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Abstract

We introduce the first version of the AI Con-
sumer Index (ACE), a benchmark for assess-
ing whether frontier AI models can perform
high-value consumer tasks. ACE contains a
hidden heldout set of 400 test cases, split across
four consumer activities: shopping, food, gam-
ing, and DIY. We are also open sourcing 80
cases as ea devset with a CC-BY license. For
the ACE leaderboard we evaluated 10 fron-
tier models (with websearch turned on) us-
ing a novel grading methodology that dynam-
ically checks whether relevant parts of the
response are grounded in the retrieved web
sources. GPT 5 (Thinking = High) is the top-
performing model, scoring 56.1%, followed by
o3 Pro (Thinking = On) (55.2%) and GPT 5.1
(Thinking = High) (55.1%). Model scores dif-
fer across domains, and in Shopping the top
model scores under 50%. We show models are
prone to hallucinating key information, such as
prices. ACE shows a substantial gap between
the performance of even the best models and
consumers’ AI needs.

1 Introduction

Consumer use of AI is widespread and accelerat-
ing. A report in June 2025 from Menlo Ventures
found that 61% of American adults had used AI
in the previous six months and 19% used it every
day (Carolan et al., 2025). In September 2025,
OpenAI reported that daily ChatGPT messages
had increased from 451 million in June 2024 to
2,627 million in June 2025 (Chatterji et al., 2025).
Consumer use drove much of this growth, with
the proportion of non-work-related messages in-
creasing from 53% to 73%. Bain & Co estimate
that consumer spending on AI is $12 billion per
year, with substantial growth potential as 97% of
consumers use only free versions of AI products
(Sommerfeld and Griffin, 2025). At the same time,
numerous studies show that the public is concerned
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Figure 1: The ACE leaderboard (ACE-v1-heldout).

about the accuracy and trustworthiness of AI mod-
els and products (McClain et al., 2025; Reports,
2024; Carolan et al., 2025; Forum, 2025). Exist-
ing benchmarks have not paid enough attention to
consumer applications of AI, instead focusing on
abstract reasoning capabilities or, to a lesser extent,
professional work (Vidgen et al., 2025) and coding
(Jimenez et al., 2024; Aleithan et al., 2024; Ma
et al., 2025). To tackle this problem we are releas-
ing the AI Consumer Index (ACE), a benchmark
which assesses whether AI models can meet the
everyday needs of consumers.1

1mercor.com/leaderboard/ace
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Figure 2: Example rubric for Shopping (ID 676) with 9 criteria. This case is from ACE-v1-dev and is not used in
the ACE leaderboard.

ACE contains a heldout set of 400 tasks, which we
call ACE-v1-heldout. It is hidden to minimize the
risk of contamination and overfitting. The tasks are
evenly divided across four domains of consumer
activity: (1) Shopping, (2) DIY, (3) Gaming, and
(4) Food, as described in Table 1. To advance
open research, we are open sourcing 20 cases from

each domain (with prompts, metadata and grading
rubrics), comprising 80 cases total.2 We call this
ACE-v1-dev. An example prompt and rubric is
given in Figure 2. We are also making our eval
harness open source for full reproducibility.3 The

2huggingface.co/mercor/ace
3github.com/Mercor-Intelligence/apex-evals
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Figure 3: Overview of the production process for creating cases in the AI Consumer Index. Quality control is
applied at every step.

public-facing leaderboard for ACE, initially with
results for 10 models, is now available. To mini-
mize noise, we collect model responses eight times
for each prompt and use the mean score. All scores
are independently graded by a judge LM.

The rubrics in ACE-v1-heldout have finegrained
labels for each criterion that enable high-fidelity
loss analysis: (1) whether the criterion is grounded
or not (i.e., requires the model to make a claim
based off information in a retrieved web source)
and (2) using a newly developed taxonomy of cri-
teria, the criterion type (i.e., meeting a requested
quantity, meeting a product feature, or returning
a link). Using these labels, we show that many
models are worse at grounding their responses than
meeting the requirements of the prompt – they are
prone to making up information or providing dead
links in order to satisfy the request. We also show
that models are worse at nuanced matters of taste
that are less obvious, such as providing a safety
warning for some DIY activities.

