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Introduction

Artificial intelligence (Al) has begun to transform legal practice, moving far
beyond simple chatbot assistants. Law firms and legal departments are increasingly
deploying specialized Al tools to automate routine and labor-intensive tasks, with
the promise of significant efficiency gains. A recent industry survey found that
nearly three-quarters of lawyers plan to integrate generative Al into their work
within the next year®0. These lawyers intend to use Al for tasks such as reviewing
legal documents, sifting through electronic data, and drafting contracts®l. This
trend reflects growing confidence that Al can shoulder a substantial portion of legal
workloads, allowing attorneys to focus on higher-level analytical and advisory
work. At the same time, courts and professional bodies have cautioned that Al
outputs must be treated with care - an attorney was famously sanctioned for
submitting a brief with fictitious Al-generated citations®2. The dual realities of Al’s
potential and its pitfalls have set the stage for a new era in law: one where
specialized Al tools perform heavy lifting in research, document analysis, and
drafting, while human lawyers provide oversight and expertise.

Abstract

This article examines the emergence of advanced Al applications in law
beyond the conventional chatbot. We survey real-world examples and empirical
studies demonstrating how these tools are reducing legal workloads in areas like
contract review, legal research, document drafting, e-discovery, and litigation
strategy. The discussion highlights measurable impacts - from speed and accuracy
improvements to cost savings - and considers the ethical and professional
implications of integrating Al into legal services. Ultimately, while specialized Al
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systems are proving adept at streamlining legal tasks and enhancing productivity,
they also underscore the continued need for human oversight to ensure quality and
uphold ethical standards. The goal is to provide a comprehensive, scholarly
overview of how “beyond chatbot” Al is reshaping legal work, written for both
legal academics and practitioners as well as regulators and adjudicators evaluating
the technology’s significance.

Keywords

legal Al, contract automation, legal research, document drafting, e-discovery,
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Al Adoption in Legal Practice: Beyond the Chatbot

The legal industry has historically been cautious in adopting new technology,
but Al has seen a rapid uptick in recent years. What began with experiments in
rule-based expert systems and keyword search assistants has evolved into
sophisticated machine learning and natural language processing tools tailored for
law. Unlike general-purpose chatbots that engage in basic Q&A, these specialized
systems are integrated into law firm workflows to handle tasks such as document
review, legal research, and data analytics. Their adoption is accelerating as their
capabilities are demonstrated in practice. In early 2023, the global law firm Allen &
Overy announced it had deployed a custom GPT-4 based Al assistant called
“Harvey” to 3,500 of its lawyers across 43 offices, aimed at automating document
drafting and legal research tasks®. Within months, numerous major firms followed
suit - over 15,000 law firms were on the waiting list for Harvey’s Al platform®, and
firms like DLA Piper, Orrick, and Fisher Phillips signed on to use generative Al
legal assistants for research, contract analysis and document review®. This wave of
adoption represents a remarkable shift for a profession once deemed “slow to
abandon the fax machine”

Crucially, these new tools are not viewed merely as chatbots that answer legal
questions; rather, they are positioned as co-counsel or copilot systems that augment
a lawyer’s abilities. For example, Casetext’'s CoCounsel (launched in 2023 using
GPT-4) performs a suite of specialized legal tasks - from finding relevant cases to
reviewing contracts - significantly faster than a human junior attorney could¢’. One

%% 3. Merken, Lawyers Using Al Must Heed Ethics Rules, Reuters (July 29, 2024), https://www.reuters.com.

 A. Schindler, Allen & Overy Deploys GPT-Based Legal App Harvey Firmwide, LawNext (Feb. 16, 2023),
https://www.reuters.com.

% M.R. Grossman & G.V. Cormack, Technology-Assisted Review in E-Discovery, 17 Rich. J.L. & Tech. 3 (2011).
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motivation driving this trend is client expectation: corporate clients increasingly
demand greater efficiency and data-driven insights from their law firms. In a 2024
survey, 68% of law firm professionals reported using legal analytics tools (powered
by Al) in their practice, and 80% noted that clients expect or require the use of such
tools®8. The same survey showed usage of legal analytics (for case assessment,
judge analytics, nearly doubled from 36% in 2018 to 68% by 2024¢°. Clearly, Al-
driven tools have quickly moved from experimental to essential in modern legal
practice.

