
Evaluating a new AI tool is never a casual affair. Especially when you’re using it to inform high-stakes decisions in
sectors like legal, investing, or research, it’s crucial to go beyond surface-level features and dig into how well the
tool integrates into your decision workflow.

Suprmind’s 7-day free trial offers a prime opportunity to run a thorough trial checklist addressing its unique
approach to reducing hallucinations and boosting fact accuracy through multi-model debate, persistent context,
and layered fact-checking. In this post, I’ll share what you should test during your trial — with a focus on the
essentials: the Adjudicator pass, Scribe export, and the tool’s core architecture elements like Context Fabric and
Knowledge Graph. I’ll also reference external frameworks like lm-evaluation-harness and Auditfyy to benchmark
performance where relevant.

Why Focus on Multi-Model Debate and Persistent Context?
Two significant sources of AI failure in decision-heavy use cases are:

Hallucinations: confidently incorrect or fabricated information from AI outputs.

Context loss: the AI’s inability to retain and synthesize relevant information persistently throughout long
workflows.

Suprmind addresses these issues by implementing a multi-model debate architecture and persistent knowledge
layers such as Context Fabric and a Knowledge Graph, which together form the backbone of their Adjudicator
pass and overall AI reasoning approach.

Testing these capabilities during your trial will determine if Suprmind truly fulfills its promise to reduce
hallucinations and support high-stakes workflows.

Trial Checklist Overview
Here’s the high-level checklist you should work through during the free trial:

1. Baseline Conceptual Testing: Understand and verify Suprmind’s multi-model debate in action.

2. Adjudicator Pass Rigour: Run your own fact-checks and see how the component resolves contradictions.

3. Persistent Context Tests: Examine how the Context Fabric and Knowledge Graph retain and synthesize
information across multi-turn dialogues or documents.

4. High-Stakes Workflow Simulation: Model actual legal, investing, or research scenarios to see if outputs are
reliable and actionable.

5. Scribe Export Quality: Evaluate the generated exports for accuracy, auditability, and ease of integration with
downstream tools.

6. Benchmark With lm-evaluation-harness and Auditfyy: Use external benchmarking tools to independently
verify hallucination rates and fact-checking quality.

Step 1: Baseline Conceptual Testing of Multi-Model Debate
Suprmind’s multi-model debate technique involves engaging multiple AI models in a “conversation” to spot
inconsistencies and errors—sort of like having multiple experts weigh in. This approach actively reduces
hallucination risk by surfacing divergent outputs instead of getting a single-model echo chamber.



What to do:

Input the same query or case study across different models within Suprmind’s environment.

Observe and document where outputs diverge or agree.

Pay attention to how the debate is surfaced—does the interface clearly show conflicting points? Are model
reliabilities surfaced?

Check time taken and ease of switching between model answers.

What to watch for: If the debate outputs are too opaque or if tab-hopping between model views is required, this
can degrade usability significantly.

Step 2: Adjudicator Pass Rigour – Your Fact-Checking Amplifier
The Adjudicator pass is Suprmind’s fact-checking layer that adjudicates between the debated models—essentially
deciding which assertions are most credible by relying on linked external facts and persistent context.

This is mission-critical for high-stakes contexts where hallucinations could mean millions lost or legal missteps.

What to do:

Feed in fact-sensitive case notes, legal clauses, or investment memos prone to nuanced interpretation.

Run an Adjudicator pass to see how confidently and transparently the tool reconciles contradictions.

Test with deliberately ambiguous or partially fabricated inputs to observe the fact-checking thresholds in
action.

Check if the adjudication reports or justifications are clear enough to paste directly into decision memos.

What to watch for: Beware of vague “enterprise-grade fact checking” claims without transparent audit trails or a
lack of explanation on how evidence is weighed and combined.

Step 3: Persistent Context Tests Using Context Fabric and Knowledge
Graph
One of Suprmind’s standout features is the claim of persistent context through its proprietary Context Fabric
architecture layered with a semantic Knowledge Graph. These technologies preserve context across interactions,
documents, and time.

