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	 	 	 	 	 Abstract 

Artificial intelligence has fundamentally changed the economics of 
knowledge work. Tasks that once required hours of research, coding, 
writing, or analysis can now be completed in minutes through 
collaboration with increasingly capable language models. Yet despite 
extraordinary advances in reasoning, software generation, and 
multimodal interaction, long-running AI-assisted projects continue to 
suffer from a persistent operational problem: continuity. 

Unlike human collaborators, AI systems do not accumulate experiential 
understanding through sustained participation in a project. Every 
interaction begins with incomplete knowledge of previous decisions, 
architectural rationale, business context, and implementation history. 
The result is an inefficient cycle of repeated explanation, duplicated 
reasoning, inconsistent implementation, and growing frustration for 
both individuals and teams. 

This paper argues that the industry has largely framed this as a 
limitation of artificial intelligence when it is, more accurately, a 
limitation of project methodology. Rather than attempting to make AI 
remember more, ACCPT proposes that projects should become 
responsible for preserving, governing, and transferring their own 
contextual knowledge. Continuity should be engineered as an enduring 
property of the project itself, independent of any individual contributor, 
whether human or artificial. 
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ACCPT—the AI Context Continuity Protocol & Theory—introduces a 
methodology for achieving this objective. It reframes AI not as a 
persistent colleague with imperfect memory, but as an ephemeral 
collaborator capable of contributing effectively once appropriately 
onboarded. Trust therefore emerges not from assumptions regarding 
model capability, but from disciplined operational processes that 
preserve context, establish shared understanding, and maintain 
accountability throughout the lifecycle of a project. 

1. Introduction 
Throughout the history of software engineering, many of the most 
significant advances have not been technological but organisational. 
Programming languages improved how software could be expressed, 
yet version control fundamentally changed how developers 
collaborated. Agile transformed planning, DevOps reduced the barriers 
between development and operations, and DesignOps introduced 
consistency into increasingly complex product organisations. Each 
represented an evolution in methodology rather than computation. 

Artificial intelligence represents another comparable inflection point. 
Modern language models have become remarkably capable 
collaborators, able to analyse requirements, generate production code, 
critique architectural decisions, write documentation, and synthesise 
large bodies of information with unprecedented speed. As a result, 
discussions surrounding AI have largely focused on increasing model 
capability through larger context windows, better reasoning, improved 
memory, and greater autonomy. 

These developments are undoubtedly valuable. However, they often 
obscure a more immediate challenge encountered by practitioners 
working with AI over extended periods. The problem is rarely that an AI 
lacks intelligence. More often, it lacks continuity. 

Anyone who has collaborated with AI on a substantial project 
recognises this experience. A productive session concludes with 
significant architectural progress. Days later, a new conversation begins, 
and the process of reconstruction starts again. Previously rejected 
approaches reappear. Architectural assumptions must be explained 
again. Important constraints have disappeared because they existed 
only within the previous interaction. 



The instinctive response is to conclude that AI has forgotten. 

ACCPT begins from a different premise. 

The AI has not forgotten because it was never responsible for 
remembering. 

2. The Context Continuity Problem 
Every experienced engineering organisation understands the 
importance of onboarding. A newly hired senior engineer is rarely 
expected to begin modifying production systems immediately. Before 
contributing, they review architectural documentation, product 
objectives, coding standards, previous decisions, and current priorities. 
They ask questions, confirm assumptions, and gradually develop an 
understanding of why the system exists in its current form. 

This process exists because expertise alone is insufficient. Context 
determines whether expertise can be applied effectively. 

Ironically, many AI-assisted workflows reverse this principle. AI is 
frequently expected to continue complex projects immediately after 
receiving a brief prompt, despite possessing little or no understanding 
of the project's accumulated history. When inconsistencies emerge, they 
are interpreted as failures of intelligence rather than predictable 
consequences of incomplete context. 

The distinction is significant. 

A highly intelligent collaborator operating without context may still 
produce technically competent work while simultaneously undermining 
architectural consistency, duplicating previous effort, or reversing 
carefully considered design decisions. Intelligence does not compensate 
for missing knowledge. It simply produces increasingly sophisticated 
reasoning from incomplete information. 

The continuity problem therefore extends beyond software 
engineering. Product strategy, research, design, legal analysis, and 
organisational planning all depend upon decisions that accumulate over 
time. Context is rarely contained within a single document. Instead, it 
exists as relationships between requirements, constraints, discussions, 
experiments, rejected alternatives, stakeholder priorities, and evolving 
business objectives. 



Projects possess memory. 

Conversations do not. 

 

ACCPT Observation 1 
Intelligence without context produces inconsistent collaboration. 
The objective of ACCPT is therefore not to improve intelligence,  
but to improve continuity. 

3. Reframing AI Collaboration 
ACCPT proposes a deliberately simple mental model. 

Every AI interaction should be treated as the arrival of a new project 
contributor. 

This contributor may possess exceptional reasoning ability. It may 
rapidly analyse unfamiliar technologies, generate production-quality 
software, or identify subtle architectural issues. Nevertheless, it remains 
new to the project. It has not experienced previous design workshops. It 
did not participate in earlier implementation decisions. It has not 
observed failed experiments or informal conversations that shaped the 
system's evolution. 

