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Abstract. The rise of Large Language Models (LLMs) and Retrieval-
Augmented Generation (RAG) has rapidly increased the need for high-
quality, curated information retrieval datasets. These datasets, however,
are currently created with off-the-shelf annotation tools that make the
annotation process complex and inefficient. To streamline this process,
we developed a specialized annotation tool - ATANO. By adopting an Al-
augmented annotation workflow that tightly integrates human expertise
with LLM assistance, AIANO enables annotators to leverage Al sugges-
tions while retaining full control over annotation decisions. In a within-
subject user study (n = 15), participants created question-answering
datasets using both a baseline tool and ATANO. ATANO nearly dou-
bled annotation speed compared to the baseline while being easier to
use and improving retrieval accuracy. These results demonstrate that
ATANO’s Al-augmented approach accelerates and enhances dataset cre-
ation for information retrieval tasks, advancing annotation capabilities
in retrieval-intensive domains.

Keywords: Data Annotation, Information Retrieval, Retrieval-Augmented
Generation, Large Language Models, User Study

1 Introduction

Large Language Models (LLMs) have become integral to workflows across di-
verse domains [21], yet remain prone to reliability issues and factual inaccuracies
[11]. These limitations can be mitigated by providing relevant documents as con-
text, a technique called Retrieval-Augmented Generation (RAG) [13]. However,
the effectiveness of RAG systems depends on multiple components [10], making
robust evaluation with high-quality annotated datasets essential [6, 5]. Yet, these
datasets require queries, ground-truth answers, and relevant document annota-
tions, making their creation - particularly in specialized domains - prohibitively
challenging, time-consuming, and expensive [17, 19, 23].

To streamline the creation of these datasets, we developed AIANO !, to our
knowledge the first annotation tool designed specifically for information retrieval

1 ATANO is available at https://github.com/TIO-IKIM/AIANO
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Fig. 1. Workflow of the ATANO annotation system. (i) Project Creation Phase: Con-
figure project metadata, input/output schemas, annotation levels, and AIANO Blocks.
(ii) Project Configuration Phase: Configure annotation blocks with LLM provider and
upload documents for annotation. (iii) Annotation Phase: Annotators highlight text,
trigger Al-assisted content generation, review, edit, and export the dataset. The cycle
icon indicates iterative refinement.

(IR) tasks. AIANO implements an Al-augmented workflow that seamlessly inte-
grates human expertise with LLM capabilities, accelerating annotation through
AT assistance while maintaining quality through human oversight. We make three
primary contributions:

— We introduce ATANO, a specialized annotation tool for information retrieval
tasks.

— We outline ATANQO’s design principles enabling efficient LLM-human collab-
oration in semi-automatic annotation workflows.

— We systematically evaluate ATANO’s effectiveness and usability against a
baseline annotation tool through a controlled within-subject user study.

2 Related Work

Creating IR datasets presents unique challenges that distinguish it from stan-
dard tasks such as classification or entity recognition. IR annotation requires
synthesizing information across multiple documents and constructing contextual
rationales, making the process time-intensive and prone to incomplete coverage
[4]. This incompleteness carries significant consequences: research demonstrates
that when annotators miss relevant passages, retrieval models trained on these
incomplete annotations suffer substantial performance degradation [16].

The emergence of RAG systems has further intensified IR annotation chal-
lenges, as RAG relies on retrieval mechanisms to ground LLM responses in exter-
nal knowledge [13]. This reliance has spurred the development of evaluation met-
rics for assessing RAG system performance across multiple dimensions [23, 6, 5].
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However, RAG evaluation frameworks require high-quality annotated datasets,
which remain expensive and labor-intensive to produce.

The high cost of annotation has motivated research into leveraging LLMs
themselves for automatic data labeling. Such automation efforts have shown
promise, with studies demonstrating that models like GPT-3.5 can achieve human-
comparable performance on certain tasks using explain-then-annotate approaches
[9]. However, this performance varies substantially: research across several anno-
tation tasks with different datasets reveals significant dependence on task type
and domain, necessitating human validation to ensure data quality and trust-
worthiness [15]. This variability in automated annotation quality has motivated
human-Al collaborative frameworks that leverage complementary strengths of
both parties [3, 7, 14]. For instance, CoAnnotating [14], employs uncertainty es-
timation to strategically allocate annotation instances, routing low-uncertainty
cases to LLMs while directing uncertain instances to humans; thereby achiev-
ing performance improvements over purely manual or fully automated methods.
However, these automation-focused solutions do not fully address the fundamen-
tal workflow inefficiencies inherent in document-intensive IR annotation, such as
managing multi-document contexts, ensuring comprehensive coverage, and bal-
ancing annotation speed with quality.