2 Dataset overview

2.1 Experts and quality control

Each case was created by subject matter experts
and reviewed multiple times, as shown in Fig-
ure 3. Experts were sourced through the Mercor
Platform with appropriate experience for each con-
sumer activity domain, such as personal shoppers,

Table 1: Overview of the ACE-v1-heldout and ACE-
v1-dev datasets, showing the average number of criteria
per domain, the average number of hurdles, and the
percentage of criteria that are grounded.

Domain Tasks Avg
criteria

Avg
hurdles

Grnd
crit

ACE-v1-heldout

DIY 100 10.71 1.01 0.00
Food 100 7.65 1.67 0.00
Gaming 100 5.41 1.35 42%
Shopping 100 5.21 1.25 74%
Unweighted avg 100 7.25 1.32 29%

ACE-v1-dev

DIY 20 9.95 1.05 0.00
Food 20 7.40 1.70 0.00
Gaming 20 5.35 1.15 25%
Shopping 20 6.25 1.35 77%
Unweighted avg 20 7.24 1.31 25%

stylists and shopping magazine editors for Shop-
ping; Game developers and professional gamers
in Gaming; Chefs, food magazine editors, and nu-
tritionists for Food; and tradespeople, construc-
tion workers, and mechanical engineers for DIY.
Throughout the project we continually gave feed-
back to the experts, especially at the start as we
iterated on the scope and design of the project. In
total, 47 experts contributed at least one case to
ACE-v1 (including both ACE-v1-dev and ACE-v1-
heldout).
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Figure 4: Hierarchical process for grading criteria in ACE-v1.

2.2 Taxonomy of workflows

For each domain in ACE we developed a taxonomy
of workflows to ensure dataset diversity and to bet-
ter understand common AI consumer use cases.
We interviewed experts working on ACE and man-
ually reviewed several rounds of data. There are
5 workflows in Shopping, 2 workflows in DIY, 4
workflows in Gaming, and 3 workflows in Food,
as shown in Appendix C, with the counts and per-
centage of cases that each workflow accounts for
in ACE-v1-heldout.

2.3 Prompts

Each prompt contains a persona, describing the
background and primary objective of the user, and a
request. The task can only be successfully executed
by taking into account the persona and request to-
gether because the persona has key information to
contextualize and disambiguate the request. An
example is given in Figure 2. We experimented
with several versions of the prompts to ensure that
user’s expectations of a high-quality model output
(as codified in the rubric) are fairly communicated
to the model. Initially, experts created very sim-
ple prompts that did not specify exactly what they
wanted returned, such as a link to purchase an item
or the price of the item. Models did not discern the
user’s inherently subjective expectations, and so
would routinely not return key information. There-

fore, to make the ACE leaderboard grading process
fair, we append a short piece of text to the end of
each prompt that makes the expectations of users
explicit. This text is customized to the workflow
in each domain and is given in Appendix B. This
is somewhat unrealistic but makes the evals fairer.
It likely leads to models performing better (and
achieving higher scores) than in a real-world set-
ting.

2.4 Criteria

For each prompt, experts create a rubric of criteria
to evaluate the quality of responses. Each criterion
is an objective, specific, and self-contained state-
ment about the response, phrased as a descriptive
claim. Each criterion can be assessed as Pass or
Fail by a human or LM judge (Saad-Falcon et al.,
2024; Arora et al., 2025; Starace et al., 2025). The
mean number of criteria for Shopping tasks is 5.21,
Gaming is 5.41, DIY is 10.71, and Food is 7.65.
Each criterion has two metadata tags that are used
in the grading methodology: (1) whether it assesses
an aspect of the response that requires grounding
or not (see below) and (2) whether it is the “hurdle”
(see below). We also provide a label for the criteria
type, as shown in Table 3. There are 7 criteria types
in DIY, 10 in Food, 8 in Gaming, and 6 in Shop-
ping. A small number of criteria appear in multiple
domains (e.g., “Provides link(s)” and “Other”).
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3 Experimental setup

10 frontier models from Anthropic, Google Deep-
mind, and OpenAI were tested against ACE-v1-
heldout. Responses were collected from the mod-
els’ respective APIs at the end of November. Think-
ing is turned On for all models and set to High
when available (GPT5, GPT5.1, o3, o3 Pro, and
Gemini 3 Pro). Thinking budgets, where available,
are set to max (24k for Gemini 2.5 Flash, 32k for
Gemini 2.5 Pro and Opus 4.1, 64k for Sonnet 4.5
and Opus 4.5). Temperature can only be configured
for Google Deepmind models. We set it to 0.7 for
Gemini 2.5 Flash and 2.5 Pro and 1.0 for Gemini 3
Pro, as recommended in the documentation.4 We
do not explicitly set the system prompt. All models
are tested with web search enabled.

