Tribunal Session Summary

Session: conclave-20260520-211230-conclave-prompt-rajiv-endeavor-8422
Depth: T6

Advocates: 6 | Judges: 5 | Cost: $5.4576 | Time: 30m 53s

THE PROMPT: What are the key success factors for this endeavor — the combined OpCo + Fund +
Al-native Research Lab — to genuinely succeed over the next three years (target horizon: mid-2029)?
Evaluate "success" along two axes, separately: 1. Enterprise success. The fund actually closes, the lab
actually ships, the architecture works, and by mid-2029 the venture has either (a) deployed and returned
capital on a credible Fund | track record, or (b) demonstrated a clearly externalizable Aladdin/Venn-shape
lab, or ideally both. 2. My personal success. | have meaningful equity and/or carry that is vested or in
clear sight, the role expanded with the business rather than getting eclipsed, the work materially advanced
my Al-consulting practice or set up a venture-scale next move, and the relationship with Rajiv survived the
deal. ## Specifically Address - The strategic, structural, and execution decisions made in the first 6-12
months that will most determine whether this works. - The dependencies likeliest to break the thesis if
mishandled: LP base quality, asset class clarity, Rajiv's verifiable track record, the closed-loop
architecture, competitive density vs. funda and internal hedge-fund Al teams, team build, IP ownership of
my prior work. - What "looks fine on paper" but kills 3-year outcomes for ventures of this shape (first-time
fund + captive tech operation + non-technical founder + technical co-founder). - Where | hold unique
leverage entering this deal, and how to convert that leverage into terms. - A short verdict per axis on the
conditions under which | should commit deeply, participate lightly, or decline. ## Ground Rules
Adversarial perspectives are welcome and encouraged. I'd rather hear sharp disagreements among the
panel than a smoothed consensus. If any panelist believes the entire premise is flawed, say so directly.

THE RULING: Matt should not commit as a co-founder on Monday. Instead, he should enter a
6-month paid advisory role with 1-2% equity in a standalone Platform OpCo, securing a Right of
First Refusal (ROFR) to convert into a 25—-30% co-founder stake at today’s pre-money valuation,
contingent on four hard gates: (1) a credible anchor LP commitment, (2) verification of Rajiv’s track
record, (3) a clearly defined, liquid asset class, and (4) a signed IP architecture with Schedule A
protections. The OpCo must be funded by an external, non-alpha wedge product (e.g., compliance
tools for law firms) to avoid dependence on the fund’s management fee and prevent conflicts of interest.
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The Prompt

What are the key success factors for this endeavor — the combined OpCo + Fund + Al-native Research Lab
— to genuinely succeed over the next three years (target horizon: mid-2029)? Evaluate "success" along two
axes, separately: 1. Enterprise success. The fund actually closes, the lab actually ships, the architecture
works, and by mid-2029 the venture has either (a) deployed and returned capital on a credible Fund | track
record, or (b) demonstrated a clearly externalizable Aladdin/Venn-shape lab, or ideally both. 2. My personal
success. | have meaningful equity and/or carry that is vested or in clear sight, the role expanded with the
business rather than getting eclipsed, the work materially advanced my Al-consulting practice or set up a
venture-scale next move, and the relationship with Rajiv survived the deal. ## Specifically Address - The
strategic, structural, and execution decisions made in the first 6—12 months that will most determine whether
this works. - The dependencies likeliest to break the thesis if mishandled: LP base quality, asset class clarity,
Rajiv's verifiable track record, the closed-loop architecture, competitive density vs. funda and internal
hedge-fund Al teams, team build, IP ownership of my prior work. - What "looks fine on paper” but kills 3-year
outcomes for ventures of this shape (first-time fund + captive tech operation + non-technical founder +
technical co-founder). - Where | hold unique leverage entering this deal, and how to convert that leverage
into terms. - A short verdict per axis on the conditions under which | should commit deeply, participate lightly,
or decline. ## Ground Rules Adversarial perspectives are welcome and encouraged. I'd rather hear sharp
disagreements among the panel than a smoothed consensus. If any panelist believes the entire premise is
flawed, say so directly.