ATANO tackles these challenges through a task-specialized, semi-automatic pipeline
that strategically integrates LLM assistance while preserving human oversight
in labeling decisions.

3 AITANO System

ATANO (AT Augmented anNOtation) provides a platform for dataset creation
through human-AI collaboration, designed primarily for information retrieval
tasks but adaptable to diverse annotation scenarios.

3.1 Core Concepts

ATANO Blocks ATANO models annotation tasks as configurable input /output
blocks, each operating in one of three modes that represent varying levels of
human-AI collaboration:

(i) Plain Mode receives no automatic input sources. The Al performs no
operations, and the human annotator manually writes all content from scratch.
For example, a free-text Comment Block would allow annotators to write notes
directly.

(ii) AT Solo Mode takes pre-defined system prompts as input. The AT auto-
matically generates content based on these prompts, which the human annotator
can then review and refine. For example, a Question Block might auto-generate
boilerplate comprehension questions.

(iii) Human-AT Collaborative Mode draws from multiple input sources:
existing annotations, user-defined fields, other blocks, and system prompts. The
AT generates outputs by synthesizing these sources, and the human annotator
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can accept, modify, or override the suggestions. For example, an Answer Block
may draw from a Question Block, highlighted passages, and document metadata
to generate candidate answers. Users can also create custom block types for
specialized needs.

Annotation Levels AIANO supports configurable annotation levels for high-
lighting text with different categories (e.g. "important", "distracting"), providing
contextual information for downstream tasks.

Input Schema Flexibility Users define custom input and output schemas
through the UI, following a JSON structure that requires only document ID
and subject ID as mandatory fields. Additional fields of any type can be added,
enabling support for varying document types without requiring programmatic
configuration.

3.2 Workflow

To illustrate ATANQO’s capabilities, creating a question-answer dataset for RAG
evaluation shall be considered. The workflow comprises three phases: (1) Project
Creation: configure metadata, define schemas, set annotation levels, and design
tasks using ATANO Blocks; (2) Configuration: connect blocks to LLMs and
upload JSON documents; (3) Annotation: iteratively highlight text, gener-
ate an answer, review content, and export datasets with full provenance. The
detailed workflow is shown in Fig.1.

The project setup follows four steps: define metadata (name, description,
tags), configure input/output schemas and upload documents, set annotation
levels (e.g., highlight levels for evidence passages), and configure ATANO Blocks
(type, mode, inputs, prompts). For RAG datasets, a Question Block in Plain
Mode enables manual formulation, while an Answer Block in Human-AT Collab-
orative Mode generates answers from questions and highlights.

The annotation interface comprises three panels: document corpus with search
and filtering capabilities (left), highlighting interface with search and annotation
tools (center), and ATANO Blocks (right). Annotators select documents, high-
light relevant spans, and populate blocks left-to-right, and the system automat-
ically saves annotations with provenance metadata for the current entry as well
as the previous annotation entries for the project.

For downstream applications, users can export datasets in JSON format with
question-answer-passage triplets, IDs, and span positions. Projects export in
.aiano format encapsulating all configurations for reproducibility and sharing.

3.3 Implementation

ATANO supports any LLM provider following OpenAI APT [2] standards, includ-
ing commercial services (e.g., OpenAl, Anthropic) and local deployments such as
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vLLM [12] for efficient inference, enabling cost-effective, high-throughput work-
flows. The system uses a containerized microservices architecture with React 19
frontend, Fast API backend, PostgreSQL database, and Docker deployment.

4 Methodology

4.1 User Study

Study Design To evaluate AIANO’s effectiveness over existing annotation
tools, we conducted a within-subject study comparing ATANO to Label Stu-
dio [1], a widely used annotation tool. We hypothesized that ATANO would
demonstrate lower cognitive load, faster task completion, and higher retrieval
accuracy.

Participants We recruited 15 participants, including graduate students, re-
searchers, software developers, medical doctors, and regulatory affairs specialists
(median age 26, range 18-50; 66.7% men, 33.3% women; all German speakers
with varying annotation experience). Participants received no compensation.

Experimental Setup We created 60 short German general knowledge docu-
ments (3-5 sentences each) using Claude Sonnet 4, then authored nine questions
requiring either single-document (n=>5) or multi-document retrieval (n=4, re-
quiring 3-4 documents). Participants received predefined questions and searched
for answers by identifying relevant documents, highlighting passages, and formu-
lating responses. Each participant completed four questions per platform (two
single-document, two multi-document, randomly selected) without time limits.

To mitigate order and carryover effects, participants were randomly assigned
to start with either tool, given approximately 10-minute breaks between plat-
forms, and approximately half received identical questions across tools, while
others received different questions of comparable difficulty.

