Al-generated analysis. This report was produced by an Al system and may contain errors, omissions, or
misinterpretations of the source documents. All findings should be independently verified against the original
documents before being relied upon for legal, commercial, or operational decisions.

Executive Summary

A cross-document comparison identified multiple material inconsistencies across the uploaded records. The most
significant issues concern:

1. Liability exposure — [agreement.docx] and [kickoff.pptx] state a $50,000 liability cap, while [amendment.pdf]
increases the cap to $75,000.

2. Support acknowledgment SLA — [deliverables.xIsx] requires acknowledgment within 2 business hours, whereas
[agreement.docx], [kickoff.pptx], and [policy.html] state 4 business hours.

3. Termination / renewal notice — [agreement.docx] uses a 60-day notice tied to auto-renewal, while
[amendment.pdf] changes this to 90 days' written notice and uses broader termination wording.

4. Quarterly review timing — [kickoff.pptx] identifies the next review date as 1 December 2026, but [sitevisit.png]
records a quarterly system health review on 15 September 2026.

5. Amendment effectiveness ambiguity — [amendment.pdf] says changes are effective “from the date below,” but no
effective date is provided in the supplied text, leaving the operative date of revised terms unclear.

In addition, several lower-severity scope and interpretation risks exist, including added scope detail in
[deliverables.xlIsx] not reflected in the contract baseline, undefined document hierarchy, and missing definitions for
schedule cadence and contractual precedence.

Common Themes & Agreed Requirements

Despite the inconsistencies, the following points are broadly aligned across the documents:

* Parties are consistent: Acme Co and Bright Path Consulting are consistently identified across [agreement.docx],
[amendment.pdf], [deliverables.xlsx], [kickoff.pptx], [policy.html], and [sitevisit.png].
* Core engagement scope is generally consistent

* 0Ongoing maintenance appears in [agreement.docx] and [kickoff.pptx].

¢ Quarterly system health reviews appear in [agreement.docx], [deliverables.xlIsx], [kickoff.pptx], and
[sitevisit.png].

¢ Annual security audit appears in [agreement.docx], [deliverables.xlIsx], and [kickoff.pptx].



* Monthly maintenance reporting is consistently referenced in [agreement.docx], [deliverables.xlsx], and
[policy.html].
¢ Supplier operational responsibility is generally aligned

» [agreement.docx] defines Bright Path Consulting as the Supplier.
« [deliverables.xlsx] assigns Bright Path Consulting as owner for the listed deliverables.

¢ A 4-business-hour acknowledgment standard is repeated in [agreement.docx], [kickoff.pptx], and [policy.html],
although this is contradicted by [deliverables.xIsx].

Conflicts & Discrepancies

High Severity

1. Liability cap conflict: $50,000 vs $75,000

* Documents involved: [agreement.docx], [amendment.pdf], [kickoff.pptx]
¢ Conflicting excerpts:
o [agreement.docx]: “The Supplier's total liability under this agreement shall not exceed $50,000 in any 12-
month period.”
o [amendment.pdf]: “The Supplier's total liability is increased to $75,000 in any 12-month period.”
* [kickoff.pptx]: “Liability cap agreed at kickoff: $50,000 per 12-month period”

» Description of inconsistency: The liability cap is stated as $50,000 in [agreement.docx] and [kickoff.pptx], but
$75,000 in [amendment.pdf].

¢ Why this matters: Liability cap language directly affects financial risk allocation, insurance alignment, reserve
calculations, claim strategy, and approval authority. A $25,000 difference is material.

¢ |ssue type: Direct

» Apparent controlling / more specific / newer text: [amendment.pdf] appears newer and more specific than
[agreement.docx] because it expressly states that it updates the original agreement. Relative priority versus
[kickoff.pptx] cannot be confirmed from the text alone, although a formal amendment would ordinarily appear
more authoritative than a kickoff summary.

2. Support acknowledgment SLA conflict: 2 business hours vs 4
business hours

* Documents involved: [deliverables.xIsx], [agreement.docx], [kickoff.pptx], [policy.html]
e Conflicting excerpts:
* [deliverables.xlsx]: “Target: acknowledge within 2 business hours”
» [agreement.docx]: “The Supplier will acknowledge all support requests within 4 business hours.”
* [kickoff.pptx]: “Support SLA: Acknowledge all requests within 4 business hours”
* [policy.html]: “All support requests are acknowledged within 4 business hours during standard operating



hours”

Description of inconsistency: [deliverables.xlsx] imposes a tighter 2-business-hour target, while three other
documents specify 4 business hours.