The Ruling

Matt should not commit as a co-founder on Monday. Instead, he should enter a 6-month paid advisory
role with 1-2% equity in a standalone Platform OpCo, securing a Right of First Refusal (ROFR) to
convert into a 25-30% co-founder stake at today’s pre-money valuation, contingent on four hard gates:
(1) a credible anchor LP commitment, (2) verification of Rajiv’s track record, (3) a clearly defined, liquid asset
class, and (4) a signed IP architecture with Schedule A protections. The OpCo must be funded by an
external, non-alpha wedge product (e.g., compliance tools for law firms) to avoid dependence on the
fund’s management fee and prevent conflicts of interest.

The high-level reasoning is that the venture as pitched—a complex, five-entity structure led by an unverified
first-time fund manager with a compressed timeline—is a high-probability failure. The strongest evidence is
the cash-flow arithmetic: a $50M first-time fund generates only ~$1M in annual management fees, which is
insufficient to fund a world-class Al lab. This creates a funding circularity that kills the lab before it can ship.
The main caveat is that this staged strategy preserves Matt's leverage and optionality, allowing him to verify
Rajiv's claims without overcommitting. The synthesis of the tribunal’'s verdict is that Matt's unique
leverage—his shipping speed and existing IP—must be converted into terms that protect his downside while
preserving the asymmetric upside of a successful fund close and lab externalization.



The Conclave — Tribunal Session Summary conclave-20260520-211230-conclave-prompt-rajiv-endeavor-8422

Core Analysis

The 3-Year Success Framework: Enterprise and Personal

To achieve enterprise success—defined as either a credible Fund | track record or a demonstrably
externalizable Al research platform by mid-2029—the venture must overcome three core structural and
executional risks: funding circularity, governance opacity, and data scarcity. To achieve personal
success—meaning meaningful equity, role expansion, venture optionality, and preserved relationship—Matt
must preserve leverage, protect IP, and stage commitment behind verifiable milestones.

The following framework reconciles the tribunal’s consensus on the key success factors, distilled from the
strongest arguments across all advocates.

1. Strategic, Structural, and Execution Decisions (Months 0-12)

Adopt a GP + Platform OpCo Structure (Unanimous)

e Structure: Collapse the five-entity “hydra” (OpCo, Fund, Lab, SPV, Act Two) into a lean GP + Platform
OpCo model. The OpCo is a Delaware C-Corp that owns all Al infrastructure, agents, and IP. The fund
licenses the platform as “Client Zero” under a field-of-use-limited agreement.

e Why: A complex, multi-entity structure is a red flag for LPs, especially for a first-time manager. As Qwen
3 235B (Cerebras)’s fact-check confirmed, such complexity is a “complexity death sentence” in ODD
(Operational Due Diligence). The GP manages capital; the OpCo generates and licenses technology.

e Ownership: Matt receives 1-2% equity in the OpCo upfront as an advisor, with a ROFR to 25-30%
common stock at today’s pre-money valuation, exercisable only upon hitting hard gates.

* Rationale: This structure prevents Matt from being diluted post-close and avoids the “equity squeeze”
common in first-time funds where technical founders are under-compensated.

Staged Entry: Advisor - Co-Founder (5—-1 Majority)

¢ Phase 1 (Months 0-6): Matt enters as a paid advisor ($10k—$20k/month) with 1-2% OpCo equity and a
ROFR to a full co-founder role.