This perspective fundamentally changes expectations. 

Rather than asking why an AI failed to remember, we ask whether the 
project successfully communicated what needed to be understood. 

Responsibility shifts away from implicit memory and towards explicit 
onboarding. 

This distinction is subtle but profound because it places continuity 
within the control of the project team rather than the capabilities of a 
particular AI model. 



	 	 	 	 	 ACCPT Principle 1 — Context Precedes Contribution 
 
Requirement 

Every collaborator—human or artificial—MUST acquire 
sufficient project context before making implementation 
decisions. 

Project context SHOULD be communicated through 
structured artefacts rather than conversational history. 

Implementation MUST NOT begin until a shared 
understanding has been established. 

The protocol defined in Part II operationalises this principle through 
structured onboarding, declarations of understanding, and project 
artefacts. At the theoretical level, however, the principle establishes 
something more fundamental: understanding is not a by-product of 
implementation; it is a prerequisite for implementation. 

4. Context as Project Infrastructure 
Software projects invest heavily in infrastructure. Source code is version 
controlled. Automated testing protects behaviour. Continuous 
integration validates quality. Monitoring observes production systems. 
Yet surprisingly few projects treat contextual knowledge with 
comparable importance. 

Documentation exists, but documentation alone is not infrastructure. 

A requirements document explains what the system should accomplish. 
An architectural diagram illustrates how components interact. A 
decision log records why particular approaches were selected. Each 
artefact contributes valuable information, yet none individually 
represents the complete operational understanding required to make 
informed decisions. 



Context emerges from the relationships between these artefacts rather 
than from any single document. 

Consequently, ACCPT argues that project context should be 
considered a first-class engineering asset. Like source code, it requires 
stewardship, organisation, evolution, and governance. It belongs to the 
project itself rather than to individual contributors. 

This perspective produces an important consequence. 

If context belongs to the project, then continuity survives changes in 
contributors. 

Developers leave. 

Consultants rotate. 

AI sessions expire. 

The project continues. 

Example 

• A README may explain what a service does. 

• The architecture explains how it does it. 

• A decision log explains why the architecture exists in its present form. 

• A build log explains how it evolved. 

Only together do these artefacts approximate project understanding. 

5. Trust as an Operational Property 
Contemporary discussions surrounding trustworthy AI frequently 
emphasise explainability, model alignment, regulatory compliance, and 
safety. These concerns are important and increasingly necessary. 
ACCPT introduces an additional perspective. 

Trust is not merely a property of intelligent systems. 



It is also a property of collaborative systems. 

Commercial aviation illustrates this principle clearly. Pilots do not rely 
exclusively upon expertise or memory. They operate through disciplined 
procedures designed to produce consistent outcomes despite 
complexity. Medicine, nuclear engineering, and civil aviation all 
recognise that competence alone cannot eliminate uncertainty. 
Repeatable processes therefore exist to compensate for inevitable 
human limitations. 

Human–AI collaboration should be viewed similarly. 

Rather than assuming an AI possesses sufficient context, ACCPT 
establishes operational procedures that ensure context is acquired, 
understanding is validated, and important decisions remain visible. 

Trust therefore emerges from methodology rather than assumption. 

	 	 	 	 	 ACCPT Principle 2 — Trust Emerges Through Process 

Requirements: 

Trustworthy collaboration MUST be established through repeatable 
operational procedures. 

Project continuity MUST NOT depend upon assumptions regarding 
persistent AI memory. 

Operational transparency SHOULD take precedence over 
conversational convenience. 

6. Human Authority 
ACCPT deliberately rejects the notion that increasingly capable AI 
should assume responsibility for projects. Intelligence and 
accountability are distinct concepts. 

Artificial intelligence may recommend architectural improvements, 
identify defects, synthesise research, or generate sophisticated 



software. Nevertheless, responsibility for strategic direction, ethical 
judgement, organisational priorities, and production acceptance 
remains fundamentally human. 

This distinction preserves both accountability and flexibility. 

AI accelerates work. 

Humans remain responsible for outcomes. 

The methodology therefore positions AI as a contributor operating 
within human-governed systems rather than as an autonomous 
replacement for professional judgement. 

7. Implications 
Reframing continuity as a project responsibility produces implications 
beyond software engineering. Product teams begin preserving rationale 
rather than merely documenting features. Design organisations capture 
evolving intent rather than static deliverables. Research groups preserve 
reasoning alongside conclusions. Enterprise knowledge becomes 
cumulative rather than conversational. 

Perhaps most importantly, AI ceases to be treated as an intelligent tool 
and instead becomes a disciplined participant within an enduring 
collaborative system. 

This shift establishes the conceptual foundation upon which the 
remainder of ACCPT is built. 

Conclusion 
The greatest obstacle to sustained human–AI collaboration is not 
insufficient intelligence but insufficient continuity. Modern AI systems 
participate episodically, while projects evolve continuously through the 
accumulation of decisions, constraints, experiments, and shared 
understanding. Expecting continuity to emerge automatically from 
increasingly capable models mistakes a methodological problem for a 
technological one. 