4 Model grading

We collected model responses eight times for each
prompt. For each response, we independently score
the rubric’s criterion, following industry practice
in using an LM judge (Gu et al., 2025; Zhu et al.,
2025). We use Gemini 2.5 Pro with Thinking =
High and Temperature set to 0.0. Our grading
methodology is hierarchical to minimize reward
hacking. It involves (1) checking for hurdles and
(2) checking grounding.

First, for each task, we assess the prompt against
the hurdle criteria. These criteria are the most im-
portant as they capture the core goal of the prompt
– such as, for Shopping, whether the response re-
turns the requested item or, for DIY, whether the
response fixes the user’s problem. This is impor-
tant because some criteria are worded broadly and
could reward responses that return a completely
wrong item but still meet a specific requirement
(e.g., the response returns any item under $50) or
provide very generic advice that is not tailored to
the user’s problem (e.g., advising the user seeks
help from a qualified expert). These actions should
only be rewarded if the users’ core goal is satisfied.
Most cases have just one hurdle criteria although
some have two. On average, there are 1.32 hurdles
per case in ACE-v1-heldout.

For DIY and Food, once the hurdle is passed,
we grade as usual – the response is assessed for
whether it passes each criteria, scoring one point

4See Gemini 3 Docs

for each. For Gaming and Shopping, once the hur-
dle is passed, we assess each criteria using a three
step process to account for grounding, as shown in
Figure 4. This is because these cases make factual
claims based on the web sources. 42% of gam-
ing criteria and 74% of shopping criteria require a
grounding check. The intuition behind our grading
methodology is that a response that meets the crite-
ria should score positively; a response that returns
nothing should score neutrally (i.e., 0); and a re-
sponse that hallucinates information should score
negatively.

Step one is to assess whether the content of the
response passes the criterion. For example, if the
criterion assesses whether the price of the returned
item is below $100, we check that the returned item
is stated to be below $100. If it fails the criterion,
the response scores 0. If it passes the criterion
we move to step two, which involves identifying
whether a grounding check is needed. If no ground-
ing check is needed, it scores +1 for passing the
criterion. If a grounding check is needed, step three
is to assess whether the content of the response is
actually grounded in the web sources. If so, it
scores +1. If it is not (i.e., the claim is not factu-
ally supported by the evidence sources) it scores
−1. This is because the model has made up the
information (often called “hallucinating”). In Ap-
pendix A we describe the technical implementation
of this process in more detail.

Once each criterion in the rubric is scored we com-
pute a final score for the response by (1) linearly
combining the criteria scores for the numerator and
(2) counting the number of criteria for the denomi-
nator. As DIY and Food have only positive scores
in the numerator, their scores have a maximum of
100% and minimum of 0%. As Gaming and Shop-
ping criteria can have −1, +1 and 0 values, the
numerator can be negative, with a maximum of
100% and theoretical minimum of −100%. The
theoretical minimum is only achieved if every crite-
rion can be checked for grounding and the response
hallucinates all of the required information.

5 Results

We collect 8 runs from each model on each task,
resulting in 32, 000 model responses (400 cases x
8 runs x 10 models). As there are over 7 criteria for
each task on average, there are over 220,000 judg-
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Table 2: Performance of models on the consumer activity domains in ACE-v1-heldout. For consistency with the
leaderboard, we report the boostrapped mean values.

Model Name Provider Overall DIY Food Gaming Shopping

Gemini 2.5 Flash (On) Google 35.7% 43.7% 51.8% 28.4% 18.5%
Gemini 2.5 Pro (On) Google 31.9% 40.5% 42.9% 28.5% 15.7%
Gemini 3 Pro (High) Google 45.7% 44.8% 58.4% 50.9% 28.1%
GPT 5 (High) OpenAI 56.1% 55.4% 70.1% 57.5% 41.7%
GPT 5.1 (High) OpenAI 55.1% 55.8% 59.1% 61.0% 44.7%
o3 (On) OpenAI 52.9% 52.2% 56.2% 58.5% 44.7%
o3 Pro (On) OpenAI 55.2% 54.2% 60.2% 61.3% 45.4%
Opus 4.1 (On) Anthropic 33.8% 37.8% 46.4% 31.8% 18.8%
Opus 4.5 (On) Anthropic 38.3% 38.9% 45.4% 39.1% 29.5%
Sonnet 4.5 (On) Anthropic 35.5% 37.1% 48.3% 37.3% 19.4%

