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Figure 1: X-Bench: Clinical Healthcare In-Situ Environment and Evaluation Benchmark.

Abstract

End-to-end automation of realistic healthcare operations stresses three capabili-
ties underrepresented in current benchmarks: policy density, decisions must be
grounded in a large library of medical, insurance, and operational rules; multi-role
composition, a single task requires the agent to play multiple roles with handoffs;
and multilateral interaction: intermediate workflow steps are multi-turn dialogs,
such as peer-to-peer review and patient outreach. We introduce X-Bench, a bench-
mark of long-horizon healthcare workflows across three domains: provider prior
authorization, payer utilization management, and care management. Each task
hands the agent a clinical case in a high-fidelity simulator of 20 healthcare apps
exposed via 87 MCP tools, which it must drive to a terminal status through tool
calls and writing the role’s artifacts, guided by a 1,279-document managed-care
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operations handbook skill. Across 30 agent harness/model configurations, the best
agent resolves only 28.0% of tasks, no agent clears 20% on strict pass”3, and exe-
cuting all tasks in a single session slumps the performance to 3.8%. These results
raise the hypothesis that similar gaps are likely to surface in other policy-dense,
role-composed, irreversible enterprise domains.

ol actava.ai/benchmarks () actava-ai/chi-bench |# actava/chi-bench

1 Introduction

The U.S. healthcare system is an administrative nightmare [11,42]]. Prior authorization (PA), where
providers (e.g., hospitals) prepare clinical documents for payers (e.g., insurers) review to justify
a service or medication, is one of the most common yet inefficient workflows [} 43| |45]. Care
management (CM), a long-term patient-assisting program, follows a similar arc [[10} 23} 25]]: referrals
queue for weeks, staff spend hours outreaching patients, and coordination across roles buries nurses in
work they didn’t sign up for. These are long-horizon, policy-grounded tasks where every handoff is a
chance for things to stall. Al agents are increasingly proposed as a way to assist or partially automate
such work. Already, frontier agents now sustain hundreds of tool calls over hours of execution,
automating long-horizon tasks that were out of reach a year ago.

However, end-to-end automation of realistic healthcare workflows tells a different story, posing three
underexplored challenges that possibility warrants rigorous stress-testing:
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Figure 2: Illustration of the three challenges: policy retrieval, multi-role composition (intake clerk —
nurse — MD reviewer — peer-to-peer coordinator), and clinician outreach, all occurring in a single
utilization management task. More examples can be found at: https://actava.ai/benchmarks.

1) Policy density. Every agent decision must be grounded in policy, e.g., medical guidelines, insurance
rules, operational procedures that vary across providers and payers and shifts over time. Agents must
navigate a large policy library, interpret conditions correctly, and adhere to them across long tool-call
chains. 2) Multi-role composition. An end-to-end workflow is divided among roles such as clinician,
coordinator, UM nurse, medical director, and RN care manager. An agent must possess all of their
domain knowledge, switch context and goals as the case moves. Handoffs are terminal: once a step
is submitted or routed, it cannot be edited or re-run. 3) Multilateral interactions. Some steps are
not tool calls but multi-turn conversations, such as payer-provider peer-to-peer review, requests for
information, or care manager outreach to patients. Agents must shift from background execution to
live dialog, collect information incrementally from humans, and carry results back to workflow.

These challenges are not edge cases; they are the daily reality of managed-care operations, where the
bulk of work centers on prior authorization, utilization management review, and care management.
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Inspired by these, we introduce X-Bench, a benchmark that evaluates frontier agents in these three
realistic, end-to-end healthcare workflow settings. As shown in[Figure 1] each task hands the agent a
case (a provider PA, a payer UM review, or an RN care management) in a high-fidelity simulator of
20 healthcare apps exposed via MCP. The agent must drive the case to a terminal status by issuing
tool calls and writing the role’s artifacts (submission packets, review notes, letters, care plans), guided
by a managed-care operations handbook skill (1,279 markdowns) of workflows, platform usage, and
medical/insurance policy. The resulting world state, artifacts and event trail are scored in-situ by a
composite verifier that combines deterministic checks with rubric-based LLM judge.
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Figure 3: pass@1 across the three X-Bench environments of frontier proprietary LLMs with their
first-party agent harness. Error bars are task-level percentile bootstrap 95% confidence intervals.

