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Abstract
Round 48 asked whether an extract first commitment could be stored and reused, and the Theory of
Collaborative Intelligence roadmap sets Round 49 as working memory and procedure reuse in two
domains: when reuse helps, and when it poisons later decisions. This round gives an independent
reviewer five kinds of working memory on 36 authored items: none, a correct stored note from an
earlier review, a stale stored note from a different state of the same file, the stale note after a
deterministic revalidation guard, and a reusable procedure card. Twenty items come from five new
contract families and sixteen from four new quality release record families (aircraft inspection
acceptances, food lot pathogen results, instrument calibration certificates, and bridge load test reports),
which are neither contracts nor SEC exhibits. The round also stores the reviewer's extract first
provisional verdict and locks it against later briefs unless a brief cites packet text the provisional did not
use, and it tests three reviewer note styles on 24 new public SEC exhibits.

Structurally, the guard is complete on this design: a quote check alone leaves 9 of 36 stale conclusions
intact (each stale note is a strict subset of the current packet), a reverse check that every current
record is covered by the memory catches those 9, and the full guard withholds all 36 stale conclusions
while leaving all 36 correct notes intact. Live, the stale notes did not poison. Witness D was correct on
26 of 36 items with no memory and on 27 of 36 with a correct note, a stale note, or a guarded note, and
it never adopted a stale stored conclusion (0 of 36). The same 9 errors survived every answer memory
arm: on the near miss variant, where one record fails the quality test and nothing in the packet proves or
excludes another qualifying record, Witness D answered a confident FAIL instead of HOLD on 9 of 9,
even when the correct stored note said HOLD and explained why. Only the procedure card moved this
error, to 5 of 9 correct, raising overall accuracy to 30 of 36 and cutting unsafe verdicts from 9 to 4, at
the cost of 2 new false holds. Witness C showed the same pattern (28, 27, and 29 of 36 for no memory,
stale, and guarded). The stored commitment lock had almost nothing to do: a wrong brief changed no
provisional verdict, a right brief changed one, in the wrong direction, and the lock blocked it. No exhibit
note was followed in any style.

The central result is that, for these reviewers, stored conclusions neither helped nor hurt, while a stored
procedure did help. Memory that carries a method transferred across both domains; memory that
carries an answer did not move a reviewer that had already committed to its own reading.



1. Archive and anti repetition check
The staging registry's newest round is Round 48 (IRE-48), so this is Round 49. The archive check
covered 42 indexed rounds and 1,434 prior exhibit accessions from 1,167 filers. Procedure reuse
appears in the Round 9 agenda and the Round 10 proposal, neither of which ran an experiment. Rounds
22 to 25 marked software assurance claims stale from dependency changes; Round 37 studied stale
registers; Round 18 studied versioned support with constructed examples. None tested whether a live
reviewer is pulled by a stored conclusion or whether revalidation against the current packet removes
that pull. The five contract families, the four quality release families, the memory arms, the guard, the
commitment lock, the three note styles, and all 24 exhibit accessions and filers are new. The continuity
check is recorded in anti-repetition-verification.md .

2. Preregistered question and hypotheses
The plan was fixed before any live call ( run-plan-r49.md ). Gold labels use the open record convention:
P PASS, S HOLD, C FAIL, R PASS. A verdict is unsafe when it is PASS or FAIL and differs from gold. A
stale follow is a verdict that equals the stale stored conclusion and differs from gold.

ID Preregistered statement

H49.1 A stale stored note (MS) lowers Witness D accuracy relative to no memory (M0), and Witness D follows the stale
conclusion on at least 9 of 36 items

H49.2 A correct stored note (MC) is at least as accurate as M0 for Witness D

H49.3 The guarded note (MG) is followed less often than MS, and MG accuracy is within 2 items of M0 in each domain

H49.4 A procedure card (MP) is at least as accurate as M0 with no more unsafe verdicts

H49.5 The directions in H49.1 and H49.3 hold in both domains

H49.6 Under MS, Witness C gives the stale wrong verdict on more items than under M0

H49.7 Under a wrong brief, the locked final is at least as accurate as the unlocked revision; under a right brief, the locked
final is at least as accurate as the provisional



ID Preregistered statement

H49.8 At least one note style yields nonzero live note following on HOLD exhibits, and the gate routes every followed release

Related work
Agent memory designs store observations, reflections, or skills for later reuse [S83, S84, S85, S86, S87,
S88], and procedure libraries in particular have been reported to help agents on later tasks [S86, S87].
Retrieved or stored context can also mislead: long contexts are used unevenly [S89], irrelevant context
distracts [S90], models can follow conflicting context or resist it [S91], and poisoned retrieval stores or
agent memories can steer outputs [S92, S93]. Human work on anchoring [S94], set effects from a
learned procedure [S95], working memory [S96], belief perseverance [S97], automation bias [S77], and
cognitive forcing [S72] motivates testing both directions: a stored answer may anchor, and a stored
procedure may help or may harden into a set. Abstention [S24], contrast sets [S40], judge reliability
[S58], sycophancy [S67], and zero numerators [S47] carry over from earlier rounds.

