When a high-stakes task lands on your desk, it is tempting to ask several frontier Al models for an answer and
pick the one that sounds most convincing. That is not a reliable evaluation method. Models can be fluent and
wrong, agree because they share the same blind spot, or produce different answers simply because they received
different instructions.

A useful comparison is a small, controlled test: define the task, give each model comparable inputs, evaluate its
work against the same requirements, and investigate meaningful differences. The goal is not to crown a universal

winner. It is to learn which model—or combination of models—works best for this task, under these conditions.

This checklist is designed for founders, consultants, and teams using Al for structured work such as research,
diligence, analysis, and drafting. It also explains how to compare models in one shared thread, when to run them

in parallel or in sequence, and how to treat disagreement as a signal rather than a nuisance.

Start by fixing the brief

Before testing models, make sure you are comparing their work on the same problem. A vague or incomplete brief
makes the results hard to interpret: one model may infer a missing requirement, another may ask a clarifying

question, and a third may confidently choose an unintended direction.

Fix the brief before you compare the models. Write down the task, the intended reader, the available source
material, the constraints, and the standard for a successful answer. If something is unknown, say so. Do not let

one model receive a fuller version of the task than another.

Brief checklist

® Task: What specifically should the model produce or decide?

* Context: What background information does it need?

® Inputs: Are all models receiving the same documents, data, and links?

* Audience: Who will use the output, and what do they already know?

* Requirements: What must the answer include, exclude, or preserve?

* Format: Should the output be a memo, table, recommendation, or draft?

* Evidence: Must claims cite sources, show calculations, or flag uncertainty?

* Success criteria: What would make the output useful enough to act on?
For example, “Assess this acquisition” is not a testable brief. A stronger version might ask for a one-page diligence
memo that summarizes the transaction rationale, identifies risks in the supplied materials, checks key figures, and

lists unanswered questions. It should instruct the model not to invent facts and to distinguish source-backed

claims from assumptions.

Use a controlled comparison

A model comparison is only as fair as its setup. Record the model name and version, date, settings, prompt, and
source set. Models change, and the same product may offer different modes or capabilities. If you cannot
reproduce the test later, it is difficult to know whether a result came from the model, the prompt, or a changed
input.



What to control What to record Why it matters Model Provider, model name, version, and mode Results can differ
across models and product settings. Prompt Exact instructions and follow-up questions Small wording changes
can alter the answer. Inputs Documents, links, data, and their versions Unequal evidence makes the comparison
unfair. Output constraints Length, format, audience, and citation rules Consistent constraints make outputs easier

to assess. Review Scores, errors, reviewer, and final decision A simple audit trail makes lessons reusable.

Keep a copy of the original outputs before asking any model to critique or revise them. Otherwise, a later round

can blur the distinction between a model's independent answer and its response to another model's ideas.

Run a checklist against the task, not the model’s confidence

Evaluate the output against the job it was meant to do. A polished answer is not necessarily a useful one, and a
cautious answer is not necessarily a weak one. Use a short scorecard tied to observable criteria. For a research or
diligence task, the most important criteria often include factual accuracy, completeness, reasoning, clarity, and

appropriate uncertainty.

Evaluation checklist

® Check facts: Are factual claims supported by the supplied material or reliable sources?

* Check requirements: Did the answer satisfy every must-have instruction and format constraint?
® Check reasoning: Does the conclusion follow from the evidence, or does it skip important steps?
® Check coverage: Did it address the important parts of the task without padding?

® Check uncertainty: Does it identify gaps, assumptions, and conflicting evidence?

® Check usability: Can the intended reader take a practical next step from the output?

* Check efficiency: Is the answer useful relative to the time, cost, and review effort it requires?
Use a simple rating scale, such as 1 to 5, but add notes for any serious error. One invented number, missed legal

condition, or unsupported recommendation may matter more than several small style advantages. In high-stakes

work, treat critical errors as a separate pass/fail threshold rather than allowing them to disappear inside an average

score.




Where facts are checkable, verify them. Where the task has a correct answer, compare against a known answer or
a human-reviewed reference. For judgment tasks, have reviewers use the same rubric and, where practical, review

outputs without knowing which model produced them.

Choose parallel or sequential workflows deliberately

There are two common ways to use multiple models. In a parallel workflow, models answer the same brief

independently. In a sequential workflow, one model's output becomes an input to another—for example, a first

model drafts an analysis and a second checks it.

Workflow Best for Main benefit Main risk Parallel Independent research, options, or first-pass judgments Surfaces
different approaches and overlooked issues Shared blind spots can still produce false agreement Sequential
Drafting, checking, and refining a structured deliverable Lets a later model inspect or improve earlier work The
reviewer may inherit the first model's framing or errors Hybrid High-impact decisions and complex deliverables

Combines independent answers with targeted review Needs clear steps to control cost and review load

For an independent comparison, run the models in parallel first. Ask each to produce its own answer without
seeing the others. Then compare the outputs, identify factual conflicts and missing requirements, and use a

separate review step to resolve them.

For a sequential workflow, assign distinct roles. A drafting model might produce a memo; a checking model might
verify claims against sources and list unsupported statements; a final model might revise only after the human
reviewer accepts the corrections. Avoid asking a second model simply to “make this better.” That instruction can

reward smoothness over accuracy.