We evaluated 30 agent harness/model configurations spanning major frontier models and strong
agent stacks. As shown in[Figure 3] X-Bench is far from solved. The best configuration, Claude
Code+Claude Opus 4.6, resolves only 28.0% of tasks at pass@1; no agent clears 20% under the
strict pass”3 reliability metric; and the marathon run, where agents execute all tasks in a single session,
drops to 3.8 %, and the end-to-end provider—payer arena collapses the best prior auth agents to 0%.
These results suggest that the long-horizon capabilities frontier agents demonstrate on coding-style
benchmarks do not generalize well to realistic healthcare workflows, and we expect similar gaps in
other policy-dense, role-composed, irreversible enterprise domains beyond.
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Figure 4: Comparing strengths and weaknesses of Codex GPT-5.5 and Claude Code Opus 4.6 across
PA, UM, and CM domains. Higher bars = more trials failing that check.

2 Related Work

Healthcare AI Benchmarks. Prior healthcare benchmarks evaluate one of: factual medical knowl-
edge [20, [62]], broad clinical LLM proficiency [3,[7]], EHR querying [26] [53],



Table 1: Coverage matrix of nine evaluation axes across 29 healthcare and long-horizon agent
benchmarks, characterizing the task surface each one targets; per-axis definitions and per-benchmark
cell-by-cell justifications are in[Appendix | v'= supported, O= partially supported, X= not supported.

Benchmark Healthcare API Tools Long-horiz. Policy Density ~Multi-role Comp. Multilateral Hidden state In-Situ LLM judge

MedQA [20
MedMCQA [40
PubMedQA |21
BioASQ [51
MIRAGE [56
MedCalc-Bench [26
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MedHELM (7
MedXpertQA [62.
HealthBench [5
MedAgentsBench [49
AgentClinic [44.
MedChain 321
MedAgentBench [18
MedAgentGym [58
HealthAdminBench [8

SWE-Bench [19
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short-horizon clinical agents [[18 132, 144} |58]], or narrower administrative interactions [8} [18]. X-
Bench is the first to combine, in a single task, long-horizon tool calls, explicit dense policy retrieval,
irreversible workflow state, hidden multilateral interaction, and in-situ verification against persisted
simulator state. HealthAdminBench [8]], the closest peer, focuses on GUI interaction over payer
portal via pixel/DOM browsings; while X-Bench instead exposes apps via structured MCP tools and a
large explicit policy handbook skill. We also add the care management domain with patient outreach.

Long-Horizon Agent Benchmarks. General-purpose benchmarks cover GUI control [[13 155} 61]],
long-horizon code [[19, 33]], and broad tool-use [30, 131} |50, but rarely model multi-actor workflows.
7/72-Bench [59] and TheAgentCompany [57] are closest in interaction structure, pairing agents
with simulated stakeholders under policy constraints; neither targets healthcare or the long-horizon,
policy-dense, information asymmetry that defines prior authorization.

See cell-by-cell details of Table[I)in

3 X-Bench: High-Fidelity Healthcare Environment and Benchmark

X-Bench evaluates Al agents on clinical healthcare workflows in-situ (X), automating prior-
authorization (PA), utilization-management (UM), and care-management (CM) tasks for U.S.
providers and payers. It spans three long-horizon domains, each requiring grounded navigation
of a large policy library: (1) Provider PA submission—verify coverage, gather evidence, submit
the packet, and work the response (RFIs, peer-to-peers, appeals) to terminal status; (2) Payer UM
review—intake the request, check plan policy, escalate through nurse and physician reviewers, and
issue a determination; (3) RN care management—review the chart, contact the patient, administer
assessments, and author a care plan.