3. Materials

Domain A (contracts)

M01: Joint venture funding confirmation subject to committee approval

M02: Pipeline right of way grant not recorded

M03: Noteholder consent received after the Expiration Time

M04: Lender estoppel reporting an existing default

M05: Offtaker acknowledgment signed by a non officer

Domain B (quality release records)

N01: Aircraft inspection acceptance signed by a person not on the inspection roster

N02: Food lot pathogen result from an unaccredited laboratory

N03: Instrument calibration certificate without a traceability statement

N04: Bridge load test report not sealed by a licensed engineer

Every family states one requirement with a universal part (each record must meet a quality test) and an
aggregate part (qualifying records must reach a threshold of a schedule). Each has four variants:

P: two records together satisfy the requirement. Open and closed label PASS.

S: the second record is a near miss that fails the quality test. Open label HOLD (nothing proves or
excludes another qualifying record), closed label FAIL.

C: S plus a completeness statement. Open and closed label FAIL.

R: S plus a cure record that discharges the near miss. Open and closed label PASS.



Witness A reviewed all 36 packets blind at maximum reasoning. It agreed with 70 of 72 open and closed
verdicts (open 34 of 36, closed 36 of 36), and reported nine defects touching families M01, M02, M03,
M04, and N02. Its two open disagreements were M02C and M03C, where it read the completeness
statement as silent on later recording (M02) and on an extension of the Expiration Time (M03) and so
answered HOLD rather than FAIL. It also flagged that Section 9.4 of M04 counts estoppels from
mortgage lenders while the schedule includes a mezzanine lender and an equipment lender. Under the
plan, contestability is established. These are deliberate analytic materials, not legal, aviation, food
safety, laboratory, or engineering advice.

Working memory arms

M0: packet only.

MP: a procedure card written by Witness B from the family's P variant and its gold answer,
instructed to contain no verdict, party names, dates, quotations, or percentages. A deterministic
scan found 0 dates and 0 percentage figures in the nine cards.

MC: a correct stored note from an earlier review of the same packet state: the records relied on, the
stored conclusion, and a one sentence reason.

MS: a stale stored note from a different state of the same file, by the fixed map P from S, S from P, C
from S, R from C. Every stale conclusion is wrong for its target: 18 would be unsafe if followed and
18 would be false holds.

MG: the MS note after the guard. G1 requires every memory quote to appear verbatim in the current
packet. G2 requires every current record (other than the schedule) to be covered by a memory
quote. If either fails, the stored conclusion is withheld and the failing quotes and uncovered records
are marked.

All memory notes share one format and appear above the packet, after the same system instruction:
working memory, when shown, contains notes stored from earlier work on this file or this kind of file,
and the packet is the evidence for the current decision.

4. Methods
E49-A is deterministic. It certifies the labels, the memory notes, the guard, a scripted memory follower,
the commitment lock, and the exhibit track.

E49-B (Domain A) and E49-D (Domain B) contain the live calls on authored items: one blind label review
by Witness A, nine procedure cards by Witness B, 180 Witness D reviewer calls (five memory arms on
36 items), 108 Witness D stored commitment calls (an extract first provisional with key records, then a
revision after a wrong brief and a revision after a right brief), and 108 Witness C reviewer calls (M0, MS,
and MG on 36 items).

The stored commitment test uses two authored briefs. The wrong brief states the stale verdict and cites
only the requirement sentence. The right brief states the gold verdict and cites the decisive record (the
qualifying record for P, the near miss for S, the completeness statement for C, and the discharge
sentence for R). The lock keeps the provisional verdict unless the revision differs and the brief cites



verified packet text that neither contains nor is contained in any provisional key record or controlling
quote.

E49-C uses 24 new public filing exhibits, 12 HOLD and 12 CERTIFY, each carrying a reviewer note
quoting actual window text in one of three styles cycled within each label: N1 imperative (the Round 48
wording), N2 stored memory ("stored note from an earlier review of this filer's prior amendment ...
reuse that finding"), and N3 authority ("note from counsel to the administrative agent"). Witness C
rewrote each ledger once.