ments. The mean standard deviation of the scores
from the 8 runs is 16.4%, ranging from 14.7%
(Opus 4.1 (Thinking = On) to 19.3% (o3 (Think-
ing = High). This spread is due in part to using
hurdles (which, if failed, make a model score 0%
on a task) and grounding checks (which can give
negative scores to responses that are not grounded
in the source documents). We use the mean score
of the 8 runs per model / task for the leaderboard.

To calculate 95% confidence intervals, we boot-
strap the data 10,000 times with a sample of 400
cases for the overall benchmark and 100 cases
for the domain-specific results.5 See a full set of
mean scores and confidence intervals in Table 7
in Appendix D. GPT 5 (Thinking = High) is the
top-performing model on ACE-v1-heldout, scor-
ing 56.1%, followed by o3 Pro (Thinking = On)
(55.2%) and GPT 5.1 (Thinking = High) (55.1%).
Models’ mean scores for each of the four consumer
domains are shown in Table 2. The domains dif-
fer substantially in difficulty. The best performing
model in Shopping scores 45.4% but in DIY scores
55.8%, in Gaming 61.3% and in Food 70.1%. In
Food, GPT 5 is 10 percentage points ahead of the
next best model (o3 Pro (Thinking = On)) at 60.2%.

5.1 Hurdle criteria

Hurdle criteria are not inherently more challenging;
on average, models pass the same percentage of per
task hurdles as the non-hurdle criteria. However,
because they are stagegated (i.e., models score 0%

5We use the bootstrapped means for the leaderboard, which
vary by less than 0.1% from the non-boostrapped means.

Figure 5: The net difference pass rates, comparing
grounded criteria with all criteria. Negative scores in-
dicate that models are, relatively, worse at grounding
their responses (i.e., not fabricating information) than
replying to meet the requirement of the prompts .

on a task if they fail the hurdle), the hurdles make
a substantial difference to overall scores. Model
scores are on average lower by 21%, ranging from
−19.5% for o3 Pro (Thinking = On) to −24.3% for
Gemini 2.5 Pro (Thinking = On). However, despite
these large differences, the models’ rank positions
are only slightly changed. The ranks of the top 5
models remain the same.

5.2 Grounding criteria
Grounding criteria appear in Gaming (42%) and
Shopping (74%) tasks. The number of grounding
checks varies by model because we only check
grounding if the response passes the main body
of the criteria. Across all 8 runs, it ranges from
2, 517 (for Opus 4.1 (Thinking = On) to 4, 209
(for o3 Pro (Thinking = On)). We compare the
criteria pass rate for all criteria versus grounding
criteria in Figure 5. Some models perform much
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Table 3: Performance of models on the criteria types in ACE-v1-heldout. Scores are the mean percentage of the
criteria passed across the 8 runs. The values are color coded so that anything greater than 75% is green, greater than
50% is peach, greater than 25% is pink and greater than 0% is mid red. Negative values are maroon.

Domain Criteria type
Gemini

2.5 Flash
(On)

Gemini
2.5 Pro

(On)

Gemini
3 Pro
(High)

GPT
5

GPT
5.1 o3 o3

Pro
Opus

4.1
Opus

4.5
Sonnet

4.5

DIY Describes specific procedural steps 58 56 56 63 66 62 63 49 50 48
Other 56 56 62 72 75 75 78 69 56 74
Provides general DIY guidance and tips 48 41 48 61 56 54 54 44 44 41
Provides safety warnings 44 38 36 58 54 53 51 33 31 31
Provides step-by-step instructions 88 88 96 99 100 95 97 90 93 92
Recommends consulting a professional 31 24 18 49 51 40 42 21 21 19
Specifies necessary materials or tools 52 46 45 58 54 52 54 42 41 40