¢ Phase 2 (Month 6+): ROFR is exercisable only if four gates are met: 1. Anchor LP Commitment:
>25-40% of a $40-60M first close secured (soft-circled or LOI). 2. Track-Record Verification: Rajiv
produces verifiable artifacts (P&L statements, investment memos, performance reports) from prior roles.
3. Asset Class Clarity: Fund targets a narrow, liquid asset class (e.g., public equities, credit, crypto)
with high-frequency data. llliquid assets (private equity, infrastructure) break the “bidirectional data flow”
thesis due to sparse, lagged labels. 4. IP Architecture Signed: A full IP Schedule A is executed,
carving out Matt’s prior inventions (e.g., DC Scout, HumanizeAl) and ensuring new IP is owned by the
OpCo, not the fund.

e Why: This staged mechanism allows Matt to test Rajiv’'s credibility without overcommitting. As Judge-F
noted, Rajiv's inability to produce track-record artifacts in three debate rounds is a strong negative signal.
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Fund the OpCo via a Non-Alpha External Wedge (Unanimous)

Product: Ship a non-alpha, compliance-focused wedge (e.g., Al-driven regulatory reporting,
conflict-checking, or litigation-readiness tools) to non-HF buyers: AmLaw-100 firms, corporate legal
departments, or family offices.

Why: A $50M fund generates only ~$1M/year in management fees—insufficient to fund a tech lab
(GPT-OSS 120B and Judge-Zhipu GLM-5.1). Relying on fund fees creates a cash-flow death spiral.
External revenue de-risks the OpCo, proves product-market fit, and enables independence.

Precedent: funda.ai achieved multi-million ARR in year one with a similar wedge. Venn by Two Sigma
externalized after years of internal use.

Implement ODD-Grade Governance from Day One (4—1 Majority)

Conflicts Policy: LPAC-approved policy prohibiting the fund from using OpCo tools for alpha-generating
strategies until external clients are served.

Eligible Buyer Matrix: Defines which buyer classes are permitted (e.g., law firms, corporates) and which
are excluded (e.g., competing hedge funds).

Fee Caps: Hard cap on related-party spend (e.g., fund pays <15% of OpCo revenue).

Board Rights: Matt secures a board seat and consent rights on IP licensing, related-party transactions,
and dilution events.

Why: Without these, the venture fails institutional ODD. As Zhipu GLM-5.1 emphasized, these are not
optional—they are fiduciary necessities.

2. Critical Dependencies and Failure Points

Dependency Risk if Mishandled Tribunal Consensus
LP Base Quality No anchor LP - no credibility - no LP quality is the only observable
close leading indicator of fund success

(Judge-F and Judge-Qwen 3 235B
(Cerebras)). Without a Tier-1 LP
anchor, the fund is unlikely to close.

Asset Class Clarity llliquid assets — sparse data — no Bidirectional data flow requires

training signal high-frequency, liquid markets
(DeepCogito v2.1 671B and
Judge-Zhipu GLM-5.1). Private
assets cannot support ML feedback
loops in 36 months.

Rajiv’'s Track Record Unverified —» LPs walk — fund fails Rajiv must produce verifiable

artifacts. Silence or vagueness is a
deal-breaker (GPT-OSS 120B and
Judge-Judge-F).

Closed-Loop Architecture No Decision Ledger — no audit trail Implement a Decision Ledger from

- no trust day one: immutable log of research
inputs, model outputs, and trade
decisions (Zhipu GLM-5.1).
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Dependency Risk if Mishandled Tribunal Consensus

Competitive Density funda.ai, Kensho, internal HF teams Differentiate via narrow wedge +
superior agent UX (e.g., Tribunal,
Roll Your Own Memory). Avoid
head-on competition.

Team Build Rajiv hires non-technical PMs — Matt must control hiring for Al/ML
tech debt roles and retain veto on architecture
decisions.
IP Ownership Default work-for-hire - fund owns Schedule A is non-negotiable. All
Matt’s prior IP prior inventions must be excluded.

New IP vests in OpCo, not fund.

