Traditional Reviews Vs. Content Quality Control (COC) CQCi,

Reviewer Receives File Review Begins No Brand Protection Tools Random Alerts Hopes for Good Result Review Complete
Content owner shares Al- and/or Checks for typos, grammar, surface- No brand protection tools available; Editor flags issues, if or when noticed. Everyone hopes errors and risks Since no brand protection tools
human-generated content: “Make level errors, and that content only brand guidelines support review. Quality primarily based on experience from Al- and/or human-generated were used, potential for errors

sure everything looks okay.” adheres to brand standards. and/or personal opinion. content have been identified. is higher.

Traditional

s.f?,’,

With COC

Reviewer Receives File Review Begins Has Brand Protection Tools Specific Risks Identified  Analysis and Advisory COC Complete
Content owner shares Al- and/or Checks for typos, grammar, surface- Reviewer uses structured CQC Reviewer uses CQC Framework Reviewer uses critical thinking Content teams and the clients
human-generated content: “Make level errors, and that content brand protection toolkit to identify and COC Common Errors Monitor to analyze findings, then advises they serve are assured content

sure everything looks okay.” adheres to brand standards. risks in specific categories. to support brand protection. with actionable feedback. was vetted through structured

brand protection.
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