ACCPT proposes a different approach. By treating AI as an ephemeral 
collaborator, project context as a persistent organisational asset, and 
trust as the outcome of disciplined operational practice, continuity 



becomes an engineered property of the project itself. The methodology 
therefore shifts responsibility away from model memory and towards 
structured collaboration, enabling any future contributor—human or 
artificial—to participate effectively without repeating the past. 

The papers that follow translate these theoretical principles into 
practical implementation. Part II—Protocol defines the operational 
behaviours, artefacts, onboarding procedures, and collaboration rules 
required for everyday use. Part III—Persistent Project Intelligence 
demonstrates how these same principles can be automated through 
structured project memory, while Part IV—Enterprise ACCPT extends 
the methodology across multiple projects, teams, and AI systems, 
creating organisations whose knowledge becomes progressively more 
coherent, resilient, and reusable over time. 



ACCPT 
AI Context Continuity Protocol & Theory 

Part II — Protocol 

Operationalising Trustworthy  
Human–AI Collaboration 

Abstract 

Part I established that the greatest barrier to sustained human–AI 
collaboration is not model capability but contextual continuity. 
Artificial intelligence excels at reasoning within the boundaries of a 
single interaction, yet projects evolve over weeks, months, and often 
years through the accumulation of decisions, constraints, architectural 
trade-offs, and institutional knowledge. Continuity, therefore, cannot 
remain an implicit expectation placed upon the AI; it must become an 
explicit responsibility of the project. 

This paper translates that theoretical position into an operational 
methodology. The AI Context Continuity Protocol (ACCPT) defines a 
repeatable workflow through which AI collaborators acquire project 
understanding before contributing, work within established 
architectural boundaries, document their reasoning, and leave the 
project in a stronger state for every subsequent contributor. 

Unlike prompt libraries, orchestration frameworks, or model-specific 
tooling, ACCPT is intentionally implementation-agnostic. The protocol 
may be adopted using nothing more than structured documentation, 
disciplined engineering practices, and version control. Larger 
organisations may automate portions of the methodology through 
persistent memory systems, but automation is not a prerequisite for 
trustworthy collaboration. 

The objective of ACCPT is therefore not to make AI more intelligent. Its 
objective is to make collaboration more reliable. 



1. From Theory to Practice 
Engineering methodologies exist because good intentions rarely 
produce consistent outcomes without operational discipline. Version 
control is valuable not because developers are incapable of managing 
files manually, but because disciplined workflows reduce ambiguity and 
improve collaboration. Continuous Integration exists for similar 
reasons. Testing, code review, design systems, and architectural 
governance all acknowledge a simple reality: consistency emerges 
through process rather than individual effort. 

Human–AI collaboration should be viewed through the same lens. 

Once AI becomes a regular participant in product development, 
software engineering, research, or design, informal interaction quickly 
reaches its limits. Every collaborator develops slightly different 
prompting habits. Documentation becomes inconsistent. Important 
decisions disappear into conversation histories. New AI sessions 
unknowingly revisit problems that were solved weeks earlier. Projects 
become dependent upon the memory of individual contributors rather 
than the collective knowledge of the team. 

ACCPT addresses this problem by introducing operational discipline. It 
does not prescribe how an AI should reason. Instead, it defines how an 
AI should participate within an existing project. The distinction is 
important because reasoning capability will continue to improve 
regardless of methodology. Collaborative discipline, however, must be 
intentionally designed. 

2. The ACCPT Lifecycle 
At the heart of the protocol is a simple observation: implementation 
should never be the first activity performed by a new collaborator. 

Whether introducing a senior engineer to an established software 
project or an advanced language model to an existing codebase, 
productive work begins with understanding rather than production. 
ACCPT therefore separates collaboration into five distinct operational 
phases, each with its own objective and success criteria. 

Acquire Context 



        │ 

Confirm Understanding 

        │ 

Collaborate 

        │ 

Produce 

        │ 

Transition 

Although deceptively simple, this sequence establishes an important 
behavioural boundary. Context acquisition becomes an explicit activity 
rather than an informal expectation. Implementation becomes the 
consequence of understanding instead of the mechanism through 
which understanding is achieved. 

Projects that consistently follow this sequence naturally accumulate 
stronger documentation, clearer architectural reasoning, and more 
predictable collaboration between human and artificial contributors. 

3. Phase One — Acquire Context 
Every collaboration begins with onboarding. 

Traditional software teams invest considerable effort introducing new 
engineers to existing systems because expertise alone is insufficient. An 
experienced developer still requires an understanding of the project's 
architecture, objectives, constraints, coding conventions, deployment 
strategy, and historical decisions before meaningful contribution 
becomes possible. 

ACCPT applies exactly the same principle to AI. 

Before implementation begins, an AI collaborator acquires sufficient 
operational context from the project's canonical artefacts. Importantly, 
this process is not intended to maximise the quantity of information 



consumed. Its objective is to establish enough shared understanding for 
informed decision-making. 

ACCPT-001 — Context Acquisition 

Requirements 

Every AI collaborator MUST acquire sufficient project context before 
implementation begins. 