3.1 X-World Engine: Simulated Worlds for Clinical Healthcare In-Situ Workflows

Healthcare workflows involve four stakeholders: patients, clinicians (provider), payers, and care
management entities, and a faithful benchmark must represent each and their interactions. X-
World Engine is a local, high-fidelity simulator of 20 day-to-day healthcare apps, operable
via 151 REST APIs and 87 MCP tools across 3 MCP servers, populated with ~5,000 chart activities
for 50 simulated patients and ~90 healthcare workers. Agents operate the apps autonomously through
MCP servers, the local database, and the file system.
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Figure 5: X-World Engine: Simulated Worlds for Clinical Healthcare In-Situ Workflows.
3.1.1 Realistic Healthcare Software Environments

We implement the appﬂ across three domains: provider PA, payer UM, and care management. Built
in ~115K lines of Python, the simulator captures features absent from general-purpose benchmarks:
case state machines with 29 statuses and explicit legal transitions; reviewer-independence constraints
across nurse, medical-director, and peer-to-peer review; channel-specific submission semantics;
and document authorship, signing, and FHIR-grade encounter linkage. Actions trigger consistent
cross-app effects atomically: a provider-side submission spawns a payer intake record, advances the
event log, and may produce routing assignments, pend notifications, and outbound letters.

(@) Nurse review step of Payer UM workflow. (b) Service request step of Provider PA workflow. (c) Outreach step of Care Management workflow.

Figure 6: Healthcare apps across three task domains. (a) Payer — Utilization Management (10 apps);
shown: nurse clinical review. (b) Provider — Prior Authorization (5 apps); shown: service-request
step. (c) Population Healthcare — Care Management (5 apps); shown: patient outreach.

We expose 87 of the 151 backend APIs as MCP tools, manually selected to mirror UI operations
available to human users. See appendix for the MCP server and tool details.

3.1.2 Encoding Healthcare Workflows with Managed-Care Operations Handbook Skill

We complement MCP servers with Agent Skills [22,160] to teach agents the specialized healthcare
workflows. To simulate realistically how a healthcare worker handles a case, skills must encode the
entire operation workflows, external software usage patterns, and the medical and insurance policies
that govern each decision (e.g., payer medical-policy criteria, insurance coverage and eligibility, etc.).

In this paper, we propose a core skill, the Managed-Care Operations Handbook with 1,279 markdown
documents in a skill/sub-skill structure, developed with clinicians and operations leaders at Johns
Hopkins Medicine to ensure clinical fidelity and alignment with real-world workflows. We treat skill
authoring as writing the onboarding guide for a new hire. As shown in[Figure 7 we organize the skill
as a wiki manual, where a top-level skill routes the agent to one of three role sub-skills (PA specialist,
UM reviewer, care manager), each opening with a workflow chapter before diving into role-specific

IUsing FastAPI, SQLite, SQLModel, and MCP over streamable HTTP.
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Figure 7: Managed-Care Operations Handbook Skill is organized as a progressive-disclosure manual.
The top-level SKILL.md acts as a table of contents that routes the agent to one of three role sub-skills
(provider-pa, payer-um, care-manager); the two shared medical-library (clinical lookup)
and platform (role-specific tutorials) are reachable from any sub-skill via the dashed access bus.

chapters and templates. Two appendices: a medical library of policies, drug criteria, and guidelines
curated and validated with subject-matter experts, and platform tutorials on how to use MCP for
specialized workflows. To our knowledge, although skill context can be in theory unbounded, the
largest skills published to date are a handful of files; this is the first time agent with skills have been
evaluated at the scale of a real healthcare operational workflow library. The handbook details, and

