stage.

Referencing only the relevant lines from a guideline is
crucial for ensuring the safety and relevance of the infor-
mation provided. By focusing on the information selection,
we can significantly reduce the risk of hallucinations, inac-
curacies and biases.

However, providing relevant line numbers is insufficient;
we need to understand the rationale behind the model’s deci-
sions. To address this, we investigated the reasoning capaci-
ties of Llama by examining the outputs of its DeepSeek ver-
sion DeepSeek-R1-Distill-Llama-8B (DeepSeek-
Al 2025). This DeepSeek model was distilled from Llama
and then trained via large-scale reinforcement learning (RL)
to develop enhanced reasoning capacities. We presented out-
puts of DeepSeek-Llama to human clinical experts for their
evaluation.

*https://huggingface.co/meta—1lama/
Llama—-3.1-8B-Instruct


https://huggingface.co/meta-llama/Llama-3.1-8B-Instruct
https://huggingface.co/meta-llama/Llama-3.1-8B-Instruct

Step

Example Prompt

Topic identifi-
cation

User: Identify the topic of the following question:

How do I define hypertensive emergency?

Use the following topic list:

Hypertension, Diabetes, Heart Disease.

Do not include any other text. Provide only the topic name.
Assistant: Hypertension

Line identifi-
cation

User:Your question is:

How do I define hypertensive emergency?

Identify the minimum relevant lines from the context below that help answer the question.

Do not include any other text. Provide the line numbers that answer the question, separated by white space.

The content of the sections is below:

0: DEFINITIONS, SYMPTOMS & CAUSES: Hypertensive Emergency, also known as Accelerated Hypertension,
is characterized by severe hypertension (>180/120 mmHg) accompanied by new or worsening target organ dam-
age.

1: DEFINITIONS, SYMPTOMS & CAUSES: Hypertensive Urgency refers to severe hypertension without target
organ damage.

2: DEFINITIONS, SYMPTOMS & CAUSES: Symptoms can include headache, visual disturbances, chest pain,
shortness of breath, dizziness, and neurological deficits.

3: CAUSES (not exhaustive): Uncontrolled Primary Hypertension

4: CAUSES (not exhaustive): Secondary Hypertension (e.g., renal artery stenosis, primary hyperaldosteronism,
pheochromocytoma)...

Assistant: 1

Table 1: Example Prompts for Topic and Line Identification for our Guideline Q&A. Our system first classifies the user’s
query under a predefined topic list (e.g., Hypertension, Diabetes, Heart Disease). Next, it extracts the minimum relevant lines

from a provided clinical context. All the examples have been paraphrased.

Evaluation Design

The assessment design for this study involved both auto-
matic and human evaluation. Automatic evaluation focused
on the effectiveness of line extraction per question. Three
key metrics were used: precision, recall, and F-score. Preci-
sion measures the accuracy of the extracted lines, indicating
the proportion of relevant lines among those extracted. Re-
call assesses the completeness, showing the proportion of
relevant lines that were successfully extracted from the total
relevant lines available. The F-score combines precision and
recall into a single metric, providing a balanced measure.
Human evaluation included topic-based and scenario-
based evaluations by human in-domain experts in an actual
hospital environment at the National Hospital for Neurology
and Neurosurgery (NHNN)), a tertiary neurosciences centre.

Participants

Seven assessors were recruited to evaluate our chatbot. All
were medical doctors with between 1 and 4 years postgradu-
ate clinical experience. Six participants were junior doctors
in the neurosurgery department of NHNN, and one assessor
was a General Practice trainee.

Six guidelines were randomly chosen from the UCLH
general medical guidelines and screened to ensure that
they contained similar amounts of textual information and
were representative of the format and size of the other
UCLH guidelines. The chosen guidelines were hot swollen
joint, pancreatitis, pericarditis, severe hypertension, hy-
pokalaemia, and diabetic ketoacidosis (DKA). Each assessor
evaluated nine chatbot answers across three different guide-
lines from the selected group of six. For each guideline,

three questions were asked: two topics featured predefined
questions, while one topic allowed experts to choose their
own questions (see Table [AT). The topics and questions for
the predefined setup, along with their corresponding gold
standard answers, were selected by the authors (FJ and NJ).
These data were also used in the automatic evaluation setup.