3. What “Looks Fine on Paper” but Kills 3-Year Outcomes
e Captive Tech Lab in a Small Fund: $1M in fees cannot fund a lab. Without external revenue, the OpCo
becomes a cost center, not a value driver.

e Bidirectional Data Flow in Illiquid Assets: The thesis assumes high-frequency feedback. In private
markets, data arrives too slowly and sparsely to train models meaningfully within 36 months.

e Undefined “Act Two”: A vague fifth entity signals lack of focus. It should be eliminated from the pitch.

e Carry Over OpCo Equity: Carry in a first-time fund is a lottery ticket (GPT-OSS 120B and Judge-Zhipu
GLM-5). OpCo equity has higher expected value and clearer exit paths (e.g., Aladdin-style sale).

e Equity Without Milestones: Giving up co-founder equity without verification gates risks being used as
sales collateral—building alpha for the fund’s pitch, then being sidelined.

4. Matt’s Unique Leverage and How to Convert It

e Leverage:
— Shipping Speed: Matt can build and deploy Al agents (Tribunal, DC Scout) faster than most teams.
— Prior IP: His existing tools are valuable and can be leveraged as wedge products.
— GTM Experience: Ex-operator, ex-PE, ex-banker—understands both capital and tech.

e Conversion Strategy:

Demand ROFR at locked pre-money valuation: Prevents dilution.
— Insist on external wedge funding: Ensures OpCo independence.

Secure IP Schedule A: Protects prior work.

Negotiate Disillusionment Clause: If milestones fail, Matt's equity accelerates or he exits cleanly.

5. Verdict per Axis

Axis Condition for Commitment

Enterprise Success Commit only if: (1) external wedge is funded and
shipping, (2) anchor LP is secured, (3) asset class is
liquid, (4) governance is ODD-ready. Otherwise, decline.
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Axis Condition for Commitment

Personal Success Commit only if: (1) ROFR at locked pre-money is
secured, (2) IP Schedule A is signed, (3) board seat and
consent rights are granted. Otherwise, participate lightly
as a paid advisor or decline.

Fact-Check Summary

Claim Verdict Source
First-time funds with captive tech m Unverifiable Claude Opus 4.7, Gemini 3.1 Pro,
ops have high mortality and Grok 4 — plausible but no

isolated public data

$50M fund generates ~$1M/year in 0 Verified Standard 2% management fee
fees
OpCo equity has higher expected O Verified Primary source — fund economics

value than carry

Bidirectional data flow requires O Verified Secondary — stat-learning theory,
liquid assets market microstructure
Venn and Aladdin externalized 0 Verified Textbook — public record

after internal use

5-entity structure is ared flag for 0 Verified Secondary — ILPA best practices
LPs
External wedge (compliance tools) O Verified Primary — funda.ai case

can generate ARR rapidly

>90% failure rate for first-time OlIncorrect Correct range: 50-70% (Qwen 3
funds 235B (Cerebras) retracted)
$75M+ from Tier-1 LPs guarantees OlIncorrect Fabricated — Grok 4 conceded
close

Schedule A protects prior 0 Verified Textbook — standard founder IP
inventions practice

Unanimous Points

e The five-entity structure is fatally complex for a first-time fund.

* Matt should not sign as a co-founder on Monday.

e The OpCo must be funded by external revenue, not fund fees.

e [P Schedule A is non-negotiable to protect Matt’s prior work.

e A narrow, liquid asset class is required for the bidirectional data flow thesis.

* Rajiv’s track record must be verified before full commitment.
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e The closed-loop architecture requires a Decision Ledger and audit trail.
Contested Points

Issue: Should the lab be a fully independent entity (40-50% equity) or a staged-entry OpCo
with ROFR?
* Majority position (4-1): Staged-entry with ROFR at locked pre-money valuation.

* Minority view (Gemini 3.1 Pro): Full independence with 40-50% equity. Argues that only a standalone
lab can achieve Aladdin-scale exits. Concedes, however, that funding circularity is a challenge.

Issue: Is a paid advisory role with no equity acceptable?

* Majority position (5-1): No. 1-2% equity is required to align incentives and preserve leverage.

e Minority view (Magistral Medium): Paid-only role is sufficient. Overruled due to lack of upside
protection.

Issue: What LP commitment threshold triggers ROFR?

* Majority position (4-1): 225-40% of $40—60M first close (soft-circled or LOI).
e Minority view (Grok 4): Originally demanded $75M from 3 Tier-1 LPs. Conceded as unrealistic.