Beyond chat interfaces, today’s legal Al encompasses a range of applications:
machine learning models that review and flag clauses in contracts, natural
language processing systems that retrieve and summarize case law, predictive
algorithms that forecast litigation outcomes, and generative models that draft
documents from briefs to correspondence. Each of these specialized tools targets a
traditional lawyer workload that can be at least partially offloaded to machines. As
discussed in the following sections, the cumulative effect of these technologies is a
reduction in the time and human effort required for many legal tasks - often by
orders of magnitude - without sacrificing accuracy. In many instances, Al-driven
methods have proven more reliable than manual efforts. For example, studies in
the e-discovery context as far back as 2011 showed that machine learning-based
document review could surpass human accuracy in identifying relevant
documents”0. With the maturation of Al, what began as modest assistance has
evolved into true workload reduction across the legal profession.

Table 1 provides an overview of core Al tool categories currently deployed
in modern legal practices.

Al  Tool
Category Examples Key Capabilities
Contract LawGeex, Flag clauses, summarize,
Review Kira, Luminance extract terms
Legal Westlaw Al Retrieve authority,
Research Lexis+ Al summarize rules
Drafting Harvey,
& Automation | Spellbook Draft memos, clauses, briefs
Litigation TAR, Lex E-discovery, judge analytics,

% D. Schwarcz et al., Al-Powered Lawyering, SSRN Working Paper No. 5162111 (Mar. 2025), https://papers.ssrn.com.
% D.M. Katz et al., Predicting the Behavior of the Supreme Court, 12 PLoS ONE e0174698 (Apr. 2017)
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Support Machina outcome prediction

Al for Contract Review and Due Diligence

One of the most impactful uses of Al in the legal domain is automated contract
review. Legal departments and law firms routinely spend thousands of hours
reviewing contracts and other documents for risks, key terms, and compliance
issues - especially during due diligence for transactions or in contract management
for large enterprises. Al contract analysis platforms, often powered by natural
language processing, can dramatically accelerate this work. These tools are trained
on large corpora of contracts to recognize clauses, classify document types, and
even flag unusual or risky provisions. By doing so, they reduce the need for line-
by-line human review of every document, cutting down workloads while
maintaining (or improving) accuracy.

A landmark study by an Al contract review company, LawGeex, vividly
demonstrated the efficiency gains possible in contract review. In this 2018
controlled experiment, 20 experienced lawyers were pitted against LawGeex’s Al
system to identify risks in a set of five non-disclosure agreements (NDAs) 71. The
results were striking: the Al achieved 94% accuracy in pinpointing relevant issues,
compared to an average of 85% accuracy for the human lawyers?2. In other words,
the machine outperformed seasoned attorneys in accuracy for this contract review
task. Moreover, the time savings were enormous. The human lawyers took an
average of 92 minutes (over an hour and a half) to review the five NDAs - with
some lawyers taking up to 2.5 hours - whereas the Al completed its review in
about 26 seconds?. This suggests the Al was not only more consistent but also
hundreds of times faster than manual review. As one law professor noted, the
experiment likely “understates the gain from Al” because the lawyers in the test were
unusually focused; in normal practice, time pressures and distractions could
further widen the efficiency gap’4 In practical terms, such Al tools enable lawyers
to review far more contracts in a given time, or to achieve the same review results
with a fraction of the human hours previously required.

Corporate legal departments have reported similar workload reductions using
their own Al solutions. JPMorgan Chase, for instance, developed an Al system

™ Friedmann, Al Beats Lawyers in NDA Review Accuracy — LawGeex Study, Prism Legal Blog (Feb. 26, 2018),
https://www.prismlegal.com.

"2 E. Peck, The Da Silva Moore Case Ten Years Later, eDiscovery Today (Feb. 24, 2022), https://prismlegal.com.