The assessment was conducted during in-person sessions
using a computer with dedicated access to the chatbot inter-
face within the Trusted Research Environment (TRE) pro-
vided by UCL specifically for testing purposes (see Figure
[T). This setup ensured a secure and controlled environment
for evaluation.

Guidelines Chatbot

5

Whatinvestigations should | request for hypokalaemia?

Figure 1: Our Chatbot Providing Investigation Recom-
mendations for Hypokalaemia. This screenshot displays
an interaction with our chatbot.



Tasks

In the topic-based task, each participant answered fixed
questions, with three questions per topic across six topics
(see Table [AT). Initially, participants identified the answers
to the clinical questions themselves using the PDF guide-
lines from UCLH intranet. Then they inputted the questions
into the chatbot to obtain its responses. The time was taken
for both methods by the experiment observer.

Participants manually scored the chatbot answers against
the answers they found on their own using two criteria: cor-
rectness (categories assigned: very relevant, relevant, irrele-
vant to the question) and completeness (categories assigned:
minor omission, major omission, just right, minor addition,
major addition).

In the scenario-based task, each participant was ran-
domly assigned one scenario from a set of six predefined
scenarios (see Table [AZ)). Participants considered the sce-
nario as if it were a real patient situation and were asked to
report what information they would require from a clinical
guideline to aid their diagnostic and treatment planning pro-
cess. They were free to ask the chatbot three questions of
their choice about the guideline. They searched for answers
in the PDF guideline themselves and then via the chatbot.
The time taken for both methods was measured by the ob-
server.

Data Following identification of the six clinical guide-
lines to be used, the pre-processing phase involved several
steps. First, the guidelines were extracted from PDF docu-
ments using optical character recognition (OCR) technology
to convert the text into a machine-readable format. This was
followed by a manual cleaning process to correct any OCR
errors and ensure the accuracy of the extracted text. Addi-
tionally, section names from each guideline were prepended
to every line to facilitate the identification of pertinent in-
formation during the LLM analysis. Our guidelines have 47
lines and 950 words on average.

Results

Automatic Evaluation The results in Table 2] show the
precision, recall, and F-score across topics, based on an au-
tomatic evaluation of topic-based questions and golden an-
swers as provided by FJ and NJ. We ran each LLM re-
quest five times, and line numbers present in at least four
responses were considered in the final output to address the
response variability issue and ensure robustness. The recall
values remained consistently high (close to 1.00) across top-
ics, ensuring that critical clinical information is not missed.

However, precision varies significantly, with Hot Swollen
Joint (0.15) and Severe Hypertension (0.38) showing the
lowest values. Pericarditis (0.85) and DKA (0.86) indicate
the strongest model performance in terms of precision. Note
that precision is less critical in our setting, as clinical ex-
perts can further filter and refine the retrieved information
(see examples in Table[AJ).

Human Evaluation In line with our previous findings, in
the human evaluation setup our chatbot consistently extracts

relevant information with high recall. During the topic-based
task, when compared to manually identified answers, the
chatbot produced “very relevant” responses 84.6% of the
time, and “relevant information” in 15.4% of responses, with
no “irrelevant” responses. Regarding the completeness of
the chatbot answers, its responses were evaluated as being
“satisfactory” in 82.1% of cases, with minor additions of in-
formation occurring in 12.8% of responses. It is important
to emphasise that our chatbot performs with minimal errors.
Out of 39 responses across various topics, there was only
one instance each of major omissions and major unneces-
sary information (see Figure [2). Due to the hospital’s con-
nection quality, each LLM request was executed only once
(compared to five times during automatic evaluation). We
anticipate that consolidating multiple responses will further
reduce the number of major errors (see Discussion section
regarding deployment solutions).

In the scenario-based task, in which participants were able
to ask their own freehand questions in response to a clinical
scenario, the chatbot was evaluated as producing “very rele-
vant” or “relevant” answers in 43.8% and 50.0% of cases, re-
spectively. The chatbot gave only one “irrelevant” response.

The completeness of these answers was evaluated as be-
ing “satisfactory” 68.8% of the time, with a minor addition
of information in 18.8% of answers. There was only one re-
sponse with minor omission and one response with major
omission (see Figure [3)).