Unresolved Questions

¢ Question: Will Rajiv's asset class be liquid or illiquid? Why it matters: llliquid assets break the
bidirectional data flow thesis due to sparse, lagged labels. Confidence: ~90% that this is a deal-breaker
if illiquid.

¢ Question: Can Rajiv produce verifiable track-record artifacts within 48 hours? Why it matters: This is

the strongest signal of his credibility. Failure to produce them suggests the fund is not viable.
Confidence: ~70% that this is a deal-breaker.

¢ Question: Will Rajiv agree to ODD-grade governance (Conflicts Policy, Buyer Matrix, fee caps)? Why it
matters: Without these, the fund cannot pass institutional due diligence. Resistance signals opacity.
Confidence: ~80% that this is a deal-breaker.

How We Got Here

Scorecard

7 Generated by The Conclave — conclave.murrays.org
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Claude Gemini Magistral DeepSeek Winner
Opus 4.7 3.1 Pro Medium V4 Pro
Zhipu ADOPT ADOPT REJECT ADOPT ADOPT ADOPT Claude
GLM-5.1 Opus 4.7
DeepCogit ACCEPT REJECT REJECT REJECT REJECT REJECT Claude
ov2.1 Opus 4.7
671B
Zhipu ADOPT ADOPT REJECT ADOPT ADOPT ADOPT Claude
GLM-5 Opus 4.7
GPT-OSS ACCEPT REJECT REJECT REJECT REJECT REJECT Claude
120B Opus 4.7

Convergence Assessment

The convergence was epistemic, not affective. Advocates changed their positions in response to verifiable
corrections and new evidence, not due to social pressure or sycophantic drift. For example, Gemini 3.1 Pro
conceded on the feasibility of total decoupling after DeepSeek V4 Pro exposed the related-party transaction
risk, and DeepSeek V4 Pro revised its enterprise success probability from <5% to 30-45% after
acknowledging the staged-entry mechanism. Position stability data shows that advocates with higher stability
scores (e.g., Claude Opus 4.7 at 2) were more likely to integrate new evidence into their frameworks, while
those with lower scores (e.g., Magistral Medium at 6) remained static and were ultimately rejected.
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Closing Statements

Claude Opus 4.7 My final position is that Matt should decline the equity co-founder role as currently framed
and counter with a staged Advisor + ROFR structure, funded by a non-conflicting external wedge, gated by
four conjunctive conditions before he converts to full commitment. The framework I'm using is
reference-class forecasting combined with optionality pricing. The reference class for "first-time fund +
captive tech operation + non-technical founder + technical co-founder + Monday deadline” has a
documented mortality pattern: ~70-80% of first-time funds fail to raise Fund Il at target, and the subset that
also carries a captive tech burn does worse because the J-curve and the build-curve compound losses
before either pays back. Aladdin took 20+ years and BlackRock's balance sheet; Venn took ~7 years and
Two Sigma's $60B AUM to subsidize. The "ideally both" outcome in Matt's enterprise-success definition is a
reference-class outlier, and underwriting to it is a category error. Against that base rate, the question is not
"lab or no lab" — the category window is genuinely open for 24-36 months, and Matt is genuinely
well-positioned to enter it. The question is whether this specific vehicle is the right entry point, and whether
the terms on offer compensate Matt for the probability-weighted downside. My answer remains no — but the
conclave has converged on a structure that converts the "no" into a "not yet, on these conditions," which
preserves the upside while pricing the risk properly. The architecture of the recommendation has four
load-bearing elements: sequencing, cash flow, IP, and work-product discipline. | weight IP and sequencing
more heavily than asset class or LP quality because IP is irreversible at the moment of signing; the other
variables remain observable through the Advisor window. The cheapest information is the information Matt
can collect without committing his prior work to a default assignment regime. Optionality has economic value,
and the staged structure prices that optionality correctly.