ATANO was configured with a Question Block (Plain Mode) and Answer
Block (Human-AT Collaborative Mode), where participants accessed Meta’s Llama
70B model [20] to generate answers from highlighted passages. ATANO provided
full-text search across and within documents. Label Studio (v1.13.1) was con-
figured with separate projects per question but lacked native interactive Al col-
laboration and full-text search capabilities.

We conducted a brief tutorial that included written instructions, demonstra-
tions, and hands-on practice before the task began. We measured task completion
time, collected NASA-TLX assessments [8] and post-task questionnaires for each
tool, and recorded the annotated datasets.

4.2 Evaluation Metrics

Subjective Measures Participants completed questionnaires after each plat-
form with eight questions assessing usability, navigation, and performance (rated
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on 5-point Likert scales), from which we calculated a Composite usability score.
For ATANO, we included an additional question assessing Al-assisted features
and search functionality. In addition, we measured cognitive load using NASA-
TLX dimensions: Temporal Demand, Physical Demand, Mental Demand, Frus-
tration, Performance, and Effort. Open-ended questions gathered qualitative
feedback.

Objective Measures We measured task completion time (from start to participant-
indicated completion) and calculated retrieval metrics (precision, recall, and F1
score) by comparing retrieved documents (those with highlights) against prede-
fined relevant documents. A document was considered retrieved if any passage
within it was highlighted.

Statistical Analysis We assessed normality using Shapiro-Wilk tests [18]. Most
subjective measures and task completion time followed normal distributions,
while Mental Demand, Physical Demand, Temporal Demand, Reuse Intention,
Speed, and Overall Satisfaction violated normality. We applied paired t-tests for
normally distributed data and Wilcoxon signed-rank tests for non-parametric
data (p < 0.05), with p < 0.001 for values below this threshold. Statistics are
reported as medians unless indicated otherwise.
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Fig. 2. NASA-TLX workload assessment.  Fig. 3. Usability questionnaire ratings.
Subscale scores across six dimensions and ~ Likert scale ratings (1—5) across eight us-
overall workload. Lower scores indicate  ability dimensions and a composite score.
lower workload. xp < 0.05,**xp < 0.01,**  Higher scores indicate better user experi-
*p < 0.001. ence. x xp < 0.01, % * xp < 0.001.

5 Results and Analysis

5.1 Quantitative Analysis

Post-Study Questionnaires Participants reported lower overall workload with
ATANO compared to Label Studio (22.5 vs. 34.17, p < 0.001). Across NASA-
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TLX dimensions (see Fig.2), ATANO consistently reduced mental demand (15.0
vs. 35.0, p = 0.005), physical demand (5.0 vs. 20.0, p = 0.008), required less
effort (15.0 vs. 35.0, p = 0.003), and lowered frustration (10.0 vs. 50.0, p =
0.001). Participants also rated their performance better with ATANO (15.0 vs.
45.0, p = 0.037). Temporal demand did not differ between tools (15.0 vs. 30.0,
p = 0.083).

Feedback from the custom 5-point Likert questionnaire paralleled NASA-
TLX results. All participants rated ATANO with scores of 4 or 5, while Label
Studio exhibited greater variability and lower ratings. Participants consistently
rated ATANO higher across all usability dimensions, including intuitive interface
(5.0 vs. 3.0, p = 0.001), annotation process (5.0 vs. 2.0, p < 0.001), likelihood
to use again (4.0 vs. 1.0, p = 0.008), ease of use (5.0 vs. 3.0, p < 0.001), easy
navigation (5.0 vs. 3.0, p < 0.001), performance/speed (5.0 vs. 2.0, p < 0.001),
likelihood to recommend (4.0 vs. 2.0, p < 0.001), and overall satisfaction (4.0 vs.
2.0, p < 0.001). The composite score demonstrated higher usability for ATANO
(4.25 vs. 2.375, p < 0.001). Most participants rated Al-assisted features highly
(5.0), with no Label Studio comparison possible due to lack of this functionality.

Task Completion Time Participants completed annotation tasks in nearly
half the time with ATANO compared to Label Studio (Fig.4). Median task com-
pletion time decreased from 10.0 minutes with Label Studio to 6.0 minutes with
ATANO.
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Retrieval Performance ATANO demonstrated higher retrieval performance
across all metrics (see Table 1). Participants using ATANO achieved higher pre-
cision (0.89 vs. 0.87), recall (0.88 vs. 0.78), and F1 score (0.86 vs. 0.79), with an
average improvement of 8.2% across the three metrics (precision: +2.5%, recall:
+12.8%, F1: +9.3%).