Minimum project artefacts SHOULD include: 

Project README 

Product Requirements Document (PRD) 

Architecture documentation 

Coding standards 

Build Log 

Decision Log 

Recent Session Receipts 

Current roadmap or sprint objectives 

Additional artefacts MAY be introduced according to organisational 
requirements. 

The protocol deliberately prioritises project artefacts over conversation 
history. Conversations describe how understanding developed. Project 
artefacts preserve the understanding itself. 

4. Phase Two — Confirm Understanding 
Understanding should never be assumed. 



Once project artefacts have been reviewed, the AI explicitly 
communicates its current interpretation before making changes. This 
stage functions as a collaborative checkpoint through which 
misunderstandings are identified while they remain inexpensive to 
correct. 

ACCPT refers to this checkpoint as the Declaration of Understanding. 

Rather than requesting permission to continue, the declaration 
demonstrates that onboarding has been successful. It also provides the 
supervising human with an opportunity to identify missing 
assumptions, clarify objectives, or redirect effort before implementation 
begins. 

ACCPT-002 — Declaration of Understanding 

Every Declaration of Understanding MUST contain: 

Confirmation that the AI represents a new collaboration session. 

Summary of project purpose. 

Summary of current architectural understanding. 

Statement of immediate objectives. 

Identification of uncertainties. 

Confirmation that implementation will not begin until understanding 
has been validated. 

The declaration is intentionally concise. Its value lies not in producing 
additional documentation but in establishing a shared mental model 
before technical work commences. 

Example 

A developer requests the implementation of OAuth 
authentication within an existing SaaS platform. 

Rather than immediately generating code, the AI reviews the 
Architecture document, recent Session Receipts, and the 
Decision Log. During its Declaration of Understanding it 
identifies that the organisation previously rejected OAuth in 



favour of OpenID Connect because of federation requirements 
with enterprise identity providers. 

The developer confirms this interpretation and expands upon 
the original reasoning. 

Implementation proceeds. 

A potentially significant architectural regression has been 
avoided before a single line of code was written. 

The protocol has not increased intelligence. 

It has increased alignment. 

5. Phase Three — Collaborate 
Once understanding has been validated, implementation may begin. 
ACCPT intentionally places relatively few restrictions upon this stage 
because collaboration naturally varies between disciplines. Software 
engineering, product design, legal analysis, research, and strategic 
planning each require different forms of contribution. 

Instead of prescribing implementation techniques, the protocol 
establishes behavioural expectations. 

ACCPT-003 — Collaborative Behaviour 

AI collaborators MUST respect established project architecture unless 
instructed otherwise. 

Significant architectural changes MUST include explicit rationale. 

Existing functionality MUST NOT be replaced without justification. 

Assumptions SHOULD be declared explicitly. 

Uncertainty SHOULD be communicated rather than concealed. 

The protocol encourages incremental evolution over wholesale 
replacement. Mature projects represent accumulated organisational 



learning. Existing structures deserve explanation before modification, 
not replacement through convenience. 

6. Phase Four — Produce 
The production phase concerns the quality of deliverables rather than 
the quantity of work completed. 

One practical observation repeatedly influenced the development of 
ACCPT. Incomplete implementation frequently generates greater long-
term cost than delayed implementation. Placeholder functions, partially 
completed architectural rewrites, and speculative code often create an 
illusion of progress while increasing future maintenance effort. 

Accordingly, ACCPT encourages complete, internally consistent 
deliverables whenever practical. 

ACCPT-004 — Production Standards 

Unless explicitly instructed otherwise, generated work SHOULD be: 

Complete 

Executable 

Internally consistent 

Documented where appropriate 

Compatible with existing project standards 

Placeholder implementations MUST NOT be introduced solely to 
satisfy perceived progress. 

This principle does not prohibit iterative development. It simply 
distinguishes intentional incremental delivery from incomplete 
implementation disguised as finished work. 



7. Phase Five — Transition 
Perhaps the most distinctive element of ACCPT is its treatment of 
project handover. 

Traditional conversations conclude when work is finished. 

ACCPT sessions conclude only after continuity has been strengthened. 

Every collaboration therefore produces a Session Summary Receipt. 
Unlike conversational transcripts, the receipt captures the operational 
state of the project at the conclusion of the session. It records 
completed work, architectural decisions, assumptions, unresolved 
issues, identified risks, and recommended next steps. 

The objective is not historical record keeping. 

It is onboarding the next contributor before they arrive. 

ACCPT-005 — Session Summary Receipt 

Every completed collaboration MUST produce a structured Session 
Summary Receipt. 

The receipt SHOULD include: 

• Objectives completed 

• Architectural decisions 

• New assumptions 

• Outstanding issues 

Risks 

• Recommended next actions 

• Artefacts requiring update 

Over time these receipts become one of the project's most valuable 
assets because they preserve continuity without requiring future 
contributors to reconstruct previous conversations. 



8. Canonical Project Artefacts 
ACCPT intentionally defines a small collection of canonical project 
artefacts. Organisations may extend this collection, but experience 
suggests that a concise, well-maintained knowledge base is significantly 
more valuable than an extensive collection of neglected documentation. 