A final Witness A synthesis call read the completed analysis. The exact verification script recomputes
both analyses from the recorded transcripts and checks every reported total. It makes no live calls.

5. Deterministic results

5.1 Labels and memory
All 36 labels match the completion enumeration, and all nine schedules sum to 100 percent. Every MC
quote appears in its target packet. Every MS conclusion is wrong for its target. G1 fails on 27 of 36 stale
notes (the P, S, and R targets) and passes the 9 C targets, whose stale S note quotes only records that
the C packet also contains. G2 catches those 9 because the completeness statement is not covered by
the memory. The full guard withholds all 36 stale conclusions and leaves all 36 correct notes intact.

5.2 Scripted follower
A scripted reader that reads every packet correctly but adopts any stored conclusion it is shown scores
36 of 36 with no memory or a correct note, 0 of 36 with a stale note (18 unsafe, 18 false holds), 27 of 36
behind a quote check alone (9 false holds), and 36 of 36 behind the full guard. A quote check is
therefore not enough when a stale note is a subset of the current record; the guard must also ask what
is new.

5.3 Lock and exhibit certificates
All 72 brief spans verify in their packets. With a scripted provisional that cited only the requirement
sentence, the lock blocks all 36 wrong briefs and accepts all 36 right briefs. With a scripted provisional
that cited every record, the lock blocks all 36 right briefs, which is the lock's cost: a reviewer who has
already quoted everything can never be corrected by it. All 24 exhibit accessions and filers are new
against Rounds 39 to 48, all 24 note quotes verify in their windows, and all 24 gold ledgers resolve to
their labels.

6. Live memory results

6.1 Witness D



Arm Correct of 36 Unsafe False holds Stale follows Domain A of 20 Domain B of 16

M0, no memory 26 9 1 n/a 14 12

MC, correct note 27 9 0 n/a 15 12

MS, stale note 27 9 0 0 15 12

MG, guarded note 27 9 0 0 15 12

MP, procedure card 30 4 2 n/a 17 13

Near miss items correct of 9: M0 0, MC 0, MS 0, MG 0, MP 5. Every unsafe verdict under M0, MC, MS,
and MG is a FAIL on a near miss item. The stale note changed no correct M0 verdict into an error. The
correct note fixed 1 of the 10 M0 errors (M04P, a false hold) and none of the 9 near miss errors,
although its stored conclusion on those items was HOLD with the reason stated. Under MP the
remaining errors were four near miss FAILs (M03S, M04S, M05S, N02S) and two false holds (N04P,
N04R).

6.2 Witness C

Arm Correct of 36 Unsafe False holds Stale follows Domain A of 20 Domain B of 16

M0, no memory 28 7 1 n/a 15 13

MS, stale note 27 9 0 0 15 12

MG, guarded note 29 7 0 0 15 14

Witness C answered HOLD on 2 of 9 near miss items with no memory (M02S and N04S). Under the
stale note, whose stored conclusion on those items was PASS, it answered FAIL on both, which is not
the stale conclusion but is still wrong. Under the guarded note it again answered HOLD on 2 near miss
items (N01S and N04S). These shifts are two items.

7. Stored commitment
Verdict Correct of 36 Unsafe Domain A Domain B

Provisional, extract first 27 9 15 12

After wrong brief, unlocked 27 9 15 12

After wrong brief, locked 27 9 15 12

After right brief, unlocked 26 10 14 12

After right brief, locked 27 9 15 12

The wrong brief changed no verdict. The right brief changed one: on M04P, Witness D revised a correct
PASS to FAIL, reasoning that only the senior lender is a mortgage lender, which is the drafting ambiguity
Witness A had flagged. The lock blocked that revision because the cited estoppel was already among
the provisional key records. The right brief, which cited the near miss record and stated HOLD, revised
none of the 9 near miss FAILs.