provenance and licensing information are in

3.2 The X-Bench Construction
3.2.1 Task Definition

A X-Bench task is a quadruple: instructions, the containerized X-World environment, role-
scoped tool surfaces, and a two-layer verifier—formalized as a hierarchical POMDP [24] M =
(S, A,0,P,Z, R, po; H), where the latent state S spans patient charts, payer/provider records,
workflow status, communications, artifacts, and event history; .4 comprises role-scoped MCP and
default-agent tool actions; O comprises the role-scoped observations returned through MCP outputs,
messages, policy passages, and shared-workspace files; P and Z are the transition and observation
kernels induced by the environment and its tools; R is the verifier-induced reward; and pg is the
distribution over initial task states. The hierarchy H := (G, v, W) uses role-agent specifications
G = {(Gy,u;, K;)} Y|, where G, is a role agent, u; its instruction, and C; its available skill set; v de-
fines the handoff order and WV the shared workspace. Each /C; is a set of options [47], i.e. temporally
extended procedures (e.g., nurse criterion review: policy retrieval — chart read — structured-payload
write). Instructions specify role, case, workspace, and rules; procedural detail must be recovered
from the handbook. Handoffs are irreversible: outgoing commits to V¥V become incoming input, and

the accumulating state and event log calculate reward (Section 3.2.3)).

# New Intake -- Hereditary breast cancer related disorders {
; gemomic sequence "expected_target_status": "pended_action_required",
"stage_ground_truth": [
New submission for a 45-year-old female with malignant {"stage": "nurse_review",
neoplasm of right female breast and family history "expected_fields": {
of malignant neoplasm of breast... "recommendation": "escalate"}},
## Workspace 1,
| Resource | Location | "expected_clinical_criteria": [
R e ST [ e | {"criterion_id": "crit_test_modality_dna_panel",
| Case data, tools | healthverse MCP | "stage": "nurse_review",
| Handbook | /workspace/skills | "expected_criterion_result": "met"},
| Working files | <case>/payer/ |
I ... I ... | 1,
"expected_service_request": {
## Rules "required_diagnosis_codes": ["C50.911", ...],
- Use only payer namespaces: cee
payer_intake_hub, triage, review, ... }
- }
(a) Instruction the agent reads at task entry. (b) The per-stage ground-truth bundle.

Figure 8: Example of a Payer UM task for hereditary breast-cancer genomic sequencing.

3.2.2 Task Construction and Composition

Each task annotation consists of sampling an initial state sg ~ pg, a role assignment over G, and a
ground-truth trajectory clicked through the X-World UL



Step 1 — Case generation. The pipeline first samples a terminal world state of a case, then uses
Claude Opus 4.7 + structured JSON sampling, conditioned on the relevant system state graph and
the matching section of the Managed-Care Operations Handbook to emit the upstream artifacts,
including chart specifications, submission packets or personas, and per-stage rubric prompts, each of
which is anchored to an explicit policy or state graph citation. Step 2 — Human walkthrough. An
annotator works on each case candidate end-to-end on the live X-World UI with the handbook. The
recorded trajectories, db states, workspace commits, and role handoffs become the ground truth.

Step 3 — Multi-reviewer review. Each trajectory is
reviewed by at least 1 practicing healthcare worker
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Figure 9: Task breakdown. Inner: Domain; Mid-
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3.2.3 Reward

The verifier (Figure 10) scores each trial off the record the simulator itself persisted: world store, event
log, and multi-turn transcripts, combining a deterministic contract with a rubric LLM judge into a
binary reward R = DeterministicPass A JudgePass, with a fractional scorecard for diagnostics.
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Figure 10: Verification pipeline. Each trial emits a persisted record to deterministic contract verifier
and rubric-based LLM judge under strict-majority vote. A trial passes only when both layers pass.

