
Short answer: potentially—if “help” means accelerate an initial, clearly scoped review and produce a useful
working draft, not replace a diligence team or complete an entire acquisition assessment. In a well-prepared
workflow, an AI tool such as Suprmind could help teams organize evidence, surface risks, compare analyses, and
draft an acquisition recommendation memo in under 90 minutes. Whether it can do so depends on the
documents available, the quality of the workflow, and how much human review the decision requires.

That distinction matters. M&A due diligence is not a single summarization task. It is a series of judgments about
the target, the evidence, and the consequences of getting something wrong. A fast summary may be useful, but it
is not the same as a reliable investment view.

This article explains what a 90-minute AI-supported diligence sprint can realistically accomplish, why multi-model
orchestration is different from simply collecting several AI answers, and how disagreement, workflow design, and
decision-ready exports affect the final result.

What “90-minute due diligence” can—and cannot—mean
The phrase M&A pre-mortem 90 minutes works best as a description of a focused sprint: a rapid, evidence-
based effort to ask what could make a deal fail, identify the most consequential unknowns, and decide what to
investigate next.

It should not be presented as a claim that a team can finish comprehensive financial, legal, tax, commercial,
cybersecurity, and operational diligence in an hour and a half. Those workstreams often require specialist
judgment, external validation, management interviews, and careful reconciliation of source data.

A more realistic 90-minute goal is to create a first-pass decision package from a defined set of materials. For
example, a team might review a data-room subset, a management presentation, selected financials, customer
information, and prior research to produce:

A concise overview of the target and proposed investment thesis.

A list of supporting evidence and material gaps.

A prioritized set of risks, assumptions, and follow-up questions.

A preliminary view of deal-breakers and potential mitigations.

A working acquisition recommendation memo for human review.



The result is an informed starting point—not a final recommendation, a substitute for expert diligence, or a
guarantee that every important issue has been found.

Multi-model orchestration is more than model aggregation
Several models can be involved in an AI workflow without the workflow being meaningfully coordinated. In a
simple aggregation setup, a user asks multiple models the same question and receives several independent
responses. That can reveal different perspectives, but it may also create a pile of overlapping, inconsistent, or
unsupported claims for an analyst to reconcile.

Multi-model orchestration is a more deliberate approach. It assigns models or agents distinct tasks, passes
relevant outputs between stages, and uses a process to check or synthesize the work. For diligence, the workflow
might ask one stage to extract claims from the documents, another to test those claims against financial or
customer evidence, and a later stage to identify contradictions and unanswered questions.

Approach What happens Potential value Common limitation Model aggregation Several models answer the same
prompt independently. Offers alternative perspectives or drafts. May leave the analyst to resolve contradictions
and verify claims. Multi-model orchestration Tasks are divided, sequenced, and reviewed through a designed
workflow. Can support evidence extraction, challenge, and synthesis. Quality still depends on task design, source
material, and human oversight.

For an M&A team, the practical difference is not the number of models. It is whether the process helps answer
questions such as: Which claims are supported by the source documents? Where do sources conflict? Which
assumptions drive the investment case? What evidence would change the recommendation?

Suprmind may be useful when it can support a structured, multi-step workflow rather than simply returning a
single fluent response. Before relying on it for a live deal, a team should confirm how it handles source documents,
citations, model roles, workflow controls, and exports. Those capabilities can vary by product configuration and
should be tested on representative materials.

Disagreement and correction should be product features
In diligence, disagreement is not automatically a defect. It can be a signal that the evidence is incomplete, the
question is ambiguous, or different sources describe different realities. A workflow that forces every response into
one confident narrative may hide exactly the uncertainty a deal team needs to see.



Imagine the seller’s presentation says customer retention is strong, while a revenue export shows a concentrated
set of recent renewals and several large accounts with declining spend. An AI system should not casually choose
one interpretation. It should surface the mismatch, show which documents support each claim, and give an analyst
a way to investigate.

Make disagreement actionable

A useful workflow should help distinguish among different kinds of disagreement:

Source conflict: Two documents report different figures or dates.

Interpretation conflict: The same fact supports different conclusions.

Coverage gap: The available material does not answer the question.

Model variation: Models reach different conclusions from the same evidence.

Each type calls for a different response. A source conflict may require reconciliation to the general ledger or a
newer data-room file. An interpretation conflict may call for sensitivity analysis. A coverage gap may become a
management question. Model variation should prompt a check of the reasoning and evidence, not a vote among
models.

Correction is part of the workflow

Analysts also need to correct errors and preserve context. If a model misidentifies a subsidiary, confuses a forecast
with actuals, or overlooks a footnote, the correction should be clear and traceable. The team should be able to see
what was changed, why it was changed, and whether that correction affects downstream conclusions.

This is especially important for an acquisition recommendation memo. The multi AI model memo should separate
verified facts from management claims, analyst assumptions, and open questions. A polished paragraph is not
decision-grade if its evidentiary status is unclear.