These findings and our observations during experiment
highlight the importance of educating clinical experts on
how to formulate questions that are closely aligned with the
guidelines. Properly structured questions can significantly
enhance the relevance and completeness of the chatbot’s re-
sponses. It is important to note that that variations in doc-
tors’ questions has a moderate impact on the quality of the
answers. In the worst-case scenario, if a question is vague or
broad, the chatbot may provide a more extensive portion of
the guideline in its output. This ensures that even less spe-
cific inquiries receive precise answers.

Moreover, our results suggest the promising advantage of
our chatbot in terms of the time efficiency it offers. All six
participants working at NHNN reported needing to access
the UCLH clinical guidelines either daily (n=2), or more
than once per week (n=4), and four assessors stated they
found it difficult or time consuming to access and navigate
the clinical guidelines via the hospital intranet.

During the topic-based task, the mean time for assessors
to identify answers to three fixed questions in the relevant
guideline, including time navigating the UCLH intranet to
find the guideline, was 90.15 seconds (range 57 - 178 sec-
onds). The mean chatbot response time to answer the same
questions was 34.42 seconds (range 27.47 - 40.14 seconds),
including both the typing time from the participant, and the
chatbot response time (see Table [).

Finally, providing just line numbers to human ex-
perts was insufficient; they expressed need to under-
stand the rationale behind the model’s decisions. To ad-
dress this, we explored the reasoning capabilities of
Llama by examining the outputs of its DeepSeek ver-
sion, DeepSeek—-R1-Distill-Llama-38B (DeepSeek-



Category Precision Recall F-score
Diagnosis: Hot Swollen Joint 0.15 1.00 0.26
Diagnosis: DKA 0.86 1.00 0.92
Diagnosis: Severe Hypertension 0.38 0.91 0.54
Diagnosis: Pericarditis 0.85 1.00 0.92
Diagnosis: Hypokalaemia 0.45 1.00 0.62
Diagnosis: Pancreatitis 0.56 1.00 0.72

Average

0.54 0.98 0.66

Table 2: Performance Evaluation of Guideline Chatbot Q&A. This table presents the precision, recall, and F-score based on
the automatic evaluation of our chatbot answers per topic. Each request was executed five times, and line numbers appearing
in at least four lists were considered. The high recall values (close to 1.00) across all diagnostic categories ensure that critical
clinical information is not missed, which is essential for patient safety. While precision varies across categories, its impact may
be less critical in this setting, as clinical experts can further filter and refine the retrieved information.

Al 2025). Two assessors conducted this evaluation in par-
allel to their task-based and scenario-based evaluations (18
responses in total). There was “very good” clinical reason-
ing found by the assessors in 72% of the responses to the
questions, with “minor flaws” found in 22% of the time (see
example in Table [Ad). Only one response was marked with
“major flaw”.

Discussion

Statement of key findings Our results have demonstrated
that concise and effective clinical information relevant to
specific patient scenarios can be delivered by our LLM-
based chatbot in response to clinical queries. The outputs
were always clinically relevant, with an average recall of
0.98. Furthermore, the overall speed of information retrieval
for the clinician was threefold faster, including typing time,
when using the chatbot compared to finding the information
manually in the guideline.

Across all testing, there was no extemporised content
or information given from outside the clinical guideline
queried by the user. This is an important finding because of
the potential safety implications in clinical practice if wrong
drugs or doses are given, for example. By limiting the chat-
bot to only respond with verbatim lines copied from the clin-
ical guideline we were able to ensure it maintained clinically
safe responses. Thus, although there is a reasoning approach
by the model to assess the appropriate output in response to
a question by the user, this does not involve text generation,
but merely the choice of already existing text in the clinical
guideline.

Overall, there was a slightly lower performance for the
chatbot when asked “freehand” questions by clinicians relat-
ing to a clinical scenario. This is likely due to the phrasing of
prompt questions by clinicians not accustomed to interacting
with LLM tools, plus early stage inflexibility of the model,
and will improve with wider implementation and clinician
experience as well as model updates. There may be value
in providing clinicians with a “primer” on effective ways to
interact with the model to optimise efficiency of output.

Strengths and Limitations This study uses a novel ap-
proach to successfully constrain an LLM model in order to
allow clinically relevant, safe, disease-specific information
in response to a targeted clinical question. Additionally, we
assessed the reasoning capacities of the model, which rep-
resents an understudied area. Although using clinicians to
assess the output relevant to their daily workload provides
the study with real world value, the sample size used was
small and larger studies would likely provide more insight
into how this model could be improved.