4 Experiments

4.1 Experiment Setup

We evaluate 30 agent harness/model configurations across two stacks: a proprietary stack pair-
ing each frontier lab’s first-party CLI (Claude Code [3l], OpenAl Codex [37], Gemini CLI [[15]])
with that lab’s closed-weight models [4] [16| [38]], plus an open-source stack sweeping four agent
frameworks (OpenClaw [39], Hermes 33, OpenAl Agents SDK [36l] (OAI Agents), and DeepA-
gents [28]]) over five OpenRouter-served open-weight models [[12} 14} 27, |41} 54], plus an additional
OpenClaw + Claude Opus 4.7 reference cell. For each task we run 3 independent trials and re-
port pass@1 [9]], pass@3, and pass”3 [59]. The evaluation protocol is shown in Detail
configurations like sandbox, judge, and runtime are deferred to



4.2 X-Bench Results
summarizes benchmark performance across agent harnesses and frontier models.

Table 2: X-Bench results across agent harnesses and frontier models. Per-column maxima are bolded.

The three Overall columns show task-level bootstrap 95% Cls in valueff‘oi form; per-domain pass

cells show mean only and the two Efficiency columns are averaged over all 225 trials per row.

Overall &5 Prior Authorization [, Utilization M & Care M Efficiency

Agent Harness Model

pass@1 pass@3 pass3 pass@1 pass@3 pass"3 pass@1 pass@3 pass"3 pass@]1 pass@3 pass™3 Steps Cost ($)

® Codex ®GPT-5.5 20,934 3074107 93450 293 400 160 320 480 120 13 40 00 54 8129
® Codex G GPT-54 16.0°71 25.3%03 8.0%¢T 240 320 160 173 240 80 67 200 00 58 $1.30
® Codex @GPT-54Mini  84%4 20017 0.07% 107 240 00 133 320 00 13 40 00 58 $027

# Claude Code 3 Claude Opus 47 24.4+54 41.83+120 107459 240 320 160 173  28.0 8.0 320 640 80 68 $991
# Claude Code ¥ Claude Opus 4.6  28.0%3% 38.7%107 18.707 187 240 120 413 440 40.0 240 480 40 76  $647
# Claude Code 3 Claude Sonnet 4.6 26.2+7¢ 41.3%197 12,0459 240 280 200 347 520 16.0 200 440 00 82 $1.30
# Claude Code ¥ Claude Haiku 4.5 6.2%53  10.7+59 2749 0.0 0.0 00 147 240 8.0 4.0 80 00 41 $0.16
B Gemini CLI 4 Gemini3.1Pro  7.1%49 13.3*%0 1.3%27 147 240 40 67 160 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 82 $211
B Gemini CLI 4 Gemini 3 Flash 12471 17.3%23 8027 187 280 80 187 240 16.0 0.0 0.0 00 142 $0.33

® OpenClaw 3 Claude Opus 4.7 17.37%2 37.3%197 4.077% 187 28.0 8.0 133 32.0 4.0 20.0 52.0 0.0 41 $11.48

—12.0 —4.0

@ OpenClaw K Kimi K2.6 102555 187458 27730 120 20.0 4.0 18.7 36.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 72 $091
®OpenClaw & DeepSeek V4 Pro 11.1%33 24.070% 13737 147 280 40 120 280 0.0 67 160 00 42 $0.53
@ OpenClaw = GLM-5.1 16.9+71 30.77197 6.7t57 133 240 40 267 360 16.0 107 320 0.0 116 $0.96
@ OpenClaw % Qwen 3.6 Max 49730 10.7459  0.0%99 10.7 24.0 0.0 4.0 8.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 79  $2.80
@ OpenClaw (¥ Grok 4.3 0.4+0° 1.3*27 00%°° 13 40 00 00 00 0.0 00 00 00 65 $266
@ OAI Agents K’ Kimi K2.6 151470 22793 80+¢T 173 280 120 253 360 12.0 27 40 00 60 $0.43
@ OAI Agents @& DeepSeek V4 Pro 142771 22.7+9% 93707 107 160 80 280 400 200 40 120 00 52 $0.25
@ OAI Agents # GLM-5.1 187454 267107 12,0+ 187 240 120 333 440 240 40 120 00 58 $0.27
@ OAI Agents +; Qwen 3.6 Max 15.6459 22.7+1°%7 9.3*¢7 160 200 120 267  36.0 16.0 4.0 120 00 48 $0.58
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Figure 11: (a) Each marker is one row of x = mean per-trial cost in USD (log scale), y =
Overall pass@1. Dashed cross-hairs at the median cost and median pass@1 split the plane into four
quadrants (Sweet Spot, Premium, Budget, Overpriced); the Pareto-optimal frontier is connected with
a dark line. (b) pass@k (dotted) and pass™k (solid) for k& € {1, 2, 3} pooled across all 75 tasks.