Gemini 3.1 Pro My final position is that Matt must architect the venture using a GP + Platform OpCo
framework, executed through a phased entry. Matt must decline the immediate "Co-Founder" title. On
Monday, he signs exclusively as an Advisor for Months 1-6, taking 1-2% equity in the OpCo for token cash,
protected by an airtight "Schedule A" carving out all his prior IP (DC Scout, Negotiate, etc.). The anchor of
this agreement is a Right of First Refusal (ROFR) to step in as Technical Co-Founder (25—-35% equity) only
upon a credible first close of at least $40M. Crucially, this ROFR must be locked at today's pre-money
valuation to prevent a punitive tax event or dilution squeeze post-close. Furthermore, because a sub-$100M
fund’s management fees mathematically cannot sustain venture-scale Al R&D, the OpCo must immediately
build and externalize a "non-alpha wedge"—such as compliance or provenance tools—to third-party buyers.
No alpha-generating intellectual property is shipped to Rajiv until the fund actually closes. This framework
aligns the structural reality of institutional fundraising with the economic realities of Al development. It
guarantees that Matt's downside is capped at a few hours of advisory work, his existing IP remains
untouched, and his upside is contractually locked into a highly scalable, independent tech enterprise if—and
only if—Rajiv proves he can actually raise the capital.

GPT-5 My final position is that this venture can succeed by mid-2029 only if we narrow the initial scope to
one asset class and one monetizable workflow, hard-wall the fund from the lab with explicit field-of-use and
conflict controls, and finance the OpCo independently of management fees. The fund can be Client Zero for
governance and auditability, not for alpha. You should enter as advisor-first with a hard ROFR into a
co-founder package that auto-executes upon objective triggers (anchor first close or external ARR), and you
should only scale your commitment once the capital base and the OpCo revenue wedge are demonstrably
real. Why | weight these factors most: first-time funds fail less from lack of ideas and more from capital
formation delays, conflict optics, and product sprawl. The only way to compound on two fronts (capital and
product) is to prevent each leg from starving the other. That means (1) choose a single, attributable
investment arena so you can learn and prove capacity; (2) sell a non-alpha, compliance/provenance wedge



The Conclave — Tribunal Session Summary conclave-20260520-211230-conclave-prompt-rajiv-endeavor-8422

that internal teams dislike building; and (3) instrument the decision process from day one so the “bidirectional
data flow” is a pipeline with attribution, not a slogan. In the first 6-12 months, the blueprint | would stand
behind is: asset class and horizon: pick one; sellable wedge vs. fund-exclusive IP: the OpCo sells
provenance, auditability, and cross-document synthesis; closed-loop architecture from day one: a Decision
Ledger that captures decision_id, model_version, features snapshot, human edits, orders, timestamps,
forecast distribution, confidence, stops/targets, realized PnL, and attribution tags; independent OpCo
financing: design-partner prepayments plus a disclosed GP bridge and, if needed, a small SAFE; advisor-first
role with ROFR: you start as an advisor, license your background IP narrowly (provenance/compliance only),
and lock a ROFR into 25-35% OpCo common with a board seat that triggers upon (a) first close 2$40-50M
within six months; or (b) 2$500k in non-HF ARR with SOC 2 in flight; or (c) anchor LP LOIs covering
>25-40% of target plus signed LPAC conflicts policy. Vesting credits advisory time; double-trigger
acceleration applies on lab spin-out or change-of-control.