Together these documents form the operational knowledge required 
for reliable onboarding. 

Conclusion 
ACCPT is deliberately modest in its ambition. It does not attempt to 
replace software engineering methodologies, prescribe development 
practices, or improve the reasoning capabilities of artificial intelligence. 
Instead, it addresses a narrower but increasingly important problem: 

Artefact Purpose

README Project orientation

PRD Product intent

Architecture System structure

Coding Standards Implementation consistency

Decision Log Architectural rationale

Build Log Project evolution

Session Receipts Context transfer

Roadmap Strategic direction



ensuring that collaboration remains coherent as projects accumulate 
knowledge across multiple contributors and multiple AI sessions. 

By separating onboarding from implementation, requiring explicit 
declarations of understanding, formalising project artefacts, and 
introducing structured handovers through Session Summary Receipts, 
the protocol transforms continuity from an implicit expectation into an 
operational discipline. 

For individuals and small teams, this methodology may be implemented 
entirely through structured documentation and disciplined practice. As 
projects continue to grow, however, manual retrieval of project 
knowledge inevitably becomes more difficult. The methodology remains 
sound, but the mechanics of context acquisition become increasingly 
inefficient. 

Part III—Persistent Project Intelligence addresses this challenge by 
introducing a reference architecture that automates context 
preservation, retrieval, and rehydration using structured project 
memory while preserving complete compatibility with the ACCPT 
methodology established in this paper. 



ACCPT 
AI Context Continuity Protocol & Theory 

Part III — Persistent Project Intelligence 

Engineering Organisational 
Memory for Human–AI 
Collaboration 

Abstract 

The first two papers in this series established the theoretical foundation 
and operational methodology of the AI Context Continuity Protocol 
(ACCPT). Together they demonstrate that continuity in human–AI 
collaboration is achieved not by relying upon persistent model memory, 
but by treating project knowledge as a shared organisational asset and 
by following disciplined collaboration protocols. For individual 
developers and small teams, these principles can be implemented 
successfully using structured documentation and manual workflows. 

As projects mature, however, the volume and complexity of 
accumulated knowledge eventually exceed what either humans or AI 
collaborators can efficiently navigate through documents alone. 
Architectural decisions become dispersed across build logs, product 
specifications, issue trackers, source code, design documents, and 
hundreds of session summaries. Although this information remains 
available, locating the specific knowledge required to solve a problem 
becomes progressively more difficult. The challenge is no longer 
documentation; it is retrieval. 

This paper introduces Persistent Project Intelligence (PPI), the reference 
architecture for automating the context acquisition and continuity 
principles defined by ACCPT. Rather than replacing the protocol, 
Persistent Project Intelligence operationalises it through structured 
memory, combining Knowledge Graphs and semantic vector retrieval 
into a unified project memory layer. This architecture allows every new 
AI collaborator to reconstruct project understanding before 
contributing while ensuring that project knowledge remains 
independent of any individual AI session, human contributor, or 
software platform. 



1. From Documentation to Organisational Memory 
Documentation has always been considered an essential component of 
successful software engineering. Requirements documents define intent, 
architecture documents describe structure, coding standards promote 
consistency, and build logs provide historical context. ACCPT 
deliberately embraces these artefacts because they preserve explicit 
knowledge that would otherwise remain trapped in conversations or 
individual memory. 

Nevertheless, documentation alone eventually reaches practical limits. 

As projects evolve, documentation accumulates faster than it can be 
consumed. A mature product may contain hundreds of architectural 
decisions, thousands of commits, numerous design iterations, multiple 
product pivots, and an extensive history of technical discussions. 
Although all of this information remains technically available, 
discovering the right information at precisely the moment it is needed 
becomes increasingly inefficient. 

Human developers experience this daily. Time is spent searching 
repositories, reviewing previous pull requests, reading outdated 
documentation, or asking colleagues whether a particular approach had 
already been evaluated. Artificial intelligence encounters exactly the 
same problem. Unlike humans, however, AI has no experiential memory 
through which these fragments naturally coalesce into understanding. 

Persistent Project Intelligence addresses this challenge by introducing 
an intermediate layer between project artefacts and project 
contributors. Rather than requiring either humans or AI to manually 
reconstruct understanding from numerous independent documents, the 
project continuously develops its own operational memory. 

This distinction is important. 
Documentation records information. 

Project intelligence organises information into knowledge. 



2. Two Complementary Forms of Memory 
Human cognition does not rely upon a single form of memory. We 
remember both facts and relationships. We recall previous experiences 
because they resemble current situations, while simultaneously 
understanding how individual concepts connect to one another. 
Persistent Project Intelligence adopts a similar philosophy by combining 
two complementary memory systems rather than attempting to force all 
knowledge into a single representation. 

The first component is a Knowledge Graph. The graph captures explicit 
relationships between entities within the project. Components depend 
upon one another. Architectural decisions reference specific 
constraints. Product features satisfy business requirements. Developers 
author particular changes. Risks influence implementation decisions. 
These relationships form a structured representation of the project's 
evolving architecture and rationale. 