Performance, Reliability and ROI. Claude Code paired with Claude Opus 4.6 tops Overall pass@ 1
at 28.0%, with Sonnet 4.6 (26.2%), Opus 4.7 (24.4%), and Codex + GPT-5.5 (20.9%) close behind,;
the best domain-level rows are split across Opus 4.6 for UM (41.3%), Opus 4.7 for CM (32.0%),
and Codex + GPT-5.5 for PA (29.3%). Reliability further collapses on repeat trials (Figure 11b):
pass™3 sits well below pass@1 for the main cells (Opus 4.6 28.0—18.7, GPT-5.5 20.9—9.3, OAI
Agents + GLM-5.1 18.7—12.0, Hermes + Grok 4.3 4.4—1.3), exposing run-to-run inconsistency
that any production deployment would need to close.



The ROI quadrants in separate absolute capability from cost-normalized value: high-
performing configurations (e.g. Claude Code + Opus 4.6) sit in Premium, while OAI Agents + GLM-
5.1 stands out as a strong cost-normalized point, anchoring the Sweet Spot and the low-cost end of
the Pareto frontier. The Overpriced quadrant collects all Grok 4.3 cells, OpenClaw + Qwen 3.6 Max,
and Gemini 3.1 Pro + Gemini CLI; the Budget quadrant contains low-cost rows whose savings come
with below-median completion rates.

4.3 X-Bench-Arena: Can Prior Authorization Workflows be Automated End-to-End?

The arena runs a provider agent and a payer agent, both

running Codex + GPT-5.5 (our best PA configuration) Configuration pass@1
as a two-player game end-to-end on 23 PA tasks| Each PA provider-only (23 tasks) ~ 30.4
holds its own role-scoped MCPs and state, and they E2E two-agent 0.0

exchange information only through MCP tools. Each
side is scored independently; a trial passes only when 1able 3: E2E two-agent PA vs. same-tasks
every check on both sides passes. Pass@1 collapses Single-agent baseline.

from 30.4%to 0% once the payer agent and cross-role checks join: 2 tasks did not get submitted; 18
did not finish MD decision, and 5 failed the final judge. P2P tasks fail in both sides: 0 P2P request on
5 P2P-required tasks appears and 2 spontaneous P2Ps happen.

4.4 X-Bench-Marathon: Can Long-Running Agents Stay on Track Across All 25 Tasks?

X-Bench-Marathon stress-tests long-horizon capabilities by loading all 25 tasks of a domain into a
shared X-World. The agent is instructed to finish all tasks, lists them via MCP tools and attempts
in any order, in one agent run. Context compaction follows the harness’s default setting. Each case
is scored individually after the agent reports completion. We evaluate Claude Code + Opus 4.7 and
Codex + GPT-5.5. Pass@1 slumps for both configurations regardless of baseline (Table 4). On PA,
neither agent submits a single authorization across any of the 25 queued cases, despite touching most
cases via write-side tool calls. On UM and CM, agents reach a finalized determination or care plan
on only 3-8 of 25 cases per session. Codex + GPT-5.5 reaches its context window and auto-compacts
4-6 times per PA session and 1-2 times on UM; Claude Code + Opus 4.7, with a 1M-token context,
never compacts yet completes a similar number of cases. However both agents fan out across the
queue, save partial work, and fail to drive most cases to a terminal action.

Table 4: X-Bench-Marathon pass@1 vs. the per-task baseline. Marathon = all 25 tasks queued in a
single agent session, pass@1 averaged over 3 independent sessions; Per-task = isolated single-task
trials from|Table 2} A = Marathon — Per-task (percentage points).