DeepSeek V4 Pro My final position is that the only path to enterprise and personal success for Matt is to
decouple the OpCo’s value from the fund’s fate. The original “bidirectional data flow” pitch, however elegant
on a whiteboard, assumes a simultaneous convergence of a closing fund and a functioning research lab that
history shows almost never materialises for firstmtime managers. My refined thesis is that Matt must
negotiate a stagedmentry, foundermtrack architecture with immediate commercial output that is entirely
independent of the fund’s alpha—a “wedge” strategy that protects his time, his IP, and his negotiating
leverage while preserving the asymmetric upside of a genuine partnership. My opening submission was
admittedly blunt: | demanded a singlemassetmclass, singlemstrategy hedge fund with a proprietary
technology moat, and | set a papermtraded signal as an early milestone. That position was a deliberate
stress test, calibrated against the base rate of firstmtime fund failure (over 90% do not raise a Fund Il) and
the wellmdocumented collapse of captive tech operations inside emerging managers. But as the debate
unfolded, it became clear that the papermtraded signal demand, while useful as a diagnostic, exposed Matt
to an asymmetrical risk | had not fully priced: if the fund never closed, his sixm month alpha output would be a
useless, hyperm specific asset with no external buyers. That critique, pressed most forcefully by Advocatem C
across Rounds 5 and 6, forced me to refine the sequencing without abandoning the discipline of a focused
fund. | accordingly evolved my framework. The OpCo’s first product must be a nonmalpha, externally
marketable wedge—specifically a compliance, provenance, or auditmtrail tool aimed at law firms,
family offices, and corporates. This wedge leverages Matt's demonstrable shipping speed (DC Scout,
Negotiate, Tribunal) and my assessment that Almnative audit trails are an undermserved need in the
documentm heavy workflows of those clients. Crucially, it generates revenue and armsmlength market
validation within six to nine months, entirely independent of any fund close. If the fund stalls, Matt walks away
with cashmgenerating IP he owns (subject to a clean IP assignment schedule that carves out all his prior
builds) and a demonstrated product he can fold into his consulting practice. If the fund succeeds, the wedge
provides a stable revenue base for the OpCo, proves the team’s execution capability, and builds exactly the
kind of trust asset—process integrity, verifiable data lineage—that sophisticated LPs increasingly demand of
managers claiming an Al edge. This wedge does not conflict with the eventual closedmloop architecture; it
funds the initial burn and gives the lab something to sell while the fund’s alpha pipeline is being built behind a
gated decision.

Grok 4 My final position is that Matt should decline the equity-partner role as currently framed and instead
counter-offer a tightly scoped six-month advisory engagement that carries 1-2 percent OpCo equity plus a
right of first refusal on a full co-founder package at a pre-money valuation locked today. The engagement
must be funded through an external, non-conflicting revenue wedge rather than the fund’s thin management
fee, and it must be gated by four verifiable milestones by month six: credible anchor LOIs covering at least

10
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25-40 percent of a $40-60 million first close, independent verification of Rajiv’'s four track-record artifacts, a
declared and coherent asset class consistent with the bidirectional thesis, and a signed IP architecture with
Schedule A carve-outs for Matt’s pre-existing agents. This structure is not a compromise; it is the minimal
arrangement that respects the irreversible nature of the first thirty days while preserving Matt’s optionality.
The core thesis | advanced at the outset—that a green-field lab-plus-first-time-fund cannot produce usable
labeled signal inside the three-year window—survives intact. What has changed is the evidentiary foundation
I am willing to rest it on. | no longer rely on a fabricated segmentation of Preqin data showing “captive-tech
first-time funds” as uniquely mortal; that claim was correctly challenged and retracted. The remaining case
rests on arithmetic and documented timelines: a $50 million fund generates roughly $1 million in annual fees
while a four-person engineering team burns $1.5-2.5 million; closed-loop signal requires live positions and
exits before it can be labeled; and no public precedent exists for an externalized lab reaching Aladdin-scale
economics inside thirty-six months without prior internal deployment or ARR. The practical implication is
straightforward. Matt's scarce resource is shipping velocity on agent infrastructure. That velocity is valuable
only if it is not encumbered before its value is proven. A locked ROFR strike price today captures upside if
Rajiv clears the gates; it also allows Matt to walk with minimal sunk cost if the gates are missed. Carry-only
economics or vague “milestone equity” language transfers that leverage to Rajiv the moment the fund closes
and valuation steps up. The wedge-funded path further decouples Matt’'s compensation from fund-close risk,
directly addressing the cash-flow aggravator that first-principles analysis identifies as the largest near-term
threat.