Use multi-model Al chat in one shared thread—with care

Multi-model Al chat in one shared thread can make comparison easier. The brief, source material, questions, and
outputs are visible in one place, so a team can inspect differences without juggling separate conversations. It can

be especially useful for structured work where the sequence of instructions and decisions matters.

But a shared thread is not always an independent test. If one model can see another model's answer, its response

may be influenced by that answer. It might adopt the first model's assumptions, repeat its error, or focus on the



points the first model raised while missing other issues.

Shared-thread checklist

¢ Give each model the same initial brief and evidence.
e Capture independent first responses before showing outputs across models.
® |abel each answer with its model and role.

* Keep source documents and prompt versions easy to identify.
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® Separate "generate,” “critique,” and “revise” steps explicitly.

e Save original answers so later discussion does not overwrite the baseline.

If the interface cannot keep responses independent within one thread, use separate chats for the first round and
bring the results together for comparison afterward. The convenience of a shared workspace is valuable, but it

should not accidentally turn a blind comparison into a group discussion.

Pick an orchestration mode that matches the work

Orchestration is the way you assign and sequence model work. For structured work, make the mode explicit rather
than letting the workflow emerge from an open-ended conversation. A practical setup usually fits one of four

patterns:

1. Independent generation: Several models produce separate answers to the same brief. Use this to discover

alternatives and disagreement.
2. Generator and verifier: One model creates an output; another checks it against sources or requirements.
Use this for drafts and fact-heavy work.

3. Specialist roles: Models receive distinct, bounded jobs, such as extracting figures, identifying risks, or

checking calculations. Use this when the task has separable parts.

4. Human-led synthesis: A person reviews model outputs, resolves conflicts, and makes the decision. Use this

for consequential recommendations and anything requiring accountability.

Specialist roles work best when each role has a clear deliverable. For instance, one model can https://multiai.pro
extract claims and citations, another can test whether the claims satisfy the brief, and a human can decide which
findings belong in the final memo. Do not assume that adding more models automatically adds more quality.

Every handoff creates the possibility of lost context, duplicated work, and extra cost.

Treat disagreement as a signal for better decisions

When models disagree, the instinct may be to average their answers or choose the one with the most confident
tone. Resist that. Disagreement is useful because it points to a claim, assumption, or interpretation that deserves

attention. It does not tell you which model is right.

First, classify the disagreement. Is it a conflict about a factual detail, a different interpretation of the same evidence,
a different recommendation, or a formatting choice? Then trace each position back to its sources and assumptions.
If the evidence is incomplete, record the uncertainty and decide what additional information would change the

answer.

Agreement deserves scrutiny too. Several models may rely on similar training data, infer the same unstated
assumption, or miss the same document detail. Agreement is not proof. For important claims, check the source

directly rather than treating a majority vote as verification.



Disagreement review checklist

* State the conflicting claims in plain language.

* |dentify the evidence each model used—or failed to use.

* Separate factual disagreement from judgment disagreement.

* Ask what additional source or calculation could resolve the conflict.
* Record unresolved uncertainty instead of forcing consensus.

® Escalate consequential conflicts to a qualified human reviewer.

Include cost, latency, and human review in the comparison

The best model for a task is not necessarily the one with the strongest raw answer. Compare the full workflow:
model charges, time to produce a usable output, time spent checking it, and the cost of errors. A cheaper model
that needs extensive correction may be more expensive in practice than a higher-priced model that reliably meets
the brief.

For a concrete price example, imagine a team reviewing a $42M acquisition example (Skybridge). The
transaction value is not the Al budget. It is context for the stakes: if the team uses models to help summarize
diligence materials, they still need to verify figures, inspect source documents, and have appropriate people review
the conclusions. The comparison should track the cost of the model workflow alongside the time and expertise
needed to validate it. This example is illustrative; the transaction amount alone does not establish any facts about

a real deal or the appropriate diligence process.

Run a small pilot before standardizing a workflow. Test a representative task, include at least one difficult edge
case, and measure how much human correction each model requires. A model that performs well on a tidy sample

may struggle with messy source material, conflicting dates, or incomplete instructions.

A practical end-to-end checklist
Use this sequence for a repeatable model comparison:

1. Fix the brief: Define the deliverable, audience, evidence, constraints, and success criteria.
. Freeze the inputs: Give each model the same source set and record versions.
. Choose the workflow: Run independent outputs in parallel, or define clear roles for a sequential check.

. Capture baselines: Save original responses before cross-model critique or revision.
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5. Score against the rubric: Check facts, check requirements, assess reasoning, and note critical errors.
6. Investigate disagreement: Trace conflicting claims to evidence and record what remains uncertain.
7. Measure total effort: Include price, latency, review time, and correction work.
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. Choose a task-specific approach: Select a model or orchestration pattern based on demonstrated

performance, not general reputation.

9. Keep the record: Save prompts, versions, scores, reviewer notes, and the final decision.

Conclusion

A good checklist for comparing frontier Al models on one task is less about finding a universal winner and more

about building a fair, repeatable decision process. Fix the brief, keep the test controlled, evaluate against



requirements, and verify important facts. Use parallel runs to preserve independent judgment, sequential steps for

clearly defined checks, and multi-model chat to organize work without confusing collaboration with independence.

Most importantly, treat disagreement as a prompt to investigate—not a vote to tally. When the evidence, costs,
limitations, and human review are visible, your team can choose the right model workflow for the task and explain

why it is trustworthy enough to use.