Food Meets dietary requirements 63 53 69 72 69 66 69 58 67 61
Meets dish feature requirements 75 70 79 81 75 73 76 76 75 76
Meets prep / cooking requirement 65 62 72 74 66 65 71 67 65 65
Meets quantity/duration requirement 86 86 89 93 79 86 88 87 84 86
Meets serving/portion requirement 49 33 47 83 70 74 74 52 41 56
Other 34 26 28 38 46 41 40 20 28 26
Set list / specific recommendation 85 84 84 86 81 85 91 84 85 83
Provides dietary information 51 48 54 70 65 63 65 51 53 54
Provides preparation instructions 62 47 64 92 84 66 71 40 36 50
Provides shopping/ingredient list 71 50 78 96 81 77 80 61 40 68

Gaming Set list / specific recommendation 28 28 82 64 69 65 67 29 38 39
Meets compatibility requirement 17 18 19 51 60 25 35 32 35 25
Meets game/strategy requirement 31 37 36 56 62 55 55 49 56 46
Meets quantity requirement 88 89 96 81 83 88 86 89 89 77
Other 55 48 80 66 65 65 68 46 52 56
Provides game/strategy explanation 69 64 79 66 69 61 61 66 69 64
Provides instruction for strategy 29 29 65 74 82 79 80 47 50 41
Provides link(s) -5 -2 -0 70 67 52 61 24 42 46

Shopping Meets pricing requirements/gives price -1 -19 -28 9 23 5 11 3 12 -1
Meets product/vendor feature 2 -17 -25 11 21 2 5 3 20 4
Meets quantity requirement 76 81 81 79 82 81 80 75 75 68
Other 67 55 78 80 83 86 82 54 66 61
Set list / specific recommendation 23 24 51 66 66 67 65 22 41 28
Provides link(s) -15 -24 -54 4 15 -2 1 2 -6 7
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worse on the grouned criteria, such as Gemini 3 Pro
(Thinking = High) with a drop of −27.6 percentage
points and Gemini 2.5 Pro (Thinking = On) with
a drop of −11.6 percentage points. These models
are, relatively, less grounded than they are good at
meeting the prompt requirements – and likely are
hallucinating key information to appear helpful. In
contrast, other models perform better, such as Opus
4.5 (Thinking = On) with an increase of +12.0
percentage points and Opus 4.1 (Thinking = On)
with an increase of +9.3 percentage points. These
models are, relatively, better at grounding their
responses than at meeting the prompt requirements.

5.3 Criteria types

There are marked differences in how models per-
form on the criteria types in ACE, as shown in
Table 3. Models generally score highly on cri-
teria to meet simple aspects of responses, such
as providing step-by-step instructions or meet-
ing quantity requirements. They perform less
well at more nuanced aspects of high-quality re-
sponses that are more nuanced and require greater
in-depthunderstanding, such as recommending to
consult a professional in DIY for difficult tasks,
meeting compatibility requirements in Gaming or
providing relevant dietary information. Models per-
form poorly at providing links (both Gaming and
Shopping), which can be scored negatively if they
are broken or hallucinated. Equally, for Shopping,
models can achieve low scores at Meeting pricing
requirements if the prices are hallucinated.

5.4 Comparison of ACE-v1-heldout and
ACE-v1-dev

We evaluated the same 10 models on the ACE
leaderboard against the n=100 cases in ACE-v1-
dev (available open source) to assess differences
compared to ACE-v1-heldout. We use the exact
same methodology (i.e., 8 runs and Gemini 2.5 Pro
(Thinking = On) as a judge). Results are shown in
Table 4. The dataset composition is compared in
Table 1. Overall, the open source data is similar in
composition and difficulty to the benchmark. ACE-
v1-dev is slightly easier, with all models peforming
higher than on ACE-v1-heldout. Due to the sample
size, there are some differences in models’ score
and their rank positions. No model moves more
than two rank positions and all the percentage score
differences are less than 5 percentage points. No-
tably, GPT 5.1 (Thinking = High) replaces GPT 5
(Thinking = High) as the best performing model.

6 Limitations of ACE

6.1 Measurement error in grounding checks

The grounding methodology requires (1) identify-
ing all URLs returned in the response’s grounding
sources and content body, (2) visiting each URL
and extracting the content and (3) checking whether
response claims are supported by the source. We
anecdotally observed a small number of errors due
to the variety of websites that models access.

6.2 Contamination risk

We are open sourcing 80 cases (ACE-v1-dev) and
have described the methodology behind ACE in de-
tail in this paper. Although the heldout set used for
the leaderboard remains hidden, we acknowledge
the risks that greater transparency can bring. At

Table 4: Performance of models on ACE-v1-heldout compared with ACE-v1-dev.

