An Al-generated write-up can sound polished and still be hard to trust. The problem is often not the prose; it is
the gap between a conclusion and the evidence behind it. A number loses its source. A claim gets paraphrased
until it no longer matches the document. A reviewer sees a confident recommendation but cannot tell which facts
support it.

To keep evidence attached to the final Al write-up, treat sourcing as part of the writing workflow—not as a
cleanup step at the end. Give the models the relevant documents, preserve citations as claims are drafted, check

important details against the original sources, and make verification part of the review process.

This matters for any consequential document: a diligence memo, board update, proposal, market analysis, or
customer brief. Consider a hypothetical $42M acquisition example (Skybridge). If a memo says Skybridge is
being acquired for $42 million, a reader should be able to identify where that figure came from, whether it is a

purchase price or another transaction value, and whether the source supports the exact wording. The example is

illustrative; the principle applies to any deal or decision.

-

Why evidence gets detached from Al writing

Al tools are good at turning information into readable prose. But synthesis can blur the line between what a
source says, what the model infers, and what the writer concludes. A model may combine facts from several

documents into one sentence, omit a qualification, or repeat a figure without preserving its origin.

Evidence can also disappear through ordinary editing. A draft may start with citations, then get shortened, copied
into another document, or rewritten by a second model. A footnote might remain while the claim it supported

changes. Conversely, the claim may survive after its citation is removed.

The remedy is to keep a visible connection between claims and sources at every stage. In practice, that means
asking the system to reference supplied documents, keeping source identifiers near the relevant text, and verifying
high-impact statements before sharing.

Start with a source-ready workflow



1. Assemble and label the source material

Before asking for a draft, gather the documents the write-up should rely on. Use clear filenames and, when useful,

assign short IDs such as [S1], [S2], and [S3]. A source list might include:

® [S1] Signed purchase agreement, dated September 12
® [S2] Management presentation, dated September 5

e [S3] Third-party market report, dated August 28

Labels make it easier to track where a statement came from, especially when the same topic appears in multiple
documents. Include dates or version information when documents may have changed. If the environment
supports file uploads or retrieval, confirm that the model can actually access the supplied material rather than

assuming it can.

2. Tell the model what counts as evidence

Give explicit instructions. For example: “Use only the supplied documents for factual claims. Cite each material
claim with a source ID and page or section when available. If the documents do not support a point, label it as an

inference or say that the evidence is insufficient. Do not invent citations.”

This prompt does not guarantee accuracy, but it sets the right standard. It also helps separate three different
things:

® Source fact: directly stated in a supplied document.

* Inference: a reasoned conclusion drawn from one or more source facts.

* Open question: something the documents do not establish.

That distinction is especially useful in decision documents. Readers should not have to guess whether a sentence is

a reported fact, an interpretation, or a gap that still needs investigation.

Use multi-model Al chat in one shared thread

When several Al models work in separate conversations, context can fragment. One model may draft a paragraph,
another may review it without seeing the original source notes, and a third may polish the language while losing
the citations. A multi-model Al chat in one shared thread can reduce that handoff friction: models and human

reviewers can work from the same prompt, source context, draft, and discussion history.

A shared thread is most useful when it functions as a working record, not just a place to collect answers. Keep the
source inventory, instructions, draft, review comments, and final decisions together. If the platform supports
source references or document links, preserve them in the thread and in the exported deliverable where possible.

Still, a shared thread is not proof that a claim is correct. Models may share the same misunderstanding, and a
citation can look plausible while pointing to the wrong passage. multiai.pro Treat the thread as a way to maintain

continuity and traceability—not as a substitute for checking the source.

Choose parallel or sequential workflows deliberately

There are two common ways to use multiple models or agents: work in parallel, or move through a sequence of

steps. Each approach serves a different purpose.

Workflow Best for Evidence benefit Main risk Parallel Generating independent analyses or checking key claims from

different angles Surfaces alternative interpretations and missing evidence quickly Responses may use different
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assumptions or source standards Sequential Moving from extraction to analysis, drafting, and review in a
controlled order Each stage can pass forward a structured, source-linked output An early error can carry through

every later stage

In a parallel workflow, ask models to answer the same focused question independently—for example, “What
source supports the $42M figure in the Skybridge materials, and how is the transaction value described?” Then
compare their answers against the actual document. Parallel review is valuable because differences become visible,

but a majority vote among models is not verification.

In a sequential workflow, use separate stages: extract relevant facts, assess evidence quality, draft the narrative,
and review the final claims. Each stage should preserve citations and uncertainty. For example, the extraction stage
can produce a claim ledger; the drafting stage can use that ledger; and the review stage can check whether every

material sentence still maps to a source.