Sequential versus parallel workflows
There are two common ways to organize an AI-supported diligence sprint. A parallel workflow sends different
tasks out at once. A sequential workflow completes one stage before the next begins. Neither is always best; the
right design depends on the work and the time available.

Workflow Best suited to Trade-off Parallel Independent reviews of financials, customers, market, and operations.
Faster initial coverage, but findings may be duplicated or inconsistent. Sequential Tasks where later analysis
depends on earlier extraction or validation. More controlled handoffs, but each stage can add latency. Hybrid
Concurrent workstreams followed by a shared challenge and synthesis stage. Requires thoughtful coordination
and a clear record of evidence.

A practical 90-minute sprint will often use a hybrid approach. Independent workstreams can review different
evidence in parallel—for example, financial trends, customer concentration, and market positioning. A later stage
can then compare findings, identify cross-functional implications, and generate follow-up questions.

Some work should remain sequential. A model should not draft a definitive conclusion about recurring revenue
before the relevant revenue data has been extracted and checked. Similarly, an investment recommendation
should not be synthesized before the workflow has identified material gaps and contradictions.

A realistic 90-minute AI due diligence workflow

https://suprmind.ai/hub/platform/


The following schedule is an example, not a guarantee of Suprmind’s performance. It assumes that the team has
selected a manageable document set, established a diligence question, and assigned a human reviewer.

1. Minutes 0–10: Define the decision. State the transaction context, investment thesis, key concerns, and what
the sprint should deliver. Set boundaries around the documents and questions in scope.

2. Minutes 10–25: Organize and extract evidence. Identify relevant materials and capture key figures, claims,
dates, and entities. Flag missing or potentially outdated sources.

3. Minutes 25–50: Run parallel workstreams. Review selected financial, commercial, customer, and operational
evidence. Ask each workstream to distinguish source-backed facts from interpretations.

4. Minutes 50–65: Challenge the thesis. Test the deal’s core assumptions, look for counterevidence, and
identify contradictions among sources or workstreams.

5. Minutes 65–80: Prioritize risk and uncertainty. Rank issues by likely impact and urgency. Convert material
unknowns into diligence requests, interview questions, or conditions to validate.

6. Minutes 80–90: Draft and review the output. Produce a concise acquisition recommendation memo draft,
then have a deal professional verify key claims, citations, and caveats.

The clock is not the measure of quality. The sprint is useful only if the output is anchored to evidence and makes
the next decision easier. If the source set is large, poorly labeled, or incomplete, preparation and verification can
take longer than the analysis itself.

Decision-grade deliverables and exports
AI due diligence has limited value if the findings remain trapped in a chat interface. Deal teams need outputs they
can review, edit, circulate, and incorporate into existing investment processes. The right export format depends on
the organization, but the content should make the chain from evidence to conclusion easy to inspect.

A strong first-pass acquisition recommendation memo might include:

Decision context: Deal stage, transaction scope, and questions addressed.

Preliminary recommendation: A clearly labeled view, such as proceed, proceed with conditions, pause, or
decline.

Investment thesis: The main value-creation claims and the evidence supporting them.

Risks and mitigations: Potential impact, confidence level, proposed response, and owner where known.

Open questions: Missing evidence, management questions, and additional analyses required.

Source trail: Citations or document references tied to material statements.

Limitations: Scope exclusions, assumptions, and issues requiring specialist review.

Exports should preserve more than the prose. A useful deliverable also makes it possible to trace claims to source
documents and distinguish confirmed facts from hypotheses. When assessing Suprmind, test whether the output
fits your team’s actual process: Can analysts revise it? Can they retain references and caveats? Can they move the
content into their memo, spreadsheet, or collaboration tools without losing important context?

How to assess Suprmind for your diligence process
Rather than asking only whether Suprmind can produce an answer quickly, run a controlled pilot on a completed
or non-sensitive deal. Give the workflow the documents the team had at that point in the process, then compare
its outputs with the deal team’s known findings.



Did it identify the material risks, not just repeat the investment thesis?

Were important claims linked to the right sources?

Did it surface contradictions and missing information?

Could the analyst correct errors and preserve those corrections?

Did the final output distinguish evidence, assumptions, and judgment?

Was the exported memo usable with reasonable editing?

Also evaluate data handling, access controls, retention, and approval requirements before uploading confidential
transaction materials. A fast workflow is not appropriate for a deal if it does not meet the organization’s security,
legal, and compliance standards.

The bottom line
Suprmind could help an M&A team complete a focused diligence sprint in under 90 minutes, especially when the
work is scoped, the source materials are prepared, and the workflow combines parallel analysis with sequential
verification. The strongest use case is not “AI decides whether to buy the company.” It is “AI helps the team find,
challenge, and organize evidence so people can decide what matters next.”

A useful M&A pre-mortem 90 minutes should end with a sharper view of the deal’s failure modes, a prioritized set
of unknowns, and a reviewable acquisition recommendation memo—not false certainty. Multi-model orchestration
can help structure that work, but only when disagreement is visible, corrections are possible, and the final
deliverables remain traceable to evidence. For any live transaction, human judgment and specialist diligence still
own the decision.