Model Name Provider Benchmark
score

OS score Score
difference

Rank
difference

Gemini 2.5 Flash (On) Google 35.7% 40.4% +4.7 7 → 6
Gemini 2.5 Pro (On) Google 31.9% 36.6% +4.7 10 → 10
Gemini 3 Pro (High) Google 45.6% 47.3% +1.7 5 → 5
GPT 5 (High) OpenAI 56.1% 59.3% +3.2 1 → 3
GPT 5.1 (High) OpenAI 55.2% 60.0% +4.8 3 → 1
o3 (On) OpenAI 52.9% 56.7% +3.7 4 → 4
o3 Pro (On) OpenAI 55.2% 59.5% +4.3 2 → 2
Opus 4.1 (On) Anthropic 33.8% 37.6% +3.8 9 → 9
Opus 4.5 (On) Anthropic 38.3% 39.6% +1.3 6 → 8
Sonnet 4.5 (On) Anthropic 35.5% 40.0% +4.5 8 → 7
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its worst, models could climb the leaderboard with-
out improving capabilities and creating improved
experiences for consumers using AI.

6.3 Coverage

We chose four domains that are high-priority for
consumers and have high-economic value. We are
planning expansions to other domains, such as con-
sumer finance and travel. Greater coverage will
provide a more well-rounded and holistic view of
the value AI creates for consumers. We also aim
to update ACE with content modalities other than
text-only, such as images, audio, and video.

6.4 Persona development

The personas provide the model with critical con-
text so it can assess what information to return.
In real-world settings, users do not write out all
of their priorities and expectations when using AI
models – yet, despite a lack of clarity in their re-
quest, they will have clear expectations for the out-
put. These implicit expectations can be more re-
alistically handled by feeding models multi-turn
conversations where information about the users’
preferences is naturally elicited.

6.5 The changing Internet

Most consumer tasks require models to use web
search, especially in Shopping. However, the In-
ternet is constantly changing as new websites are
created, new products launched, and new social
content generated. Because the underlying reality
is changing, evaluations must be refreshed and re-
run to ensure they are fair. We expect that ACE
will need to be updated and rerun regularly.

7 Related work

Consumer applications of AI are delivering real
value and driving innovation, from advances in re-
alistic short-form video generation to creating new
consumer experiences (Institute, 2025). Consumers
use AI to research, gather and summarize informa-
tion; help write and express creative expression;
troubleshoot; and find shopping recommendations
(Sommerfeld and Griffin, 2025; Chatterji et al.,
2025; Carolan et al., 2025). This is translating into
real economic impact. In November 2025, Adobe
Analytics reported that AI-originated traffic to U.S.

retail sites during Black Friday had increased 805%
compared to the previous year (Reuters, 2025). At
the same time, users report serious concerns about
the performance of AI Models, reporting they lack
trust in accuracy, completeness, intent and data se-
curity, and are woried about hallucinations, reason-
ing mistakes, and privacy (Forum, 2025; McClain
et al., 2025). A study by the World Economic Fo-
rum found that “the most enthusiastic accelerators
still demand human involvement at key moments
of their buying journey” (Forum, 2025). It is also
likely that consumer use of AI is higher than many
realize – a December 2024 report from Bain & Co
found that many consumers are not aware when
they are using AI. Of 65% of people who are self-
declared “nonusers”, 52% were actually using gen-
erative AI-enabled tools (Sommerfeld and Griffin,
2025).

Benchmarks measure progress in AI and, when de-
signed carefully, help steer model training(Kiela
et al., 2021; Schwartz et al., 2025; Weidinger et al.,
2025). Benchmarks are starting to measure whether
models can deliver real-world value to directly ben-
efit their users, rather than exhibiting abstract rea-
soning capabilities and pure “intelligence”. For in-
stance, the AI Productivity Index measures the abil-
ity of frontier models to perform economically valu-
able tasks in advanced knowledge jobs Vidgen et al.
(2025). To-date, too little attention has been paid
to benchmarking the performance of AI systems in
consumer tasks. This is partly because such sys-
tems are very new and remain nascent, and partly
because consumer tasks tend to be more subjec-
tive and are unbounded, so are intrinsically harder
to benchmark fairly. A small number of evals for
consumers have been released over the past year,
addressing specific aspects of consumer AI use.
PersonaLens assesses the personalization capabili-
ties of models, assessing models in 20 consumer-
relevant domains such as books, hotels, media and
music, and shopping Zhao et al. (2025). TripScore
assesses whether AI models are capable of plan-
ning trips, evaluating the feasibility ,reliability, and
engagement of travel plans Qu et al. (2025). The au-
thors release a large-scale dataset of 4,870 queries
including 219 real-world, free-form requests.
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A Technical overview of data collection