The guidelines used at UCLH are text-based and contain
no flowcharts or visual aids. However, it is possible that fu-
ture iterations of guidelines or those used at other hospitals
could contain these features and so it is important to aug-
ment the chatbot with capability to convert visual flowcharts
to text for future iterations.

Finally, we used simulated patient scenarios as the basis
for interaction with the model. Deploying this in the real
world clinical setting with clinicians using the model when
required in real patient situations would be the optimal way
to assess its utility in future studies. The LLM we use is
one of the smallest available, allowing it to be hosted locally
on a server that can be easily installed within the hospital
environment. This setup does not require costly computing
hardware and infrastructure.

Implications and next steps This pilot feasibility study
has demonstrated that an LLM model can effectively assist
clinicians managing patient issues by sourcing relevant and
useful information from clinical guidelines. With increasing
time pressures experienced by clinicians across specialities,
this time saving is a potentially powerful patient safety tool
as it also ensures up to date information is available to the
clinician.

We plan to conduct a comprehensive evaluation of the
chatbot’s accessibility and usability among healthcare pro-
fessionals. In addition to the parameters assessed in this pi-
lot study, it is essential to evaluate its performance and ac-
ceptability across diverse user groups, including those from
lower socioeconomic backgrounds (Patel and Hanif 2022;
Rhead et al. 2024). Such an evaluation is critical to ensure



Category Total Count Task Count Scenario Count Annotator
Diagnosis: Hot Swollen Joint 4 3 1 R1,R2,R3,R4
Diagnosis: DKA 4 3 1 R1, R2, R6,R7
Diagnosis: Severe Hypertension 2 1 1 R5,R6
Diagnosis: Pericarditis 3 3 0 R1,R3, R4
Diagnosis: Hypokalaemia 3 2 1 R2, RS, R6
Diagnosis: Pancreatitis 3 1 2 R3, R4, R5
Total 19 13 6

Table 3: Summary of Answers by Topic. We report the total number of responses, the distribution between task-based and

scenario-based answers, and the annotators involved.

Guideline Mean participant response time | Mean chatbot response time per
per question, sec question, sec
Hot Swollen Joint 88.33 40.14
DKA 98.67 28.27
Severe Hypertension | 178.00 38.24
Pericarditis 57.00 35.84
Hypokalaemia 87.50 27.47
Pancreatitis 87.00 36.57
Total | 90.15 | 34.42

Table 4: Comparison of Response Times Between Participants and Chatbot for Topic-Based Tasks. This table compares
the mean response time (in seconds) for participants and the chatbot (including participant typing time) when answering three
clinical questions related to different guidelines. The chatbot’s response time remains relatively stable across different condi-
tions, averaging 34.42 seconds overall, whereas participant response times vary, with an overall mean of 90.15 seconds.

the tool contributes to reducing, rather than exacerbating,
the digital divide—an important consideration in equitable
healthcare delivery.

Further iterations of this tool should be tested with real-
world scenarios in different healthcare settings (e.g. primary
care, emergency medicine, hospital care). Additionally, we
plan to extend the application to real-life settings for use
over the phone, expand its reference materials to include
more guidelines, phonebooks, and antibiotic manuals, and
enhance its decision tree reasoning capabilities. Equipping
the chatbot with the ability to ask context-specific questions
to refine the clinical query will further improve its utility.

As many hospital trusts around the UK are adopting elec-
tronic health record (EHR) software for clinical manage-
ment of inpatients, our tool could ideally be integrated with
these systems which would allow further added functional-
ity by giving the chatbot access to patient-specific informa-
tion which can shape the response (e.g. advising the right
dose of intravenous antibiotic based on patient’s recorded
weight). However, for hospitals not yet using EHR systems,
the development of a clinical app will be required to allow
widespread use of our chatbot, accessible by staff using hos-
pital trust credentials to ensure clinical safety.