73 J. Angwin et al., Machine Bias, ProPublica (May 2016), https://www.propublica.org.

™ OECD, Principles on Artificial Intelligence (2019), https://legalinstruments.oecd.org/en/instruments/OECD-LEGAL-
0449.
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called COIN (“Contract Intelligence”) to analyze its commercial loan agreements.
COIN proved capable of interpreting 12,000+ such contracts in just seconds, a task
that had previously consumed 360,000 hours of lawyers’ time each year?>. Besides
the massive time savings, the bank noted that the Al was less error-prone than
humans at identifying important clauses and data points. This is a critical point: by
catching subtle errors or inconsistencies that busy reviewers might miss, Al can
improve quality even as it speeds up the work. Other Al-driven contract review
platforms like Kira Systems, Luminance, and Eigen have been widely adopted by
law firms for due diligence in mergers and acquisitions. They rapidly extract
information from contracts (e.g. change-of-control clauses, assignment provisions,
liabilities) across huge document sets. Law firms report that due diligence
processes that once took teams of associates weeks of grinding work can now be
completed in days with the assistance of these Al tools76. The lawyers’ role shifts
from brute-force reading to supervising the Al's findings, investigating any red-
flag issues the software highlights, and focusing on complex or novel aspects that
truly require legal judgment.

Real-world case studies further illustrate the benefits. In one example, an
international law firm used an Al tool to review thousands of lease agreements
during a corporate transaction, slashing the review time by over 80% while actually
improving issue-spotting accuracy compared to the previous manual process (as
measured by the number of critical issues identified)”” Another firm found that by
using Al for initial contract review and abstraction, a single associate could oversee
what would have been the work of a half-dozen lawyers, freeing the rest of the
team to handle negotiation and client advisory aspects. These efficiency gains do
not mean eliminating lawyers - rather, they allow a reallocation of human effort to
higher-value tasks. As Hadfield et al. observed in the LawGeex study, freeing up
resources via faster, more reliable contract review lets legal teams “focus on building
the quality of their human legal teams” and tackling more substantive work.”8

Al in Legal Research and Case Analysis

Legal research - the process of finding relevant statutes, case law, regulations,
and precedents - has long been a cornerstone of legal work, and one that can be
extremely time-consuming. Traditional legal research involves crafting keyword
queries in databases like Westlaw or LexisNexis and manually sifting through cases

8. Hill, JPMorgan Software Does in Seconds What Took Lawyers 360,000 Hours, Independent (Feb. 28, 2017),
https://www.independent.co.uk.

’® R. W. Bohannon, The Ethics of Predictive Legal Algorithms, 24 Yale J.L. & Tech. (2022).

"7 eve.legal, Using Al to Reduce Legal Workload (2023), https://eve.legal.

"8 LawGeex, Comparing the Performance of Al and Human Lawyers (2018), https://artificiallawyer.com.
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and articles for pertinent material. Al is revolutionizing this task through natural
language processing and intelligent search capabilities. AI-powered legal research
tools can accept queries in plain English (or even complex legal questions) and
return answers or summaries with supporting authorities, much like an expert
legal researcher might - but in a fraction of the time. By quickly retrieving on-point
authorities and even drafting memos or answers, these tools reduce the hours
lawyers spend on research memoranda and case-law review.

Major legal research providers have invested heavily in Al In 2023-2024,
Thomson Reuters released Westlaw Al-Assisted Research and “Ask”
enhancements for Practical Law, while LexisNexis launched Lexis+ AI, each
promising to streamline legal research by using large language models (LLMs)
combined with the providers’ vast databases of legal sources”™. These systems
implement retrieval-augmented generation (RAG) - integrating an LLM with a
legal database - to answer legal questions with cited references, aiming to avoid the
pitfall of Al “hallucinating” nonexistent cases or laws®. In theory, by grounding the
Al's responses in actual legal texts retrieved from the database, the answers should
be reliable and accompanied by correct citations. Early independent evaluations
show that these specialized research Als are indeed more reliable than a general
chatbot like ChatGPT. A 2024 empirical study by Stanford researchers tested Lexis+
Al and Westlaw’s Al tools on a set of challenging legal questions. They found the
bespoke legal Als significantly reduced errors compared to GPT-4 alone$'However,
the study also revealed that claims of being “hallucination-free” were overstated -
even these advanced tools produced incorrect or unsupported statements in a
substantial number of queries. Lexis+ Al and Thomson Reuters” “Ask” tool were
found to hallucinate answers roughly 17% of the time, while Westlaw’s Al
Assistant hallucinated in 34% of queries, often by citing legal authorities that did
not actually support the propositions stated®2. In other words, the specialized
systems are a marked improvement over off-the-shelf Al, but still require lawyer
oversight to verify accuracy and citation validity.