5 Prior Authorization (&, Utilization Management &) Care Management
Marathon Per-task A  Marathon Per-task A  Marathon Per-task A

® Codex @ GPT-5.5 8.0 293 -21.3 2.7 320 —29.3 0.0 1.3 -1.3
Claude Code 3¢ Claude Opus 4.7 8.0 240 —16.0 1.3 173 —16.0 2.7 320 —-29.3

Agent Harness Model

4.5 Effects of Handbook Skills Components

We trimmed the 1,279-document Managed-Care Oper-

ations Handbook Skill three ways (—Domain drops the PA M oM
domain handbook, —Medical drops the medical library, o 50

—Both drops both), ran all tasks with Codex + GPT-5.5, _, /7 a0 ms %’ =

and found that the handbook’s effect is domain-dependent . ws | 13

(Figure 12). UM is handbook-bound: —Domain col- £

lapses pass@1 from 32.0 to 17.3, while —Medical barely m 9 o
moves it. PA inverts: —Both modestly beats the other two | X L
trimming settings because, with one handbook present, the ‘siooif\,@ @; c&";f & ﬂi o«iﬁ’},@&

agent enters an exhaustive verification mode and refuses
to submit when uncertain; with no handbook, it commits Figure 12: Pass@1 under trimmed skills.
and the verifier accepts the packet. CM stays near the

2Two tasks not applicable to the two-agent setting are excluded.



floor regardless: the complexity is conversation driving, not policy. The finding is that large skills
can help policy-heavy reviews, but can also induce over-verification, refusal, or cognitive overload.

4.6 MCP vs. CLI for Healthcare Agent Workflows

As an exploratory probe, we re-surface every MCP tool
as a CLI bash command via MCPorter [46] and re-run
Codex + GPT-5.5, on the 75-task suite with 3 trials per task.

Domain MCP CLI A

shows a small PA regression, a clear UM drop, and PA 293 280 1.3
a small CM gain. On this configuration, MCPorter-style UM 320 253 6.7
CLI re-surfacing is neutral-to-worse rather than uniformly M 1340 +2.7

beneficial. We hypothesize that the effect of tool surface

format is neutral for OOD tasks like healthcare workflows. Table 5: pass@1 of MCP vs. CLL

4.7 Failure Mode Analysis

We analyze all 5,886 failed trials with the two-layer taxonomy defined in first-level
categories capture the broad failure source, while second-level modes specify how the failure occurred.
[Figure 13|reports the first-level distribution, separating non-agent Harness-Fault (1.0%) from agent-
side failures: Clinical-Reasoning (35.4%, medical or protocol judgment errors), Workflow-Completion
(23.3%, a required terminal action was never invoked), Abstain-or-Stuck (15.6%, wall-clock timeouts,
looping, premature closes, and explicit refusal to act), Policy-Compliance (13.2%, dominantly literal
misreading of cited criterion text), Tool-Use-Error (10.7%, concentrated in DeepAgents, where a
single malformed tool call escalates into a trial-fatal exit), and Hallucination (0.8%).

Claude Code+Claude Opus 4.6
Claude Code+Claude Sonnet 4.6
Claude Code+Claude Opus 4.7
Codex+GPT-5.5
Hermes+GLM-5.1

OAI Agents+GLM-5.1
OpenClaw+Claude Opus 4.7
OpenClaw+GLM-5.1
Hermes+Qwen 3.6 Max
Codex+GPT-5.4

Hermes+Kimi K2.6

OAI Agents+Qwen 3.6 Max
OAI Agents+Kimi K2.6

OAI Agents+DeepSeek V4 Pro
Hermes+DeepSeek V4 Pro
Gemini CLI+Gemini 3 Flash
DeepAgents+GLM-5.1
OpenClaw+DeepSeek V4 Pro
OpenClaw+Kimi K2.6
DeepAgents+DeepSeek V4 Pro
eepAéents+ wen 3.6 Max
odex+GPT-5.4 Mini