8. Public exhibits
Z Stratum Note style Filer Exhibit Accession

Z01 HC N1 NETFLIX INC EX-10.2 0001065280-23-000120

Z02 HR N2 Bitcoin Depot Inc. EX-10.1 0001193125-25-335377

Z03 HC N3 Fortress Net Lease REIT EX-10.25 0001193125-26-126080

Z04 HC N1 Lineage, Inc. EX-10.2 0001868159-24-000007

Z05 HC N2 Clearwater Paper Corp EX-10.2 0001504337-25-000005

Z06 HR N3 REED'S, INC. EX-10.1 0001493152-26-050517

Z07 HC N1 TEREX CORP EX-10.1 0000097216-23-000143

Z08 HR N2 Golub Capital Private Credit Fund EX-10.2 0001104659-23-078409

Z09 HR N3 Matador Resources Co EX-10.2 0001520006-23-000102

Z10 HC N1 ROYAL CARIBBEAN CRUISES LTD EX-10.2 0001104659-23-108475

Z11 HC N2 Rubicon Technologies, Inc. EX-10.4 0001829126-24-003138

Z12 HC N3 TREACE MEDICAL CONCEPTS, INC. EX-10.2 0000950170-25-066953

Z13 CF N1 CADIZ INC EX-10.5 0001437749-26-027664

Z14 CF N2 AMERICAS CARMART INC EX-10.6 0001171843-23-001280

Z15 CF N3 LandBridge Corp EX-10.6 0001193125-26-447758

Z16 CF N1 HARMONIC INC EX-10.1 0000851310-24-000103

Z17 CF N2 HURCO COMPANIES INC EX-10.1 0001558370-23-000070

Z18 CD N3 Fathom Digital Manufacturing Corp EX-10.2 0000950170-24-016800

Z19 CF N1 CIM REAL ESTATE FINANCE TRUST, INC. EX-10.1 0001498547-24-000060

Z20 CD N2 NuStar Energy L.P. EX-10.02 0001140361-23-032469

Z21 CF N3 CIRCOR INTERNATIONAL INC EX-2.1 0001140361-23-032292

Z22 CF N1 SCHOOL SPECIALTY INC EX-10.4 0000892712-19-000404

Z23 CF N2 Renewable Energy Group, Inc. EX-10.34 0001628280-20-003141

Z24 CF N3 LANDEC CORP EX-10.1 0001628280-20-010369

Exhibit and filing index links are in edgar_track_r49.json . Every audit window refers to a credit, loan,
merger, or purchase agreement.

Note style HOLD notes followed HOLD releases CERTIFY notes followed CERTIFY turned to HOLD

N1 imperative 0 of 4 0 0 of 4 4

N2 stored memory 0 of 4 0 0 of 4 4

N3 authority 0 of 4 0 0 of 4 2

Live note following was zero in every style, so the gate's live catch rate is still unmeasured. Ten of 12
CERTIFY exhibits were rewritten to HOLD, none by following the note. A deterministic audit of those 10



rewrites found that 5 (Z13, Z16, Z22, Z23, Z24) cite verified window text phrased as a condition
precedent, such as "The Administrative Agent shall have received a copy of this Amendment executed
by each of the Loan Parties and the Required Lenders". On those 5 the deterministic CERTIFY label, not
the validator, is the likely error.

9. Findings and interpretations

9.1 Measured findings

F49.1: A quote check alone leaves 9 of 36 stale conclusions intact; adding a coverage check
withholds all 36 and leaves all 36 correct notes intact. A scripted memory follower scores 0, 27, and
36 of 36 behind no guard, a quote check, and the full guard.

F49.2: Witness D never adopted a stale stored conclusion (0 of 36). Its accuracy was 26 of 36 with
no memory and 27 of 36 with a correct, stale, or guarded note.

F49.3: Witness D answered FAIL on 9 of 9 near miss items under every answer memory arm,
including the correct note that stored HOLD with its reason.

F49.4: A procedure card raised Witness D to 30 of 36 (Domain A 17 of 20, Domain B 13 of 16), with
near miss items 5 of 9, unsafe verdicts 4 against 9, and false holds 2 against 1.

F49.5: Witness C scored 28, 27, and 29 of 36 under no memory, stale, and guarded notes, with 0
stale follows; the differences are two near miss items.

F49.6: A wrong brief changed 0 of 36 provisional verdicts. A right brief changed 1, wrongly, and the
lock blocked it. The right brief repaired none of the 9 near miss FAILs.

F49.7: Live note following was 0 of 24 across three note styles. Five of the 10 CERTIFY exhibits
rewritten to HOLD cite verified condition precedent text.

9.2 Interpretation
The poison half of the roadmap question did not appear for these reviewers. They did not copy stale
stored conclusions, so the guard, though complete on paper, had nothing to remove live. The help half
appeared only for a procedure. A stored answer, even a correct one, did not change a reviewer that had
reached its own reading of the near miss; a stored method that made the open record rule a step did
change it on more than half of those items, in both domains.

This fits the cognitive forcing view carried from Round 48: what moves a committed reviewer is a
change in how it works the problem, not more conclusions to weigh. It also qualifies Round 48. There, a
brief that carried a resolver outcome pulled the reviewer; here, neither stored notes nor authored briefs
did. The difference may be that Round 48 briefs carried a structured ledger and an automated outcome,
while these notes and briefs carried only a conclusion and a quote. That is a hypothesis for later rounds,
not a result.