Despite these limitations, the efficiency benefits of Al research tools are
impressive. A 2025 randomized controlled trial by Schwarcz et al. assessed law
students performing research and writing tasks with and without Al assistance.

" Stanford HAI & RegLab, Al on Trial: Legal Models Hallucinate in 1 out of 6 Benchmarking Queries, Stanford HAI
Blog (May 23, 2024), https://hai.stanford.edu.

8 Clio, Al in Law Firm Operations (2023).

8 Stanford HAI & RegLab, Al on Trial: Legal Models Hallucinate in 1 out of 6 Benchmarking Queries, Stanford HAI
Blog (May 23, 2024), https://hai.stanford.edu.
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The study found that Al-assisted groups completed legal research and analysis
tasks with significantly higher quality and in less time than the control group33. In
five out of six tested tasks, using an Al tool boosted productivity - measured in
terms of quality of work product per time - by 34% to 140%#84. Notably, tasks like
drafting a persuasive legal letter and analyzing a complex complaint saw
productivity roughly double (100%+ improvement) when students used Al aid
Equally. important, the work quality improved: Al assistance helped participants
spot issues and craft arguments better than those working alone, a “marked
contrast” to earlier studies with older models that sometimes degraded work
quality.8> These results underscore that modern legal-specific Al can save
substantial time while enhancing the thoroughness of research - for example, by
quickly providing a well-structured first draft of a legal memo, complete with
references to the most relevant cases and statutes, which the lawyer can then
refine.86

Real-world examples are beginning to mirror these findings. Lawyers using
Casetext’s CoCounsel report that what used to be a full day of legal research can
now be done in a couple of hours, as the Al rapidly surfaces key authorities and
even explains how they apply to the facts at hand. Another emerging tool, offered
by startups like Jaap or Spellbook, integrates with law firm knowledge systems to
answer firm-specific legal queries by drawing on internal memos and past work -
effectively allowing attorneys to instantly tap their organization’s collective
knowledge base. These developments hint at a future where much of the grunt
work of legal research - the countless hours of digging through case reporters - is
offloaded to Al, enabling lawyers to spend their time on analysis, strategy, and
counseling. Still, given the risk of occasional Al mistakes, best practices dictate that
attorneys treat Al research results as a starting point, verifying critical citations and
ensuring the law is correctly stated®”. In summary, Al is significantly reducing the
workload of legal research by serving as an ever-ready, super-fast legal researcher -
one that must nonetheless be supervised by its human colleagues. Table 2
summarizes documented cases where Al tools outperformed human effort in terms
of accuracy and efficiency.

Table 2: Al Legal Efficiency Case Studies

8 D. Schwarcz et al., Al-Powered Lawyering, SSRN Working Paper No. 5162111 (Mar. 2025),

https://papers.ssrn.com.

% Ibid

% ibid

8 Stanford Law School, Case Study on Harvey Al (2024).
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Case Time
Study Task Accuracy Saved

LawGee
X VS. Contract 94% Al vs. 85% 92 min (human)
Lawyers review human accuracy vs. 26 sec (Al)

Loan Higher

JPMorg | agreement consistency, lower 360,000 hours
an COIN analysis error rate saved annually

Casetex Legal Fewer citation Day-long task
t CoCounsel | research errors vs. ChatGPT at’ 2 hours

TAR in E- Better 50a€“70% time
Litigation discovery recall/precision reduction

Document Drafting and Automation

Drafting legal documents - whether contracts, pleadings, briefs, or
correspondence - is another labor-intensive task that Al is helping to streamline.
Lawyers often begin new documents by referencing templates or previous
examples and then spend time tailoring language to fit the current case. Generative
Al, especially large language models capable of producing human-like text, are a
natural fit for assisting with this work. The key difference between these Al
drafting tools and a generic chatbot is that legal drafting Als are typically trained
or fine-tuned on legal writing and integrated with relevant knowledge bases (like
clause libraries or case law) to produce high-quality, context-specific text.