The second component is a semantic vector memory. Unlike a graph, 
which answers questions about relationships, semantic memory 
answers questions about similarity and meaning. It allows the system to 
retrieve previous discussions that address conceptually related 
problems even when identical terminology is not used. A question 
concerning authentication may retrieve previous discussions regarding 
identity federation, token validation, or regulatory compliance because 
their underlying meaning is related. 

Neither representation is sufficient independently. 

A Knowledge Graph provides precision but limited semantic 
flexibility. 

A vector database provides conceptual similarity but cannot 
reliably explain why architectural decisions were made or how 
components depend upon one another. 

Together they provide a richer approximation of project memory than 
either technology alone. 



Reference Architecture 

At a conceptual level, Persistent Project Intelligence consists of four 
logical layers. 

         
       Project Artefacts 

 	 	     │ 

	 	     ▼  

     	 Knowledge Extraction 

  	 	     │ 

        ├──────────────┐ 

        ▼              ▼ 

Knowledge Graph   Vector Memory 

        │              │ 

        └──────┬───────┘ 

               ▼ 

     Context Retrieval Layer 

               │ 

               ▼ 

     Human & AI Contributors 

Importantly, the ACCPT protocol remains unchanged. Only the 
implementation of context retrieval evolves. 

3. Session Receipts as Memory Objects 
One of the central ideas introduced in Part II was the Session Summary 
Receipt. Initially conceived as a structured handover document, the 
receipt now assumes a far more significant role within Persistent Project 
Intelligence. 

Rather than being treated simply as documentation, each receipt 
becomes an individual memory object capable of enriching the project's 
collective understanding. 

A Session Receipt records more than the tasks completed during a 
collaboration. It captures the reasoning behind decisions, assumptions 
that influenced implementation, unresolved questions, architectural 
implications, identified risks, and recommended future work. These 
elements are significantly more valuable than conversational transcripts 



because they represent curated knowledge rather than chronological 
dialogue. 

Each receipt therefore enters an ingestion pipeline where its contents 
are analysed, classified, and integrated into the project's memory. 

Entities become graph nodes. 

Relationships become graph edges. 

Narrative summaries become semantic embeddings. 

References maintain provenance. 

The original receipt remains unchanged while simultaneously enriching 
the project's operational memory. 

ACCPT-PPI-001 — Session Receipt Ingestion 
Requirement 

 
Every completed ACCPT session MUST produce a Session 
Summary Receipt suitable for ingestion into Persistent Project 
Intelligence. 

Minimum Information 

Objectives completed 

Architectural decisions 

Assumptions 

Risks 

Outstanding work 

Files modified 

References to supporting artefacts 

This requirement ensures that project intelligence evolves continuously  
rather than being reconstructed retrospectively. 



4. Context Rehydration 
Perhaps the most important capability introduced by Persistent Project 
Intelligence is context rehydration. 

Under the manual ACCPT workflow described in Part II, a new AI 
collaborator acquires context by reading canonical project artefacts 
before producing a Declaration of Understanding. As projects increase 
in complexity, this process becomes increasingly expSensive. 

Persistent Project Intelligence automates much of this acquisition 
process without eliminating human oversight. 

When a new collaborator joins a project, the system identifies the 
current objective, retrieves relevant architectural decisions, discovers 
related implementation history, identifies unresolved issues, and 
assembles an initial context package. The collaborator then reviews this 
synthesised understanding before declaring its interpretation to the 
supervising human. 

The protocol therefore remains identical. 
Only the mechanism for acquiring context changes.	  

This distinction preserves one of ACCPT's most important 
characteristics: technology independence. Organisations may 
implement sophisticated retrieval architectures while maintaining 
compatibility with projects that continue to operate entirely through 
structured documentation. 

Example 

Consider a product team introducing a new AI collaborator to 
implement multi-factor authentication. 

Without Persistent Project Intelligence, the collaborator manually 
reviews the README, architecture documentation, build logs, 
previous session receipts, and issue tracker before attempting to 
understand the current implementation. 

With Persistent Project Intelligence, the project automatically 
retrieves previous authentication discussions, architectural 
constraints, security decisions, related pull requests, and unresolved 
implementation issues. The AI still produces a Declaration of 
Understanding, but its preparation has been significantly 



accelerated through structured retrieval rather than manual discovery. 

The result is not autonomous development. 

The result is faster, more reliable onboarding. 

Conclusion 
Persistent Project Intelligence represents the natural evolution of the 
ACCPT methodology. Rather than replacing documentation or altering 
the collaboration protocol established in Part II, it automates the 
acquisition and retrieval of project knowledge while preserving the 
same operational principles. Context remains a project asset, trust 
remains procedural, and human authority remains unchanged. What 
evolves is the project's ability to preserve, organise, and present its 
accumulated knowledge to every future contributor. 

As organisations increasingly depend upon AI-assisted development, 
the ability to engineer continuity will become as important as 
engineering software itself. Persistent Project Intelligence provides a 
reference architecture through which projects move beyond static 
documentation and towards living organisational memory. The final 
paper in this series extends these ideas beyond individual projects, 
exploring how ACCPT can coordinate persistent intelligence across 
multiple teams, multiple agents, and enterprise-scale organisations 
while maintaining governance, provenance, and trust. 