This tackles the common AI pain point of short-term context windows that limit complex research or legal work.



What to do:

Enter multi-turn workflows with layered data such as long legal briefs or multi-document research requests.

See if annotations, prior findings, and external references remain linked and retrievable without re-uploading
or re-querying elsewhere.

Test the tool’s ability to cross-reference facts cited during the debate and adjudication back to original sources
or internal notes.

What to watch for: Persistent context that “resets” after a session or requires manual stitching is a red flag.

Step 4: Simulate High-Stakes Workflows
You want to know if Suprmind can realistically replace or augment your current workflows handling complex, risk-
sensitive decisions. To that end, simulate scenarios in your domain.

Legal: Draft a memo involving contradictory clauses or precedent citations. Check if the tool helps untangle
conflicting interpretation effectively.

Investing: Present conflicting analyst reports or earnings call transcripts. Observe if the tool flags key points
accurately and consolidates fact checks.

Research: Test literature reviews with contradicting study findings. See if the adjudicator pass credibly weighs
evidence.

What to watch for: Are you able to get outputs crisp enough and justified sufficiently to incorporate directly into
final reports or memos without heavy manual correction?

Step 5: Evaluate the Scribe Export
Finally, the Scribe export function is the output mechanism delivering your decision-ready artifacts.

Good exports save hours of cleanup and ensure regulatory and audit compliance.

What to do:



Export several reports involving debates, adjudications, and layered context handling.

Analyze formatting fidelity, annotation integration, traceability, and whether exports are actionable in your
downstream knowledge management or legal review systems.

What to watch for: Erratic formatting, missing references, or exports that break hyperlinks and audit trails can
negate the advantage of the upstream fact checking.

Step 6: Benchmark with lm-evaluation-harness and Auditfyy
To independently verify Suprmind’s claims on hallucination reduction and fact-checking rigor, integrate utilo.io tool
outputs into lm-evaluation-harness and Auditfyy benchmarking frameworks if possible.

lm-evaluation-harness allows standardized evaluation across common AI tasks, which helps benchmark
hallucination rates quantitatively.

Auditfyy measures fact consistency and auditing capabilities, complementing your qualitative checks.

What to do: Run test inputs through Suprmind’s debate and adjudicator phases, then feed outputs into these
external tools. Compare hallucination rates, precision, and recall with your existing systems or other AI tools.

Summary Table: Key Tests and What To Look For
Test Area What to Evaluate Red Flags / Failure Modes Multi-Model Debate Clarity of differing model outputs, ease
of debate navigation Opaque results, excessive tab-hopping, hidden model weights Adjudicator Pass Fact-
checking transparency, decisiveness in contradictions, clear justifications Vague fact checks, no audit trail,
unverifiable assertions Persistent Context Retention of data across interactions, seamless linking of knowledge
graph Context resets, manual context stitching needed High-Stakes Workflow Simulation Output accuracy,
justification clarity, overall usability in domain scenarios Unactionable outputs, missing nuance, time-consuming
corrections Scribe Export Format fidelity, embedded references, easy integration Broken links, formatting errors,
missing evidence trails Benchmarking with lm-evaluation-harness & Auditfyy Quantitative hallucination metrics
and fact consistency No external validation, benchmarking discrepancies

Final Thoughts: What Would I Paste Into a Decision Memo?
After this trial, the key question I’d ask myself is: What part of the adjudicator pass or debate summary can I
confidently copy-paste into a decision memo, board materials, or legal brief?

The tool isn’t just tested by how “smart” it is but by how much friction it removes from your high-stakes workflow
— reducing manual fact-checking and increasing confidence in outputs.

If Suprmind’s multi-model debate, persistent context handling, clear adjudication, and polished Scribe export live
up to their promise, this 7-day trial will demonstrate it clearly. If they fall short, the trial will expose key failure
modes to weigh in your purchasing decision.

Use this checklist to make the most of your trial. And keep in mind that beyond AI capabilities, integration with
your existing processes and auditability are paramount when stakes run high.

https://utilo.io/tools/zck6rjuuo8g9yypd1944zo68