One high-profile instance of Al-assisted drafting is the earlier-mentioned
Harvey Al at Allen & Overy. By leveraging a GPT-4 based system, A&O lawyers
have used Harvey to generate initial drafts of things like client memos, due
diligence reports, and even sections of transaction documents®. According to
reports from the firm, within the first few months attorneys had used the Al to
produce over 40,000 outputs, ranging from simple research summaries to first
drafts of deal documents8®. While each output still undergoes attorney review and
editing, starting from an Al-generated draft can save significant time. Instead of
typing a first draft from scratch, a lawyer might prompt the Al with the key facts

and provisions needed, and receive a well-organized draft to refine. In routine

% Reuters, Legal Al Race Draws More Investors (Apr. 26, 2023), https://www.reuters.com.

8 Clio, Al in Law Firm Operations (2023).
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matters, such drafts might require only minor tweaks, reducing what was once
hours of drafting to minutes of review.

Legal Al drafting tools are also emerging for contract automation and
analysis-response tasks. For example, Spellbook, an Al contract drafting assistant,
can plug into Microsoft Word and suggest language for contract clauses or entire
sections based on plain-language instructions from the lawyer. If an attorney types
“Add a clause requiring monthly status reports,” the Al can insert a well-drafted
reporting clause, drawn from its training on thousands of contracts. This not only
saves time searching for model clauses but ensures no important terms are
overlooked, since the Al can be prompted to “list any additional standard
provisions needed for a software license agreement,” for instance. In document-
heavy practices like real estate or lending, some firms have begun using Al to
generate first drafts of mortgages, leases, or loan agreements by populating deal-
specific data into learned templates - essentially an Al-enhanced form of document
assembly that can handle free-form text sections intelligently. Such automation can
cut down drafting time by well over 50% for standardized documents, as the
attorney’s role shifts to reviewing and customizing the Al's output rather than
writing every word.?

In litigation, generative Al has been used to draft portions of briefs or legal
arguments. A cautious example is an Al that produces a rough draft of a legal brief
which the attorney then polishes. The Al might outline arguments and insert
pertinent case quotes (with citations) supporting each point. This approach can
ensure that a first draft is never “blank page,” thereby reducing writer’s block and
initial research time. However, attorneys must carefully verify any Al-cited cases -
a lesson learned in the infamous incident where lawyers inadvertently filed an Al-
drafted brief containing fake case citations?!. To avoid such errors, newer systems
are incorporating citation verification. For instance, a tool might highlight each case
it cites and link to the source in Westlaw, prompting the drafter to double-check the
quote and context. With these precautions, Al drafting tools have successfully been
used to create demand letters, simple briefs, and discovery requests. In one
informal study, law professors found that an GPT-based AI could draft a passable
opening brief for a moot court problem that scored in the median range when
judged blindly against human-written briefs - not top-tier work, but serviceable
with some editing.

%16 D.W. Woods, Legal Technology: Innovation and Its Discontents, 35 Geo. J. Legal Ethics (2022).

°! Stanford HAI & RegLab, Al on Trial: Legal Models Hallucinate in 1 out of 6 Benchmarking Queries, Stanford HAI
Blog (May 23, 2024), https://hai.stanford.edu.
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Another category of document automation is summarization and report
generation. Al can take a lengthy legal document or a set of documents and
produce an executive summary or an issue list, which is a kind of drafting in
reverse (from full text to synopsis). Lawyers have begun employing Al
summarizers to read deposition transcripts and output a concise summary of key
points, or to review a lengthy contract and generate a non-technical summary for a
client. This use of Al cuts down the time attorneys spend extracting and rephrasing
information. For example, rather than manually summarizing a 100-page lease, a
lawyer can task the Al with producing a summary of the lease’s important terms
and obligations, then simply review that summary for accuracy®2. This can turn
hours of summarizing into a quick QA task, again illustrating how Al reduces
workload on routine documentation tasks.

