As artificial intelligence increasingly informs high-stakes decisions in business, finance, and strategic planning, the
rigor of due diligence Al processes has never been more critical. This is particularly true when Al outputs are
incorporated into board-level decisions, audit explorations, and investment assessments. A key pillar for
trustworthy Al integration lies in robust human-in-the-loop workflows — structured reconciliation steps that

combine machine efficiency with human judgment, ensuring outputs can withstand scrutiny.
In this article, we explore best practices for human-in-the-loop reconciliation in Al due diligence with a focus on:

* Documented Change Impact (DCI) as an Audit Signal

Model Disagreement as Constructive Friction

Provenance and Traceability Back to Source Documents

Managing Variance Across Model Runs and Across Different Models

These themes form the backbone of a reliable https://travispyuj085.raidersfanteamshop.com/the-disagreement-
correction-index-turning-ai-friction-into-audit-ready-signal audit checklist approach to validating Al-derived

insights, minimizing risk, and fostering confidence among stakeholders and auditors alike.

1. Documented Change Impact (DCI) as a Core Audit Signal

When Al assists in generating memos, forecasts, or recommendations, understanding what changed between
iterations—or due to human edits—is essential. Documented Change Impact (DCI) refers to a formal record of

modifications made during Al-assisted processes, serving as an audit trail.
Why DCI matters:

® |t provides transparency: auditors can see exactly what was adjusted, when, and by whom.
* |t highlights assumptions or reasoning shifts that might materially affect conclusions.

® |t distinguishes automated Al outputs from human-curated or error-corrected inputs.

Best practices for DCI:
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1. Implement version-controlled documents with clear diffs to capture Al vs. human edits.
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2. Log contextual metadata: timestamps, user IDs, and justification for changes.

3. Integrate DCI summaries in executive deliverables to surface potential audit flags early.

2. Leveraging Model Disagreement as Useful Friction

Al models—no matter how advanced—differ in architecture, training data, and underlying assumptions.
Consequently, outputs often exhibit variations or even contradictory conclusions. Rather than suppressing these

conflicts, treating model disagreement as an intentional friction point can enhance due diligence quality.
How to operationalize disagreement:

* Run multiple models or configurations on the same input data to elicit varying perspectives.
* Flag conflicting outputs for targeted human review and reconciliation.
* Document rationales that explain why one output was preferred or merged.

This process creates a healthy challenge that prevents unwarranted confidence in any single model's “answer.” It

also aligns with the mindset auditors seek—understanding alternative scenarios rather than blind acceptance.

3. Provenance and Traceability to Source Documents

One of the most common and critical auditor questions is: " Where did this number or statement come from?" To

satisfy this, every Al-generated fact, estimate, or claim must be traceable to concrete source documents.
Establishing provenance:

¢ Link Al outputs explicitly to source CSVs, PDFs, or primary data files. Avoid unverifiable summary

statistics or unsourced insights.
* Embed citations or data snapshots inline within memos or dashboards.

* Maintain a centralized repository where relevant source files and their metadata are archived and

accessible.

Precision in traceability not only bolsters credibility but also expedites re-analysis under audit or due diligence

review cycles.

4. Understanding and Managing Variance Across Runs and Models

Al outputs often exhibit variance due to random initialization, stochastic sampling, or model updates. Similarly,

results may differ when deploying different models even on the same input.

Ignoring or averaging conflicting results without reconciling underlying assumptions can produce dangerously

misleading conclusions.
Steps to handle variance effectively:

1. Track run-to-run variability: Run multiple iterations of stochastic processes to quantify variability ranges

(confidence intervals).

2. Compare and contrast different model outputs: Document qualitative and quantitative differences with

hypotheses on causes.

3. Human analysts reconcile differences: Rather than averaging conflicting numbers, interrogate input data,

model logic, and domain relevance to select or synthesize the most plausible figures.



4. Flag volatility in outputs as risk signals: Variance itself is audit-relevant metadata indicating uncertainty or

instability.

Putting It All Together: A Sample Human-in-the-Loop Al Due Diligence
Audit Checklist

The following checklist synthesizes these principles into actionable steps for teams implementing Al-assisted

workflows that must meet audit-grade rigor.

Step Action Audit Signal / Purpose 1. Capture Documented Change Impact (DCI) Ensure all Al vs. human edits are
version-controlled and annotated with justifications Provides traceable audit trail and discernment of human
overrides 2. Run Multiple Models/Configurations Generate outputs from at least two distinct Al models or
parameter sets on the same input Surfaces model disagreements, useful for deeper validation 3. Link All Outputs
to Source Data Embed citations and maintain accessible repositories of primary CSVs, PDFs, etc. Ensures
provenance, enabling auditors to verify and trace claims 4. Quantify and Document Variance Capture output
variability across runs, record statistical ranges Communicates uncertainty, avoiding false precision 5. Conduct
Human Reconciliation Meetings Experts review discrepancies to resolve conflicts or highlight risks Introduction of
expert judgment improves reliability and context awareness 6. Summarize Findings in Executive Deliverables
Include reconciliation notes, data provenance, and variance explanations in summaries Enhances transparency for

board and audit reviewers

Conclusion

As Al becomes more deeply integrated into due diligence and strategic decision-making, maintaining a disciplined
human-in-the-loop reconciliation process is non-negotiable. Audit confidence flows from the interplay of
documented change impacts, constructive model disagreements, unwavering traceability to source data, and
candid presentation of output variances.

Organizations that build workflows embodying these principles not only mitigate compliance and reputational

risks but also harness Al's power responsibly—empowering humans to ask better questions, validate answers

rigorously, and make decisions with clear-eyed confidence.




Remember the audit mantra: if you can't trace it, you cannot trust it. Embedding human judgment systematically
against Al insights is your best defense and assurance signal in the fast-evolving landscape of Al-assisted due

diligence.