Conclusion

The adherence to clinical guidelines in primary and sec-
ondary care improves patient outcomes by providing
evidence-based standards of care. This feasibility study

demonstrates that implementation of an Al-based helper
tool, ideally integrated with patient electronic health records,
to search for and summarise key clinical recommendations
from these guidelines, has the potential to optimise guide-
line adherence, improve patient safety, and increase patient-
facing time for clinicians. Moreover, the information extrac-
tion capacities of Large Language Models (LLMs) open new
perspectives for safe and transparent Al support, enhancing
the ability to deliver contextually relevant clinical informa-
tion.
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Task Relevance Distribution

W Very relevant (84.6%)
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Figure 2: Task Relevance and Completeness Distribution Across Tasks. Relevance distribution (left chart) shows that the
majority of responses were deemed “Very relevant” (84.6%). Completeness distribution (right chart) categorises responses
based on the presence of unnecessary or missing information. A substantial majority (82.1%) of responses were marked as

“Satisfactory”.
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Topic | Questions
Hot Swollen | What differentials are there for a hot, swollen joint?
Joint What investigations should I do for septic arthritis?
What is first line treatment for a gout flare?
Pericarditis What blood tests should I request for a patient with pericarditis?
What is the first-line treatment for pericarditis?
Do I need to admit a patient if they have new pericarditis?
Diabetic What are the criteria for diagnosing DKA?
ketoacidosis What is the fluid management in DKA?
(DKA) How do you define severe DKA?
Hypokalaemia | How do we treat hypokalemia?
What does an ECG show in hypokalemia?
‘What monitoring is required in hypokalemia?
Severe Hyper- | What investigations should I request for a patient with severe hyperten-
tension sion?
How do I define hypertensive emergency?
What dose of GTN should I administer IV for hypertensive emergency?
Pancreatitis What investigations should I request for a patient with pancreatitis?
Who can I contact for advice about my patient with pancreatitis?
How should I manage a patient with pancreatitis?

Table Al: Task Questions Categorised by Clinical Topics for Human Evaluation. The topics cover a range of critical
diagnoses. The questions focus on key aspects of clinical decision-making, such as diagnosis criteria, investigations, treatment
options, and patient management strategies. It is important to note that “Golden Answers” (expert-validated responses) are not
provided due to the proprietary nature of the data.

Topic Scenario

Hot Swollen 60 M post-op D5 meningioma resection, complaining of tender swollen right knee. O/E - right knee hot to touch,

Joint ROM limited by pain, NVI distally, calf soft. Obs — T 37.5, HR 90, BP 120/81.

Pericarditis 40 M, post-op D8 tumour biopsy, due to go home today. New left sided chest pain, alleviated by sitting forward. T
37.5, HR 90, BP 120/90. ECG shows saddle shaped ST elevation. Bloods — troponin 3. Recent coryzal symptoms.

Diabetic 21 F with PMH T1DM, admitted today for ICP monitoring ?IIH. Medications not yet charted. On ward round,

ketoacidosis CBG 24 with ketones 3.0. VBG result: pH 7.3. Obs normal.

(DKA)

Hypokalaemia 30 M post-op D1 Vp shunt. Nausea and vomiting ++. Post-op bloods: Potassium 2.3 (3.5-5.5), Sodium 137 (135-
145), eGFR (90, Ca 2.2 (2.2-2.6).

Severe Hyper- 68 M admitted for elective brain biopsy. Pre-op observations - BP 190/110 confirmed 2 separate readings. HR 80,

tension T 36.3. Bloods — Na 135 (135-145), K 3.8 (3.5-5), Cr 138 (60-110), eGFR 70 (¢90). No history of kidney disease.

Pancreatitis 50 F, post-op day 3 L4/5 discectomy. PMH gallstones. Post-op abdominal pain, epigastric radiating to back. Obs:

sats 100% on RA, HR 110, BP 115/80, T 36.5. Bloods show amylase 700 (30-118), bilirubin 3, CRP 50, WCC 6
(normal neutrophils), Hb 110, Na 135 (135-145), K 3.8 (3.5-5).

Table A2: Clinical Scenarios Categorised by Topic for Human Evaluation. Each scenario describes a patient case, including
relevant history, symptoms, observations, and lab results, to simulate real-world decision-making.



Topic: Severe Hypertension

Question: What dose of GTN should I administer I'V / intravenous for hypertensive emergency?
Response:

Please follow the steps below:

Blood Pressure Targets
Unless there is an aortic dissection, the following targets apply:

First Hour Using IV Drugs:
Reduce Mean Arterial Pressure (MAP) by a maximum of 20%.