ACCPT 
AI Context Continuity Protocol & Theory 

Part IV — Enterprise ACCPT 

Scaling Persistent Human–AI 
Collaboration Across Teams, 
Projects and Organisations 

Abstract 

The preceding papers established the theoretical foundations of 
ACCPT, defined its operational protocol, and introduced Persistent 
Project Intelligence as a reference architecture for automating context 
acquisition and retrieval. Collectively these papers addressed 
collaboration within an individual project. Enterprise organisations, 
however, rarely operate as isolated projects. Knowledge flows across 
products, departments, suppliers, regulatory frameworks, and 
increasingly across multiple specialised AI systems. 

This paper extends ACCPT beyond the project boundary and 
introduces an organisational operating model for trustworthy AI 
collaboration. Rather than viewing artificial intelligence as a collection 
of independent assistants, Enterprise ACCPT treats AI as a governed 
workforce operating within the same organisational standards expected 
of human employees. Every AI participant follows common onboarding 
procedures, respects organisational governance, inherits project-
specific knowledge appropriately, and contributes to an evolving body 
of enterprise intelligence without compromising project isolation or 
data security. 

The objective is not to create autonomous organisations, but 
organisations whose accumulated knowledge becomes progressively 
easier to reuse, govern and evolve regardless of whether future 
contributors are human or artificial. 



1. The Enterprise Challenge 
Individual software projects are comparatively simple systems. They 
possess a single architecture, a defined objective, a relatively stable 
team, and a bounded body of knowledge. Enterprise organisations are 
fundamentally different. They consist of hundreds of projects operating 
simultaneously, each with different stakeholders, technologies, 
regulatory obligations, and business priorities. 

Traditional documentation practices struggle within this environment 
because knowledge naturally fragments. Teams unknowingly solve 
identical problems multiple times. Architectural patterns are reinvented. 
Lessons learned within one department fail to reach another. Valuable 
institutional knowledge becomes dependent upon specific individuals 
whose departure often represents the loss of years of accumulated 
experience. 

Artificial intelligence has the potential to accelerate this fragmentation 
if adopted without governance. Independent AI assistants embedded 
throughout an organisation may produce locally effective solutions 
while simultaneously increasing global inconsistency. Different teams 
adopt different prompting techniques, incompatible architectural 
assumptions, conflicting coding standards, and divergent 
interpretations of organisational policy. The result is a collection of 
intelligent systems producing increasingly disconnected organisational 
knowledge. 

Enterprise ACCPT begins with a different assumption. AI should not 
simply accelerate work; it should strengthen organisational coherence. 

2. From Project Memory to Enterprise 
Intelligence 

Persistent Project Intelligence introduced in Part III established that 
project knowledge should exist independently of individual 
contributors. Enterprise ACCPT extends this principle one level further. 

Projects become organisational assets. 

The organisation itself develops operational memory. 



This does not imply merging every project into a single knowledge base. 
Such an approach would quickly become unmanageable, introducing 
security concerns, conflicting terminology, and excessive retrieval noise. 
Instead, Enterprise ACCPT proposes a federated model in which every 
project maintains its own contextual boundary while simultaneously 
contributing selected knowledge to higher organisational layers. 

The distinction resembles modern software architecture. Individual 
services retain ownership of their internal implementation while 
exposing carefully governed interfaces to the wider system. Likewise, 
projects maintain private operational knowledge while selectively 
publishing organisational learning that may benefit future work 
elsewhere. 

Enterprise intelligence therefore becomes cumulative without becoming 
chaotic. 

Enterprise Memory Layers 

Rather than maintaining a single monolithic repository, Enterprise 
ACCPT organises knowledge into distinct layers. 

Enterprise Intelligence 

│ 

├── Organisational Knowledge 

├── Domain Knowledge 

├── Project Intelligence 

└── Session Intelligence 

Each layer serves a different purpose. 

Session Intelligence captures individual collaboration. 

Project Intelligence preserves operational continuity. 

Domain Knowledge identifies reusable expertise across similar 
initiatives. 



Organisational Knowledge represents policies, standards, governance, 
and strategic direction. 

This layered structure prevents context pollution while encouraging 
responsible knowledge reuse. 

3. AI as an Organisational Participant 
Throughout this series AI has been described as an ephemeral 
collaborator. Within an enterprise, however, AI also assumes 
organisational responsibilities. It is no longer sufficient for an AI to 
understand only the project. It must also understand the environment in 
which the project exists. 

Consequently, Enterprise ACCPT introduces organisational 
onboarding alongside project onboarding. 

Every AI participant should understand: 

• organisational coding standards; 

• security policies; 

• architectural principles; 

• compliance obligations; 

• approved technology stacks; 

• design systems; 

• governance processes; and 

• communication standards. 

Project-specific onboarding then builds upon this shared organisational 
foundation. 

This mirrors the experience of human employees. Before joining an 
individual project, new staff first learn how the organisation itself 
operates. 



ACCPT-ENT-001 — Organisational Onboarding 
Requirement 

Every AI collaborator MUST complete organisational onboarding 
before participating in project-specific activities. 