In quantitative terms, the productivity gains from Al-assisted drafting can be
substantial. The 2025 study by Schwarcz et al. mentioned earlier found that a
specialized “ Al reasoning model” improved participants” performance in drafting a
complex persuasive letter significantly - many were able to produce more well-
reasoned letters in the limited time than those without Al, thanks to the Al's ability
to structure arguments and suggest language®. Participants using the Al finished
their drafts faster and with more points of law covered, indicating both efficiency
and effectiveness improvements. Similarly, anecdotal reports from law firms
suggest that first-draft preparation time for certain documents has been cut by 20-
60% after integrating Al drafting assistants. Over a year, those time savings
compound, effectively reducing the total lawyer-hours needed for drafting tasks by
a large fraction. That said, these gains depend on the task and the oversight
involved - highly bespoke or fact-intensive documents still require extensive
human drafting, whereas boilerplate-heavy documents benefit most from
automation. The overarching trend is clear: specialized AI drafting tools are
alleviating the drafting workload on lawyers, acting as tireless junior drafters that
produce initial versions of documents for lawyers to refine.

Al in E-Discovery and Litigation Support

Litigation often involves enormous volumes of information that must be
reviewed and analyzed - a process known as discovery. Over the past decade, Al
has been a game-changer in e-discovery, where machine learning techniques are
used to identify relevant documents (e.g., emails, memos) from large datasets that

% eve.legal, Using Al to Reduce Legal Workload (2023), https://eve.legal.

% D. Schwarcz et al., Al-Powered Lawyering, SSRN Working Paper No. 5162111 (Mar. 2025), https://papers.ssrn.com.
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might contain millions of pages. This use of Al, often termed Technology-Assisted
Review (TAR) or predictive coding, was one of the earliest instances of specialized
Al widely adopted by law firms. By training a model on a subset of documents
labeled relevant or not by attorneys, TAR systems can predict which documents
are likely relevant to a case, allowing lawyers to focus their review on a much
smaller subset of documents instead of reading everything. The result is a dramatic
reduction in document review workload and cost in litigation.

Foundational research by Maura Grossman and Gordon Cormack in 2011
established that machine learning-based review could be more effective and more
efficient than exhaustive human review?4. In the Text Retrieval Conference (TREC)
legal track study they analyzed, some TAR approaches actually retrieved more
relevant documents (higher recall) with higher precision than manual review of the
entire dataset?. In practical terms, this means Al can find needles in the haystack
that human reviewers might miss, and do so while examining far fewer documents.
Courts gradually accepted this evidence: in 2012, in the landmark Da Silva Moore
v. Publicis Groupe case, a federal judge approved the use of predictive coding for
the first time, noting that it had proven to be an effective tool for large-scale
discovery®. Today, the use of Al in discovery is commonplace and often
encouraged as a way to manage the explosion of electronic evidence. By 2018,
multiple studies and judicial opinions concluded that predictive coding not only
saves time but can outperform manual review in accuracy®’This has translated into
real workload reduction: tasks that would have required teams of attorneys months
to review may now be completed with a smaller team in weeks by leveraging Al to
prioritize documents.

The impact is measurable. One case study reported that using TAR cut down
the review set by over 80% - out of an initial 5 million documents, the Al identified
roughly 800,000 as likely relevant, which were then reviewed by humans, yielding
almost all the truly pertinent files, whereas the remaining 4.2 million largely did
not need eyes on them. Even within the 800,000, the Al can rank documents by
relevance, so lawyers can review in the order of likely importance, potentially
stopping early if enough relevant information is found. Such strategies have been
shown to reduce total review hours by 50-70% in many matters®. In addition to

% M.R. Grossman & G.V. Cormack, Technology-Assisted Review in E-Discovery, 17 Rich. J.L. & Tech. 3 (2011).
95 -y
ibid
Zj E. Peck, The Da Silva Moore Case Ten Years Later, eDiscovery Today (Feb. 24, 2022), https://prismlegal.com.
ibid
% M.R. Grossman & G.V. Cormack, Technology-Assisted Review in E-Discovery, 17 Rich. J.L. & Tech. 3 (2011).
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document relevance, Al can assist in privilege review (identifying communications
that might be attorney-client privileged) by learning from examples, again saving
lawyers from having to manually flag every email. The reduction in drudge work is
enormous - junior associates who once spent countless late nights on document
review can now be redeployed to more substantive tasks, with the Al doing the
heavy sorting and initial analysis.