Why this matters: This discrepancy affects SLA measurement, breach analysis, service reporting, performance
expectations, escalation timing, and any remedies tied to response compliance.

Issue type: Direct

Apparent controlling / more specific / newer text: [deliverables.xIsx] is more operationally specific on this point,
but [agreement.docx] and [amendment.pdf] are more likely contractual authority. No express order of
precedence is provided, so controlling priority cannot be determined conclusively from the text alone.

Medium Severity

3. Termination / renewal notice conflict and meaning shift: 60
days vs 90 days; non-renewal vs termination

Documents involved: [agreement.docx], [amendment.pdf]
Conflicting excerpts:
+ [agreement.docx]: “12 months from the effective date, renewing automatically unless either party gives 60
days' notice.”
+ [amendment.pdf]: “Either party may terminate this agreement with 90 days' written notice, revised from 60
days.”

Description of inconsistency: There is both a numeric conflict (60 days vs 90 days) and a meaning shift. The
original clause is framed as notice to prevent automatic renewal; the amendment is framed as a general right to
terminate the agreement.

Why this matters: This affects exit rights, renewal timing, notice validity, and potential wrongful termination
disputes. A clause addressing non-renewal only is materially different from a clause allowing termination on
notice during the term.

Issue type: Partial (direct numeric conflict; potential change in legal meaning)

Apparent controlling / more specific / newer text: [amendment.pdf] appears newer than [agreement.docx]
because it expressly revises original terms. However, the amendment’s missing effective date introduces
uncertainty as to when this revised clause became operative.

4. Payment term conflict: 30 days vs 45 days

Documents involved: [agreement.docx], [amendment.pdf]
Conflicting excerpts:
 [agreement.docx]: “Invoices are payable within 30 days of receipt.”
+ [amendment.pdf]: “Invoices are now payable within 45 days of receipt, revised from the original 30-day term.”

Description of inconsistency: The invoice payment period changes from 30 days to 45 days.
Why this matters: The payment cycle affects accounts payable controls, cash flow planning, aged receivables,



dispute timing, and late-payment analysis.

Issue type: Direct

Apparent controlling / more specific / newer text: [amendment.pdf] appears newer and expressly supersedes
the original term in [agreement.docx], subject to the unresolved effective-date issue.

5. Quarterly review scheduling conflict: next review on 1
December 2026 vs quarterly review performed on 15 September
2026

Documents involved: [kickoff.pptx], [sitevisit.png]

Conflicting excerpts:
« [kickoff.pptx]: “Engagement start: 1 September 2026” and “Next review date: 1 December 2026”
« [sitevisit.png]: “Date: 15 September 2026” and “Purpose: Quarterly system health review”

Description of inconsistency: If the engagement started on 1 September 2026 and the “next review date” is 1
December 2026, the identification of 15 September 2026 as a quarterly system health review is inconsistent
with the apparent quarterly cadence.

Why this matters: This affects schedule compliance, deliverable acceptance, staffing, billing support, and the
interpretation of whether the September activity was a formal contractual quarterly review or a separate ad hoc
site visit.

Issue type: Partial

Apparent controlling / more specific / newer text: [sitevisit.png] is more specific as to the actual event date and
purpose; [kickoff.pptx] is more specific as to planned schedule. Neither document clearly controls the other.

Lower Severity / Potential Inconsistency Risks

6. Security audit scope appears expanded in the deliverables
register

Documents involved: [deliverables.xIsx], [agreement.docx], [kickoff.pptx]
Relevant excerpts:
 [agreement.docx]: “Annual security audit”
o [kickoff.pptx]: “annual security audit”
* [deliverables.xlsx]: “Security audit ... Notes: Third-party penetration test included”

Description of inconsistency: [deliverables.xIsx] adds a specific obligation — a third-party penetration test — that
is not stated in [agreement.docx] or [kickoff.pptx].