• Minimum Inputs 

• Engineering standards 

• Security policies 

• Design principles 

• Technology guidelines 

• Governance documentation 

Project onboarding supplements, but does not replace, organisational 
onboarding. 

4. Governance by Design 
Governance frequently acquires negative connotations because it is 
perceived as slowing innovation. Enterprise ACCPT deliberately rejects 
this interpretation. 

Effective governance should accelerate trustworthy decision-making 
rather than constrain creativity. 

Within ACCPT, governance is achieved primarily through transparency 
rather than restriction. Every significant AI contribution remains 
attributable, reviewable, and reproducible. Decisions reference their 
supporting evidence. Architectural changes retain explicit rationale. 
Session receipts preserve implementation history. Project intelligence 
records how conclusions evolved over time rather than presenting only 
their final outcome. 

This approach produces an auditable chain of reasoning without 
requiring organisations to record every interaction verbatim. 

The emphasis shifts from surveillance to provenance. 



5. Multi-Agent Collaboration 
Modern AI ecosystems increasingly consist of specialised agents rather 
than a single general-purpose assistant. One system may analyse 
requirements, another review code, another generate documentation, 
and another validate regulatory compliance. 

Enterprise ACCPT accommodates this evolution naturally because 
every participant—human or artificial—follows identical collaboration 
principles. 

Each specialised agent acquires context appropriate to its 
responsibilities, declares its understanding, contributes within clearly 
defined boundaries, and records its work through standard ACCPT 
artefacts. 

Consequently, collaboration occurs through shared methodology 
rather than proprietary orchestration technology. 

Agent diversity therefore becomes an implementation detail rather than 
a governance problem. 

Example Workflow 

• A product development initiative introduces four specialised AI 
contributors. 

• A Research Agent analyses customer interviews. 

• A Product Agent refines requirements. 

• An Engineering Agent implements functionality. 

• A Compliance Agent validates regulatory obligations. 

Although their responsibilities differ, each follows the same ACCPT 
lifecycle: 

Acquire Context. 

↓ 



 Declare Understanding. 

↓ 

 Collaborate. 

↓ 

 Produce. 

↓   

Transition. 

Because every participant leaves structured knowledge behind, 
subsequent contributors inherit a coherent understanding of previous 
work regardless of whether that work originated from humans or AI. 

6. BDNA as an Enterprise Implementation 
One practical implementation of Enterprise ACCPT is the concept of 
BDNA. 

Rather than acting as another generative AI platform, BDNA functions 
as an organisational intelligence layer responsible for preserving brand, 
governance, organisational standards, and contextual consistency 
across multiple AI vendors and specialised agents. 

Within this architecture, AI systems remain replaceable. Claude, GPT, 
Gemini, local models, or future foundation models may participate 
interchangeably because continuity resides within the organisation 
rather than within any individual model. 

BDNA therefore demonstrates an important consequence of ACCPT. 

The methodology deliberately separates intelligence generation from 
knowledge governance. 

This distinction allows organisations to adopt future AI technologies 
without rebuilding institutional memory. 

7. Organisational Benefits 



 
Enterprise adoption of ACCPT produces several long-term advantages. 

• Knowledge survives personnel changes because it belongs to 
the organisation rather than individuals. 

• AI onboarding becomes increasingly efficient as project 
intelligence matures. 

• Architectural consistency improves because previous reasoning 
remains discoverable. 

• Cross-project learning accelerates without compromising 
project autonomy. 

• Governance becomes evidence-based rather than procedural. 

 
Most importantly, AI ceases to behave as a collection of disconnected  
assistants and instead becomes a coordinated organisational capability. 

 
 
Future Directions 

Enterprise ACCPT intentionally avoids prescribing specific 
implementation technologies. Knowledge graphs, vector databases, 
retrieval systems, and orchestration platforms will inevitably evolve. The 
methodology should remain stable despite these changes. 

Future research may explore automated knowledge extraction, 
confidence scoring, organisational reasoning models, dynamic 
governance policies, and long-term human–AI co-evolution. None of 
these developments alter the central proposition established 
throughout this series. 

Continuity belongs to the project. 

Projects belong to organisations. 



Knowledge should therefore belong to the organisation rather than any 
individual contributor. 

Conclusion 
Artificial intelligence is rapidly becoming a permanent participant in 
knowledge work. Yet intelligence alone does not create effective 
collaboration. Sustainable collaboration requires continuity, 
governance, accountability, and shared understanding. 

ACCPT proposes that these qualities emerge not from increasingly 
capable models, but from disciplined methodologies that preserve 
context independently of any individual participant. Across four papers, 
this series has established the theoretical foundations, operational 
protocol, implementation architecture, and organisational model 
required to achieve trustworthy human–AI collaboration at increasing 
scales. 

The contribution of ACCPT is therefore not another AI framework or 
software platform. It is a methodology for engineering continuity itself. 
As AI systems continue to evolve, organisations that invest in preserving 
and governing their collective knowledge will remain resilient regardless 
of which models, tools, or vendors ultimately shape the future of 
intelligent work. 

 ##