5.2 Qualitative Feedback

Participants found ATANO intuitive and efficient, reporting that Al-assisted an-
swer generation and search functionality simplified workflows and accelerated
task completion. Specifically, 86.7% found search useful, 93.3% found AI assis-
tance useful, and 80% valued both features for improved efficiency.

In contrast, Label Studio feedback highlighted performance issues when open-
ing/closing documents and difficulties copying text or navigating between doc-
uments. Some participants found Label Studio adequate, appreciating text pre-
view and the organized question-answer layout.

6 Discussion

In this work, we introduced AIANO, an Al-augmented annotation tool, and
demonstrated through a comparative study with Label Studio that ATANO sub-
stantially accelerates the creation of IR datasets while reducing cognitive load
and improving usability. These results show that dataset creation of IR tasks
can be significantly enhanced by strategically integrating annotation workflows
with AI assistance.

6.1 Efficiency and Usability

In the user study, participants reported substantially lower workload with ATANO,
with significant reductions across mental demand, physical demand, effort, and
frustration. The reduction in frustration is particularly noteworthy, as high frus-
tration contributes to burnout, reduced data quality, and higher turnover in
annotation work. Participants completed tasks 40% faster without reporting in-
creased time pressure, indicating genuine efficiency gains rather than rushing.
These improvements likely stem from integrated full-text search and Al-assisted
answer generation, which transformed document discovery and reduced formula-
tion effort. Participants consistently rated ATANO highly on interface intuitive-
ness, ease of use, and navigation.

6.2 Retrieval Performance and Data Quality

Annotators using ATANO identified more of the truly relevant documents in the
corpus, as indicated by higher recall, while simultaneously reducing false posi-
tives, reflected in improved precision. The substantial gains in F1 scores confirm
ATANO?’s overall effectiveness in balancing comprehensiveness with accuracy.
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This directly tackles a critical bottleneck: incomplete and noisy annotations
lead to biased training data and unreliable model evaluation [16]. ATANO’s im-
proved coverage and discrimination enable the creation of datasets that better
capture the full range of relevant information while filtering out noise, ultimately
producing more robust retrieval systems.

6.3 LLM-Assisted Annotation

The integrated LLM assistance and search functionality worked synergistically
throughout the annotation workflow: participants searched for documents, high-
lighted passages, and used Al to generate candidate answers. This represents a
fundamentally different annotation paradigm compared to manual approaches.
Qualitative feedback confirmed the value: 86.7% found search useful, 93.3%
found AI assistance useful, and 80% valued both together for improved efficiency.
This aligns with perspectives on human-Al collaborative annotation [22], posi-
tioning LLMs as interactive collaborators embedded directly in the annotation
workflow rather than preprocessing tools applied before human involvement.
However, as [15] noted, LLM effectiveness can be task-dependent, warranting
investigation across diverse annotation scenarios to understand when and how
LLM assistance provides the most value.

6.4 Limitations

Several limitations should be acknowledged. Our user study included 15 partic-
ipants, which constrains the statistical power for subgroup analyses and limits
our ability to detect nuanced effects across user types. Additionally, comparing
ATANO against a single baseline prevents us from situating its performance rel-
ative to the broader landscape of annotation platforms. Our evaluation centered
on German-language IR annotation with short documents; broader validation is
needed across different annotation types (named entity recognition, sentiment
analysis), varying document lengths, diverse domains (medical, legal), and mul-
tiple languages to establish generalizability. Finally, we did not capture detailed
usage patterns for Al assistance or search functionality, assess answer quality
beyond retrieval metrics, or systematically investigate how task characteristics,
such as single versus multi-document questions influence annotation outcomes.

6.5 Future Directions

Although ATANO was designed specifically for IR dataset creation, its approach
of tightly integrating large language models into the annotation workflow where
LLMs actively assist in generating, suggesting, and refining annotations across
flexible block-based structures suggests broader applicability to annotation con-
texts requiring multi-document navigation and information synthesis. This LLM-
augmented approach positions AITANO as a middle ground between traditional
annotation tools that lack intelligent assistance and overly generic platforms
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without domain-specific affordances. Future research should investigate how LLM
assistance scales across diverse annotation tasks and domains, examine poten-
tial drawbacks such as automation bias or annotator deskilling, and develop
evidence-based guidelines for effective human-Al collaboration in dataset cre-
ation workflows.

7 Conclusion

This paper introduces ATANO, a specialized annotation tool that natively in-
tegrates Al assistance and full-text search into the information retrieval an-
notation workflow. Our evaluation shows that ATANO reduces cognitive work-
load, accelerates task completion, and improves retrieval performance compared
to general-purpose annotation tools. By addressing the specific demands of
retrieval-intensive annotation tasks, AIANO enables more efficient and effective
creation of information retrieval datasets, thus advancing annotation capabilities
in retrieval-intensive domains.
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