Why this matters: A third-party penetration test may materially expand scope, cost, vendor dependency,
confidentiality controls, and approval requirements.

Issue type: Potential

Apparent controlling / more specific / newer text: [deliverables.xlsx] is more specific operationally, but no text



establishes that it amends the contractual scope in [agreement.docx].

7. System health review scope appears expanded in the
deliverables register

Documents involved: [deliverables.xIsx], [agreement.docx], [kickoff.pptx]
Relevant excerpts:
+ [agreement.docx]: “Quarterly system health review”
¢ [kickoff.pptx]: “quarterly reviews”
¢ [deliverables.xIsx]: “System health review ... Notes: Includes performance benchmarking”

Description of inconsistency: [deliverables.xlsx] introduces performance benchmarking as part of the quarterly
review, but that detail is absent from the contractual and kickoff descriptions.

Why this matters: Benchmarking may create additional work, data collection obligations, acceptance criteria, and
possible disputes over completeness.

Issue type: Potential

Apparent controlling / more specific / newer text: [deliverables.xIsx] is more detailed, but not clearly higher-
priority than [agreement.docx].

8. Business-hours interpretation is defined in one document but
not in the core agreement materials

Documents involved: [policy.html], [agreement.docx], [kickoff.pptx]
Relevant excerpts:
» [agreement.docx]: “within 4 business hours”
o [kickoff.pptx]: “within 4 business hours”
* [policy.html]: “during standard operating hours (Monday to Friday, 9am - 5pm). Requests submitted outside
these hours are queued and acknowledged at the start of the next business day.”

Description of inconsistency: This is not a direct contradiction, but [policy.html] adds an operational definition
and off-hours rule not stated in [agreement.docx] or [kickoff.pptx].

Why this matters: SLA measurement can change materially depending on whether “business hours” is merely a
timing metric or a defined service window with off-hours queuing.

Issue type: Potential

Apparent controlling / more specific / newer text: [policy.html] is more specific operationally, but no hierarchy
clause confirms that it governs contractual SLA interpretation.

Gaps & Missing Information

The following ambiguities create inconsistency risk even where direct contradiction is not fully established:



1. Missing effective date in [amendment.pdf]

+ [amendment.pdf] states that updates apply “effective from the date below,” but no date is provided in the

supplied text.
¢ This prevents definitive determination of when the revised payment term, liability cap, and termination notice

became operative.
2. No explicit effective date shown for [agreement.docx]

» [agreement.docx] references “12 months from the effective date,” but the actual effective date is not included

in the supplied summary.
« This creates uncertainty when comparing contractual timelines to [kickoff.pptx] and [sitevisit.png].

3. No order-of-precedence clause is provided

¢ The provided text does not establish whether [amendment.pdf], [agreement.docx], [deliverables.xlsx],
[policy.html], or [kickoff.pptx] governs in the event of conflict.
¢ This is especially important for the SLA discrepancy and scope-detail differences.

4. Quarterly cadence is undefined

¢ No document specifies whether “quarterly” means calendar quarter, every three months from effective date,
every three months from kickoff, or another cadence.
¢ This omission contributes directly to the conflict between [kickoff.pptx] and [sitevisit.png].

5. Status of [deliverables.xlIsx] as contractual vs operational artifact is unclear

* [deliverables.xlsx] contains substantive requirements not stated elsewhere, including a 2-business-hour
response target, performance benchmarking, and a third-party penetration test.

¢ Without express incorporation language, it is unclear whether these are binding obligations or internal
planning assumptions.

6. Reporting deadlines are incompletely harmonized

¢ [deliverables.xIsx] states the maintenance report is “Delivered by the 5th working day.”
+ [agreement.docx] and [policy.html] require/report the monthly maintenance report but do not state this

deadline.
¢ This is not a direct contradiction, but it creates acceptance and timing ambiguity.

7. Quarterly review output timing appears only in [sitevisit.png]

« [sitevisit.png] states: “Report to be issued within 5 business days.”
» No corresponding review-report turnaround requirement appears in [agreement.docx], [deliverables.xIsx], or



[kickoff.pptx].
¢ This creates uncertainty over whether the 5-day issuance period is a one-off operational commitment or a
standing contractual standard.