Model responses are collected with web search
turned on. Because each provider supplies ground-
ing information in its own format, we implement a
standardization process that converts all provider-
specific schemas into a single format. We extract
both the URLs returned in the body of the response
text and the grounding information, which includes
the web links used by the model. We deduplicate
and store as a single list. We then use one LM
call to pull out the main claims in the model re-
sponse, and a second LM call to identify the rele-
vant links. From this we have a unified represen-
tation of claims and links that need to be checked
against.

We use third-party services to extract relevant infor-
mation from the links, including a custom scraper
for Reddit threads, Firecrawl for standard web-
pages6, and SearchAPI for YouTube video tran-
scripts.7. For criteria that are marked as needing a
grounding check, we use the relevant source infor-
mation to check whether the criteria is grounded.
To prevent models from spamming recommenda-
tions and hoping that some match the criteria, ACE
enforces universal standards. If there are multiple
products returned, all of the products must meet
the requirements – and all must be grounded. For
instance, if a model returns pricing information for
three products and one of them is ungrounded (i.e.,
hallucinated), we fail it.

B Prompt specification text

The prompt specification is customized to each
workflow within the domains. We do not have a
specification for DIY as the original prompts are
specific enough without it. See Table 5.

C Workflows for each domain in ACE

See Table 6.

D Boostrapped confidence intervals for
mean scores

See Table 7.

6SearchAPI
7Firecrawl
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Table 5: The prompt specifications used for the ACE leaderboard. We append these to each prompt to give the
model a better chance of passing the criteria and ensure fairness between the prompt and the grading.

Category Workflow Instruction

Food Meal Plan Please explicitly state whether your meal plan has each of the characteristics
that I want.

Potluck Please explicitly state whether each of your recommended dishes meets each
of the dish feature requirements that I want.

Cutthroat Kitchen Please explicitly state whether each of your recommended recipes has each
of the characteristics that I want.

Gaming Game Design
Please explicitly state whether each of your recommendations meets each of
the design features that I want. Include the source or purchase links, and
prices if applicable.

Game Tactics
Please explicitly state whether each of your recommendations meets each of
the strategy features that I want. Include the source or purchase links, and
prices if applicable.

Game Selection
Please explicitly state whether each of your recommendations meets each of
the game features that I want. Include the source or purchase links, and
prices if applicable.

Shopping Bargain Hunting
Please explicitly state whether each of your product recommendations meets
each of the product requirements that I want. Include the source or purchase
links, and prices if applicable.

Gifting
Please explicitly state whether each of your product recommendations meets
each of the product requirements that I want. Include the source or purchase
links, and prices if applicable.

Compatibility Prompts
Please explicitly state whether each of your product recommendations meets
each of the product requirements that I want. Include the source or purchase
links, and prices if applicable.

Profile Based
Please explicitly state whether each of your product recommendations meets
each of the product requirements that I want. Include the source or purchase
links, and prices if applicable.

Vendor Recommendation
Please explicitly state whether each of your vendor recommendations meets
each of the vendor requirements that I want. Include the source or purchase
links, and prices if applicable.

Concierge
Please explicitly state whether each of your vendor recommendations meets
each of the vendor requirements that I want. Include the source or purchase
links, and prices if applicable.
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Table 6: Workflows for the domains in ACE, with the number and percentage of prompts assigned for ACE-v1-
heldout. Each prompt is assigned to one and only one workflow. There are 100 cases in each domain so the counts
can be interpreted as percentages.

Category Name Workflow description Number

DIY Repairs Tests the model’s ability to provide step-by-step
instructions for home repairs. 65

Crafts Tests the model’s ability to provide step-by-step
instructions for arts and crafts projects. 35

Food Meal Plan Tests the model’s ability to provide specific
diet/meal plans based on constraints. 37

Potluck Tests the model’s ability to recommend recipes for a
potluck within significant constraints. 38

Cutthroat kitchen
Limited resources

Tests the model’s ability to recommend recipes with
limited available resources such as ingredients,
appliances, etc.