Gemini CLI+Gemini 3.1 Pro
Claude Code+Claude Haiku 4.5
OAI Agents+Grok 4.3
OpenClaw+Qwen 3.6 Max
Hermes+Grok 4.3
DeepAgents+Kimi K2.6
DeepAgents+Grok 4.3

OpenClaw+Grok 4.3 jm I | N e 0.4%
I T T T 1
0% 25% 50% 75% 100%
Share of analyzed trials
I Success B Harness-Fault Tool-Use-Error m Workflow-Completion
M Policy-Compliance I Clinical-Reasoning B Hallucination I Abstain-or-Stuck

Figure 13: Failure-mode distribution sorted by overall pass@1.

Abstain-or-Stuck concentrates in PA/CM and in DeepAgents + Kimi K2.6 and OpenClaw-based
configurations. Nearly half simply exhaust the 1800 s wall-clock cap, and the rest are loops, premature
closes, or refusals to act. We therefore read this category as a reliability and termination problem,
whereas Policy-Compliance captures completed decisions based on misread criteria.

shows that the dominant second-level modes are criteria misapplication, where agents
see the relevant evidence but make the wrong medical or protocol judgment, skipped required steps
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(18.7%), and policy criteria misreading (13.2%). We distinguish policy criteria misreading from
criteria misapplication by the locus of error: the former misreads the rule text itself, while the latter
applies the correct rule or evidence to the case incorrectly. A separate CM-specific mode, illegitimate
consent (337 failures, 5.7%), captures concern-mining: the agent repeatedly reframes and expands
care program scopes until an initially refusing member says “yes,” instead of using autonomy-first
engagement. Detailed failure-mode definitions, analysis, and case examples are in[Appendix |

Top second-level failure modes

Skipped required step 18.7% (1,098)
Misread policy criteria _ 13.2% (778)
Wall-clock timeout 7.6% (449)
Fatal tool call 7.3% (432)
Illegitimate consent _ 5.7% (337)
Premature close 3.5% (206)
Wrong pathway 3.1% (184) M Clinical-Reasoning
o Workflow-Completion
Refused to act 2.5% (147) . ‘
M Policy-Compliance
Wrong tool selected 2.3% (133) Abstain-or-Stuck
Tool-Use-Error
T T T T T T T

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35
Share of failed trials (%)

Figure 14: Second-level failure modes. % is over failed trials; colors show first-level categories.

5 Conclusion

We developed X-Bench, a high-fidelity benchmark that evaluates agents on long-horizon healthcare
operations: prior authorization, utilization management, and care management, grounded in a 1,279-
document managed-care operations handbook. The strongest agent (Claude Code + Opus 4.6)
resolves only 28.0% of tasks at pass@1, no agent exceeds 20% at pass™3. Our analysis attributes
most failures to three first-level categories: Clinical-Reasoning (35.4%), Workflow-Completion
(23.3%), and Policy-Compliance (13.2%). Second level modes, e.g. criteria misapplication, skipped
required steps, and policy criteria misreading show that failures arise from distinct bottlenecks. The
CM-specific illegitimate consent mode further shows that an agent can advance the workflow while
violating autonomy-first engagement, so completion alone is not an adequate safety criterion.

Limitations. X-Bench evaluates language-only agents; real-world healthcare operations often require
multimodal reasoning over imaging and speech. Additionally, while X-World workflows are high-
impact, the healthcare industry encompasses hundreds of long-tail workflows with empirical values.
Extending coverage along both axes is our immediate next step. Besides, Opus 4.7 is the only judge
model, and the effects of using different judge models are yet to be studied.

Broader Impacts. X-Bench is intentionally a stress test: 28% pass@1 on a static benchmark might be
risky for live patient care. The failures our analysis surfaces translate directly into clinical, financial,
and regulatory harm if left unchecked. We release X-Bench to expose these gaps and to encourage
caution before agents are deployed on irreversible workflows where the affected party is a patient.
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