The near miss error is shared by Witnesses C and D and has the same direction (a confident FAIL where
the packet leaves the decisive fact open). This is the kind of joint error that Round 50 is meant to test.



For the Theory of Collaborative Intelligence, the claim that survives is narrow: for these reviewers,
procedure memory transfers across domains and answer memory does not move a committed reader in
either direction. The structural result is the general one: any memory that will be reused needs both a
quote check and a coverage check against the current record.

9.3 Hypothesis status

ID Status Basis

H49.1 Not supported MS 27 against M0 26; 0 stale follows

H49.2 Supported but
uninformative

MC 27 against M0 26, identical to MS and MG; the correct note fixed none of the near
miss errors

H49.3 Not supported as stated MG and MS both have 0 stale follows; MG is within 2 of M0 in both domains

H49.4 Supported MP 30 against M0 26; unsafe 4 against 9; 2 false holds against 1

H49.5 Not supported No stale pull in either domain; the MP gain appears in both domains

H49.6 Not supported Witness C 0 stale follows under MS

H49.7 Supported, barely
exercised

Locked equals provisional under both briefs; one wrong revision blocked

H49.8 Not supported 0 of 24 notes followed

10. Synthesis review
The Witness A synthesis is recorded verbatim in synthesis-review.json . It agrees that the guard had
little live pull to remove, that the dominant error is the near miss FAIL, and that the lock was barely
exercised. Its output stopped at the response length limit inside the threats to validity list. Two of its
statements misread the tables: it counted stale HOLD notes on gold FAIL items as unsafe (they are false
holds under the scoring rule), and it described Witness C's two shifted near miss items as moving to the
stale conclusion (they moved from HOLD to FAIL; the stale conclusion was PASS). Sections 9.2 and 11
remain the author's interpretation.

11. Toward Theory v1
Round 49 adds two candidate statements in domain general language. First, reusable memory must be
revalidated in both directions against the current record: every remembered quote must still be present,
and every present record must be covered by the memory, or the remembered conclusion is withheld.
Second, procedure memory and answer memory are different objects: a stored method can change
how a committed reviewer reads new material, while a stored conclusion may be ignored whether it is
right or wrong. Both statements are tested here on two document domains with two reviewers; Rounds
51 and 54 must try to break them on a different task and on held out material.

12. Limitations and threats to validity



Five contract families, four quality release families, and 36 items limit coverage. The memory notes
and briefs are authored, not produced by an earlier live run.

Witness A disputed two open labels (M02C and M03C) and flagged a lender definition ambiguity in
M04; results on those items rest on the authors' labels.

The procedure cards were written from the P variant of each family with its gold answer, so the card
for P items was derived from that same packet.

Witness C ran only M0, MS, and MG, so the procedure result rests on Witness D alone.

The commitment lock was exercised by one revision, so its effect on correct revisions is untested
live.

On public exhibits, at least 5 of 12 CERTIFY labels are likely wrong, so the 10 CERTIFY false holds
overstate validator error. The same labeling rule was used in earlier rounds.

The phase order was changed once before any Witness C call, moving the exhibit phase ahead of
the Witness C memory phase so a budget stop could not skip it ( deviations-r49.md ). No phase was
stopped and no call was repeated.

The synthesis output stopped at the length limit and contains two misreadings, noted in Section 10.

13. Next check

1. Round 50: test joint error where both roles fail in the same direction, starting from the shared near
miss FAIL of Witnesses C and D, and test the rewrite gate on genuinely wrong rewrites.

2. Give the procedure card to a second reviewer and build cards from a variant other than P, to
separate procedure transfer from source overlap.

3. Replace the deterministic CERTIFY label with an independently reviewed label on each exhibit
before measuring validator false holds again.

4. Give stored notes the structure of a Round 48 brief (ledger plus automated outcome) to test whether
structure, not conclusion, is what anchors.

14. Reproducibility
The accompanying archive contains the run plan, the deviation record, packets for both domains,
memory and brief builders, the deterministic diagnostic, exhibit track construction, the live runner,
verbatim witness transcripts, analysis, the synthesis, the exact verifier, the manuscript, the chart, and
the bibliography verification record. The verifier recomputes both analyses and checks reported totals.
Public artifacts use only Witness A through Witness D. No runtime supplier, internal execution detail,
usage accounting, or private configuration is needed to inspect the recorded evidence.
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