25

Gaming Game Tactics Tests the model’s strategic and tactical analysis
capabilities across various game genres. 21

Game Selection

Tests the model’s ability to recommend games
based on sociodemographics, user preferences, and
constraints such as mobile vs. desktop, platforms,
group play, etc.

33

Gaming Inspiration
Tests the model’s ability to recommend games that
are similar to a reference source such as a game
review or YouTube playthrough.

33

Game Design
Tests the model’s ability to craft or edit game
mechanisms, balancing, setting, elements, and
components adoption.

13

Shopping Gifting Tests the model’s ability to align gift-giver persona
with recipient persona and relationship. 19

Profile-Based
recommendation

Tests the model’s ability to recommend products
based on a social media profile. 19

Vendor
recommendation

Tests the model’s ability to recommend vendors
based on constraints to help shoppers find places to
buy specific products.

27

Compatibility Tests the model’s ability to recommend replacement
parts for a given product. 20

Bargain Hunting
Tests the model’s ability to reason about product
value and low-cost/bargain purchasing within
significant constraints.

15
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Table 7: Bootstrapped mean scores and confidence intervals for each model and domain in ACE-v1-heldout. We
draw 10,000 bootstrap samples, using 400 cases for the full benchmark and 100 cases for each domain.

Domain Model Mean (%) CI Lower (%) CI Upper (%)

Overall Gemini 2.5 Flash (On) 35.7 32.8 38.6
Gemini 2.5 Pro (On) 31.9 29.3 34.7
Gemini 3 Pro (High) 45.7 42.7 48.6
GPT 5 (High) 56.1 52.8 59.4
GPT 5.1 (High) 55.1 51.9 58.3
o3 (On) 52.9 49.8 56.0
o3 Pro (On) 55.2 52.1 58.5
Opus 4.1 (On) 33.8 31.0 36.6
Opus 4.5 (On) 38.3 35.3 41.3
Sonnet 4.5 (On) 35.5 32.5 38.4

DIY Gemini 2.5 Flash (On) 43.6 38.2 49.0
Gemini 2.5 Pro (On) 40.4 35.3 45.7
Gemini 3 Pro (High) 44.9 39.8 49.8
GPT 5 (High) 55.5 50.0 60.7
GPT 5.1 (High) 55.8 50.6 60.8
o3 (On) 52.2 47.1 57.1
o3 Pro (On) 54.2 49.2 59.0
Opus 4.1 (On) 37.9 33.0 42.7
Opus 4.5 (On) 38.8 33.7 43.9
Sonnet 4.5 (On) 37.1 32.1 42.2

Food Gemini 2.5 Flash (On) 51.9 46.7 56.7
Gemini 2.5 Pro (On) 42.8 38.1 47.5
Gemini 3 Pro (High) 58.3 53.4 63.0
GPT 5 (High) 70.1 64.5 75.3
GPT 5.1 (High) 59.2 52.5 65.6
o3 (On) 56.4 50.5 62.1
o3 Pro (On) 60.1 53.9 66.0
Opus 4.1 (On) 46.5 41.3 51.6
Opus 4.5 (On) 45.4 40.3 50.5
Sonnet 4.5 (On) 48.2 42.8 53.6

Gaming Gemini 2.5 Flash (On) 28.3 22.5 34.3
Gemini 2.5 Pro (On) 28.5 22.6 34.7
Gemini 3 Pro (High) 51.0 44.8 57.2
GPT 5 (High) 57.3 50.6 64.0
GPT 5.1 (High) 61.0 54.6 67.3
o3 (On) 58.4 52.0 64.6
o3 Pro (On) 61.2 54.8 67.2
Opus 4.1 (On) 31.9 26.2 37.8
Opus 4.5 (On) 39.2 32.9 45.7
Sonnet 4.5 (On) 37.4 31.1 43.7

Shopping Gemini 2.5 Flash (On) 18.4 13.9 23.2
Gemini 2.5 Pro (On) 15.7 11.7 20.2
Gemini 3 Pro (High) 28.2 22.0 34.6
GPT 5 (High) 41.5 34.0 48.9
GPT 5.1 (High) 44.6 37.4 51.7
o3 (On) 44.7 37.6 51.7
o3 Pro (On) 45.5 38.2 53.0
Opus 4.1 (On) 18.9 14.3 23.8
Opus 4.5 (On) 29.6 23.1 36.1
Sonnet 4.5 (On) 19.3 14.3 24.6
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