2-6 Hours Using IV Drugs:
Aim for a blood pressure of 160/100 mmHg.
If blood pressure remains above target after the maximum dose of a single IV agent, start a second IV agent.

After the First 6 Hours:
Begin introducing oral agents and gradually reduce IV drugs.
Aim for a blood pressure of 140/80 mmHg over the next 24-48 hours.

Antihypertensives
Intravenous Glyceryl Trinitrate (GTN):

Prepare 50 mg GTN in a total of 50 ml of 0.9% sodium chloride.

Infuse at a rate of 1-10 mg/hour, with higher rates at the consultant’s discretion.

Recommended starting rate is 1-3 mg/hour.

Adjust the infusion rate in increments of 1-2 mg/hour every 15 minutes.

Note: GTN becomes less effective over time due to tolerance, so avoid use for more than 24 hours.

Please refer to Severe Hypertension guidelines for more information.

Topic: Pancreatitis

Question: What investigations should I request for a patient with pancreatitis?
Response:

Please follow the steps below:

Investigations

Blood Tests:

Venous Blood Gas (VBG)
Full Blood Count (FBC)
Urea and Electrolytes (U&E)
Liver Function Tests (LFT)
Amylase

C-Reactive Protein (CRP)
Clotting profile

Bone profile

Triglycerides

Blood cultures (if indicated)

Additional Tests:
Consider Arterial Blood Gas (ABG) to assess hypoxia if present.
Pregnancy test if appropriate.

Imaging:

Chest X-ray (CXR) to assess for effusion or Acute Respiratory Distress Syndrome (ARDS).
Abdominal Ultrasound (USS) to determine the underlying cause.

Computed Tomography (CT) scan only if there is peritonitis or diagnostic uncertainty.

Please refer to Pancreatitis guidelines for more information.

Table A3: Examples of our Chatbot Responses related to Severe Hypertension and Pancreatitis. Each example consists of
a question followed by a structured response. The bolded text within the responses highlights phrases that match the “golden an-
swer” provided by human experts emphasising the high recall of our chatbot answers. All the examples have been paraphrased.



Question from the clinician: How do I diagnose DKA?
Output from chatbot:

Okay, so I need to figure out which lines in the provided context are highly relevant to diagnosing DKA. The
question is asking for the criteria, so I should focus on lines that outline the specific diagnostic markers.

Looking at line 1, it clearly lists the three criteria: blood glucose, blood ketones, and acidosis. That’s directly about
the diagnosis, so that’s definitely relevant.

Line 0 mentions performing CBG, VBG, and urinalysis, which are the tests needed to assess blood glucose and
ketones, so that’s also relevant.

Line 2 talks about considering causes of DKA, which is more about differential diagnosis rather than the specific
criteria, so maybe not as relevant.

Lines 3-6 are about requests for tests and observations, which are part of the diagnostic process but don’t specify
the criteria themselves.

Lines 7-9 discuss fluid management, which is important but not directly about the diagnostic criteria.

Lines 10-16 are about potassium management, which is part of treatment but not the diagnosis itself.

Lines 17-18 deal with insulin management, which is part of treatment, not diagnosis.

Lines 19-21 talk about severe DKA and prophylaxis, which are more about management and prevention rather
than diagnosis criteria.

Lines 22-26 discuss monitoring and targets, which are important but again, more about management than initial
diagnosis.

Lines 27-30 are about resolution and referrals, which are post-diagnostic steps.

So, the most relevant lines are line 0 and line 1 because they directly address the diagnostic tests and criteria
needed for DKA.

</think>

[01]
ANSWER TO THE USER:

DIAGNOSIS

PERFORM A CBG, VBG AND URINALYSIS

Blood glucose levels of at least 11.1 mmol/L or a known history of diabetes.

Blood ketones of 3 mmol/L or higher, or urine ketones greater than 2+.

Acidosis, indicated by venous or arterial pH below 7.3 and/or HCO3- levels under 15 mmol/L.

Please refer to DKA guidelines for more information.

Table A4: Chatbot’s Line Selection Process with DeepSeek-R1-Distill-Llama. We show our chatbot’s reasoning process
when determining the most relevant lines from the provided guideline. All the guideline text has been paraphrased.
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