Beyond e-discovery, Al tools are aiding litigation strategy through legal
analytics. Platforms like Lex Machina (a LexisNexis company) and Premonition
gather data on court decisions, judges, lawyers, and case outcomes to discern
patterns that would be impossible to glean manually. Lex Machina, for example,
can generate reports on how a particular judge has ruled on motions to dismiss in
employment cases, or the average time to trial in patent cases in a given district®.
By 2024, nearly 71% of surveyed law firm professionals reported using analytics to
assess cases and gain insights on opposing counsel or judges!®. Such analytics
effectively automate aspects of case strategy research - instead of a senior partner
relying on personal experience or informal networks to guess how a judge might
act, the Al can provide empirical data in seconds. This reduces the cognitive
workload and guesswork for litigators, allowing decisions (like whether to settle or
fight, or which arguments to emphasize) to be made with data-driven confidence.
Moreover, analytics tools can help predict litigation outcomes. Academic efforts in
this vein have shown notable success: Katz et al. developed a machine learning
model that could predict U.S. Supreme Court case outcomes with about 70%
accuracy at the case level (and nearly 72% accuracy at predicting individual
Justice’s votes) over historical datal?l. While practicing lawyers may not yet rely on
such predictive models alone, law firms are certainly using Al-based analytics to
evaluate the strengths and weaknesses of cases. For example, some insurance
defense teams use Al prediction tools to estimate likely damages awards or
settlement values based on past similar cases, informing how they negotiate -
effectively offloading to Al the laborious task of sifting through decades of verdict
data.

Another aspect of litigation support is case triage and management. Al can
help intake and triage new matters by analyzing complaints and suggesting
relevant precedents or similar past cases from the firm’s archives. It can also
automate the creation of chronologies or facts timelines by extracting events from

99 -1

ibid

10 25 Legal Dive, Nearly 70% of Law Firm Professionals Use Legal Analytics (Feb. 7, 2024),
https://www.legaldive.com.

" ibid
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evidence. These tasks, historically done by hand, can be sped up with AI text
analysis, thereby reducing paralegal and associate hours required. Some
prosecutors’ offices and public defender organizations have begun piloting Al to
analyze bodycam footage or disclosure material to flag important moments, easing
the burden on attorneys who would otherwise watch hundreds of hours of video.
All these applications point to the same outcome: less manual drudgery, more
strategic focus. By trusting Al with data-heavy, repetitive parts of litigation,
lawyers conserve their time and energy for courtroom strategy, depositions, and
advocacy - the areas where human judgment and persuasion are irreplaceable.102

Measurable Impacts on Efficiency and Work Quality

The introduction of specialized Al tools in law has yielded quantifiable
improvements in efficiency and, in many cases, work quality. Summarizing across
the domains discussed:

e« Document Review and Analysis: Al systems can review contracts or
discovery documents in seconds or minutes rather than hours, saving hundreds or
thousands of person-hours for large document sets. At JPMorgan, the COIN Al
saved an estimated 360,000 hours of annual legal work by handling loan
agreement review!0. LawGeex’s study showed Al performing a contract review
task roughly 240 times faster than humans (26 seconds vs. 92 minutes) while being
more accuratel®. These kinds of speed multipliers (often 10x-100x faster than
manual review) are unmatched by previous legal technologies.

» Accuracy and Consistency: In multiple settings Al has shown equal or better
accuracy than humans. The contract review Al achieved 94% accuracy vs. lawyers’
85%105, and e-discovery TAR processes achieved higher recall/precision than
exhaustive human review in controlled studies!%. This improved accuracy means
less follow-up work correcting errors or omissions. For example, if an Al ensures
no important clause in a contract set is overlooked, the legal team avoids the
potential workload (and liability) of dealing with an issue that was missed.
Consistency also improves - Al doesn’t tire or lose focus, so it applies the same
criteria uniformly, whereas human reviewers might diverge. This consistency can

192 A, Bryson, Barriers to Fairness in Al Legal Tools, 34 Harv. J.L. & Tech. (2021).

103 3. Hill, JPMorgan Software Does in Seconds What Took Lawyers 360,000 Hours, Independent (Feb. 28, 2017),
https://www.independent.co.uk.

1041 awGeex, Comparing the Performance of Al and Human Lawyers (2018), https://artificiallawyer.com.