Document-by-Document Highlights

[agreement.docx]

* Establishes the baseline commercial and service terms that are later contradicted or revised by
[amendment.pdf].
¢ Conflicts with
[amendment.pdf]
on:
¢ payment term (30 days vs 45 days),
* liability cap (850,000 vs $75,000),
 termination / notice (60 days vs 90 days).

 Conflicts with [deliverables.xlsx] on support acknowledgment timing (4 business hours vs 2 business hours).

[amendment.pdf]

* Expressly revises terms from [agreement.docx] but does not provide the actual “date below” needed to
determine effectiveness.
¢ Introduces the most material commercial deltas:
e 45-day payment,
« $75,000 liability cap,
¢ 90-day notice.

¢ The change in wording from renewal notice to general termination creates interpretation risk beyond the numeric
change.

[deliverables.xlIsx]

¢ Introduces the clearest operational contradiction by requiring support acknowledgment within 2 business hours
instead of 4.
¢ Adds scope detail not stated elsewhere:
¢ performance benchmarking within system health reviews,
¢ third-party penetration test within the security audit.

¢ Includes timing and ownership details that are not fully reflected in the contractual documents.



[kickoff.pptx]

* Repeats the original $50,000 liability cap and 4-business-hour SLA, thereby conflicting with [amendment.pdf]
and [deliverables.xIsx] respectively.

¢ Establishes a planned review date of 1 December 2026, which is difficult to reconcile with the 15 September
2026 quarterly review in [sitevisit.png].

¢ Uses “Engagement start” language, but it is not clear whether this is the contractual effective date referenced in
[agreement.docx].

[policy.html]

 Aligns with [agreement.docx] and [kickoff.pptx] on a 4-business-hour support acknowledgment expectation.

¢ Adds a defined support-hours window and off-hours queuing rule not present in the core agreement materials.

¢ Does not conflict directly with the contract text, but it creates interpretation dependency because the contract
itself does not supply the same level of operational definition.

[sitevisit.png]

¢ Records an actual event labeled “Quarterly system health review” on 15 September 2026.
» This label conflicts with the schedule implied by [kickoff.pptx].
¢ Adds a 5-business-day report issuance commitment not mirrored elsewhere.

Recommendations

1. Issue a consolidated contract clarification or restatement

¢ Reconcile [agreement.docx] and [amendment.pdf] into a single current-terms document.
* Explicitly restate the operative values for payment term, liability cap, and notice period.

2. Confirm and document the effective date of [amendment.pdf]

¢ This is essential to determine whether the revised terms applied as of the kickoff and September 2026
activities.

3. Establish a formal order of precedence

¢ Specify whether the governing hierarchy is, for example: amendment K agreement il statement of work /
deliverables K policy K presentation materials.



¢ This is necessary to resolve the SLA conflict and scope-detail additions.

4. Resolve the support acknowledgment SLA discrepancy immediately

¢ Confirm whether the required acknowledgment target is 2 business hours or 4 business hours.
¢ Align [deliverables.xlIsx], [agreement.docx], [kickoff.pptx], and [policy.html] accordingly.

5. Clarify the termination clause semantics

o State explicitly whether the revised 90-day notice applies only to non-renewal, to termination for convenience
during the term, or to both.
* Remove ambiguity created by the change in phrasing between [agreement.docx] and [amendment.pdf].

6. Define the quarterly review cadence

* Specify whether reviews occur every three months from the effective date, by calendar quarter, or on a fixed
schedule.
¢ Confirm whether the 15 September 2026 site visit was a formal quarterly review or a separate initial review.

7. Validate whether added scope details are contractual

¢ Confirm whether performance benchmarking and a third-party penetration test are binding requirements or
operational assumptions in [deliverables.xlIsx].
¢ If binding, incorporate them into the governing contract set.

8. Standardize reporting deadlines

 |f the maintenance report is due by the 5th working day and quarterly review reports are due within 5 business
days, those deadlines should appear in the governing service documentation.

Overall, inconsistencies are present and material. The most important remediation step is to define the current
controlling terms and synchronize all downstream operational documents to that agreed baseline.

Al-generated analysis. This report was produced by an Al system and may contain errors, omissions, or
misinterpretations of the source documents. All findings should be independently verified against the original
documents before being relied upon for legal, commercial, or operational decisions.