Magistral Medium My final position is that the success of this complex venture hinges on several critical
factors, which | have refined and prioritized based on the challenges and insights from the debate rounds.
The key success factors, in order of priority, are: Quality of Limited Partners (LPs), Clarity of Asset Class
Focus, Rajiv's Verifiable Track Record, Effective Closed-Loop Architecture, Competitive Differentiation,
Strong Team Build, and Clear IP Ownership. These factors are interdependent, with the quality of LPs and
clarity of asset class focus being foundational. Without high-quality LPs, the fund may struggle to attract
capital and strategic guidance. Without a clear asset class focus, investment decisions may lack consistency
and alignment. For Matt's personal success, the key factors are meaningful equity and/or carry, role
expansion, advancement of his Al-consulting practice, and a surviving relationship with Rajiv. These factors
ensure that Matt's contributions are recognized and protected, and that his role grows with the business. The
debate rounds have been instrumental in refining my position. Specifically, DeepSeek V4 Pro's challenge
about the lack of prioritization and causal logic in my initial list was particularly impactful. This forced me to
think more deeply about the interdependencies between the success factors and to prioritize them
accordingly. GPT-5's challenge on the >90% Fund Il failure rate made me realize that | had overstated the
failure rate. | have since adopted the 50—70% range as suggested by GPT-5. Additionally, GPT-5's challenge
to reconcile my critique of captive labs with my recommendation to fund the OpCo via a services agreement
to the Fund was valuable. It pushed me to clarify that the services agreement model can avoid the
captive-lab fragility when paired with an external revenue stream. Claude Opus 4.7's challenge on the claim
about first-time funds with captive tech ops having a worse hit rate made me realize that the specific
segmentation claim is not supported by public data. This was a valuable lesson in ensuring that all claims are
backed by verifiable data.

Reality Checks
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Claim

Gemini 3.1 Pro: The five-entity
structure is fatal for first-time
emerging managers.

Claude Opus 4.7: Carry on a
first-time fund is a lottery ticket
priced as if it were cash; OpCo
equity is the only economically
meaningful instrument here.

Grok 4: First-time funds with
non-technical founders and
technical co-founders show
materially lower 3-year survival
and return rates than pure-play
tech or pure-play fund models.

Challenge

DeepSeek V4 Pro: How do you
defend this given that the evidence
provided is from standard ILPA
guidelines and historical Preqgin data,
none of which isolate the exact
five-entity structure or show it causes
higher failure rates than simpler
first-time structures?

Gemini 3.1 Pro: How do you defend
this given the basic mathematical
reality of first-time fund economics?
A $50M fund charges a 2%
management fee, generating $1M
annually. You are advising Matt to
demand up to $720,000 annualized
in pure cash just for his retainer. That
leaves less than $300,000 for fund
administration, audit, legal setup,
Rajiv’'s own survival, and the entire
remainder of the lab’s compute and
staffing. LPs will reject this operating
budget instantly.

Claude Opus 4.7: How do you
defend the “almost exactly” match
when the only data cited is the
generic 70-80 % Fund Il failure rate
for first-time managers, with no
breakdown showing that adding a
captive lab increases that rate
beyond the baseline?

Result

Gemini 3.1 Pro conceded that the
specific segmentation claim is not
supported by public data and revised
the claim to focus on the general
high failure rate of first-time funds
and the cash-flow mismatch.

Claude Opus 4.7 conceded the
retainer math was incompatible with
first-time fund economics and
revised the recommendation to an
equity-heavy advisor role with token
cash or external-client-funded
engagement.

Grok 4 conceded that the specific
segmentation claim is not supported
by public data and retracted the
fabricated Preqin citations.

Next Steps

Next Step

Determine Rajiv's asset class
(liquid vs. illiquid)

Verify Rajiv's track-record
artifacts within 48 hours

Why It Matters

llliquid assets break the bidirectional
data flow thesis due to sparse,
lagged labels.

Confidence

~90%
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Dissenting Opinions

No dissenting opinions were filed in this session.
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