Use orchestration modes for structured work

"Orchestration” simply means deciding how tasks are divided, ordered, and checked. For evidence-heavy writing, a

few practical modes work well:

* Research mode: Find relevant passages and return source 1Ds, page numbers, and short quotations. Do not

draft conclusions yet.

* Analysis mode: Compare the extracted evidence, flag contradictions, and distinguish facts from

interpretations.
¢ Drafting mode: Write from the approved claim ledger and retain citations next to material claims.

¢ Audit mode: Review the finished draft sentence by sentence for unsupported, overstated, or stale claims.

These modes can be assigned to one model in separate passes or distributed across models in a shared thread.
The key is to define the output expected at each stage. A research pass should not silently turn a weak source into
a confident conclusion. A drafting pass should not introduce new facts without citations. An audit pass should be

allowed to return “not supported” rather than being pressured to approve the copy.

Keep a claim ledger for important write-ups

A claim ledger is a compact table that connects each consequential statement to its evidence and review status. It
is especially useful when a document contains figures, dates, legal or financial language, or recommendations that

depend on several sources.

Draft claim Source reference Evidence type Review status Skybridge is being acquired for $42M. [S1], page 3 Direct
statement; confirm what “$42M" represents Needs human verification The deal gives the buyer access to
Skybridge's regional customer base. [S2], section “Strategic Rationale” Management's stated rationale Attribute to
management The transaction will increase revenue next year. No direct support identified Inference or forecast Do

not present as established fact

The ledger helps preserve important distinctions. In the Skybridge example, “$42M acquisition” may be shorthand,
but the underlying source might describe enterprise value, consideration, an offer price, or another measure. The
write-up should use the source’s precise terminology—or clearly explain the difference—rather than making the

number sound more definitive than it is.

Treat disagreement as a signal for better decisions



When models disagree, the instinct may be to choose the answer that sounds most confident. A better response is
to ask what the disagreement reveals. Perhaps the source is ambiguous, two documents conflict, the question

mixes separate concepts, or one model has inferred more than the evidence supports.

Use disagreement to generate targeted checks:

1. Identify the exact claim on which the models differ.

2. Ask each model to show the source passage and explain its interpretation.

3. Compare those passages with the original document, not just with model summaries.
4. Record whether the issue is resolved, remains uncertain, or needs an expert decision.

5. Reflect the result in the write-up through careful wording, attribution, or an explicit caveat.

For example, if one model describes the Skybridge figure as the purchase price and another calls it enterprise
value, that is not a reason to average the answers. It is a cue to inspect the transaction document and confirm the
definition. Disagreement becomes useful when it focuses human attention on the precise point that could change

a decision.

Verify before sharing

Before sending the final write-up, review material claims against the cited sources. Prioritize numbers, dates,
quotations, comparisons, legal or financial terms, and statements that support a recommendation. Check that
each citation points to the relevant passage and that the passage supports the wording—not merely a nearby

topic.
A practical final review includes these questions:

® (Can a reader trace every key claim to a specific document or source?

* Does the cited passage support the exact statement, including its qualifiers?

* Are facts, estimates, inferences, and opinions clearly distinguished?

* Have conflicting or missing details been disclosed rather than smoothed over?

* Did editing, summarization, or model handoffs change the claim after it was checked?

e Are citations still attached in the format in which the document will be shared?



For sensitive work, have a human reviewer open the source and verify the highest-impact claims directly. This is
particularly important when source documents are confidential, when a decision depends on a single figure, or

when a mistake could affect a transaction, client relationship, or public statement.

Make traceability part of the deliverable

Evidence does not have to clutter the prose. Use footnotes, endnotes, inline source IDs, hyperlinks, or an appendix
—whatever is appropriate for the audience. But keep the references usable. A citation such as “Company

materials” is usually too vague to help a reviewer. A source name, date, page, and section is far more actionable.

Also preserve the source record alongside the final version: the documents used, their versions, the claim ledger,
and any unresolved questions. That record makes later updates easier. If a new document changes the Skybridge
figure or clarifies what the $42M represents, the team can find the affected claim and revise it without

reconstructing the entire research process.

Build the habit, not just the prompt

Keeping evidence attached to Al writing is a workflow discipline. Use a shared context where possible, choose
parallel or sequential work based on the task, assign clear orchestration modes, and preserve source references
from extraction through review. Most importantly, treat model disagreement and uncertainty as information to

investigate—not defects to hide.

The final standard is simple: every important claim should have a clear relationship to evidence, and a reader
should be able to check that relationship without relying on the model's confidence. Keep the sources visible,

distinguish fact from inference, and verify before sharing. That is how a fluent Al draft becomes a defensible write-

up.