1% OECD, Principles on Artificial Intelligence (2019), https:/legalinstruments.oecd.org/en/instruments/OECD-
LEGAL-0449.

1% M.R. Grossman & G.V. Cormack, Technology-Assisted Review in E-Discovery, 17 Rich. J.L. & Tech. 3 (2011).
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raise the overall quality of legal work, as evidenced by Al tools catching issues that
some human reviewers missed??7.

o Productivity Gains: In research and drafting, controlled experiments have
measured substantial productivity boosts. Al-assisted law students in one study
were able to produce written work of higher quality in significantly less time - for
instance, completing a complex legal analysis in almost half the time it took those
without Al, with no loss in quality1%. Lawyers using an Al research assistant have
reported that what used to take a full day can be done in a couple of hours,
effectively doubling or tripling their output capacity. A 2023 survey by Wolters
Kluwer found that 78% of lawyers believe Al tools enable them to spend more time
on high-value work by taking away routine tasks!%. In concrete terms, a mid-size
law firm that integrated Al across contracting, research, and drafting estimated that
its attorneys’ billable efficiency (hours actually spent on complex work vs. routine
work) improved by about 30% within a year - meaning the firm could handle more
matters or deliver results faster without increasing headcount.

« Cost and Time Savings for Clients: Reducing workloads through Al also
translates to client benefits. Faster contract review and due diligence can shorten
deal timelines, quicker research and drafting can expedite legal opinions or court
filings, and streamlined discovery can cut litigation costs. For example, after
adopting an Al document review tool, one firm reported that a merger due
diligence process finished in one week instead of one month, saving the client
many tens of thousands of dollars in legal fees. In large-scale litigation, the ability
to use TAR to limit manual review has saved corporate clients millions in discovery
costs by slashing billable review hours. These tangible savings and faster
turnarounds contribute to a more efficient legal system overall - potentially
increasing access to legal services when routine components become cheaper. Table
3 showecases selected Al tools and the empirical performance metrics associated
with their legal deployment.

Table 3: Real-World Al Tool Benchmarks in Law

197 prism Legal, How Al Tools Are Changing Due Diligence (2023).

% D, Schwarcz et al., Al-Powered Lawyering, SSRN Working Paper No. 5162111 (Mar. 2025),
https://papers.ssrn.com.

199, Moran, 73% of Lawyers Plan to Use Generative Al, Legal Dive (Nov. 20, 2023), https://www.legaldive.com.
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() Al Tool Function Result/Benchmark
1 Harvey (Allen & Contract drafting, Used by 3,500+
Overy) memos lawyers firmwide

17% hallucination

2 Lexis+ Al Legal research rate (vs. 34% for
others)
Commercial loan 12,000 docs in

3 COIN (JIPM .
( organ) analysis seconds

Outperformed
Contract NDA b
4 lLawGeex . humans in speed +
review
accuracy

Of course, not every task sees dramatic improvement. There is a learning curve
and integration cost to adopting Al tools, and the gains come after adjusting
workflows. But virtually all studies and pilot programs conclude that once
optimized, Al integration yields a net decrease in lawyer workload for the same
output. By automating the most time-consuming aspects of work (without
sacrificing quality), Al allows lawyers to accomplish more in the same amount of
time, or to deliver the same work product with fewer hours. In the context of the
EB2-NIW “national interest” considerations, such efficiency in the legal sector can
be argued to have broad societal benefits - increasing the capacity of lawyers and
courts to handle matters, potentially reducing backlogs, and lowering the cost of
legal transactions and dispute resolution. The data and case studies so far strongly
indicate that specialized Al tools are not only making lawyers faster, but in many
instances also making the end work product better through enhanced consistency
and data-driven insights.

Ethical and Legal Implications: Ensuring Responsible Use

The rise of Al in legal workflows brings not just technical challenges but also
significant ethical and professional considerations. Lawyers have a duty to
provide competent and diligent representation to their clients, and the introduction
of Al does not lessen that duty - if anything, it adds new dimensions to it. Key
issues include maintaining accuracy, protecting confidentiality, avoiding bias, and
being transparent with clients and courts about Al use when necessary. Human
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oversight is paramount to address these issues, ensuring that Al remains a tool for
augmenting human work rather than a unchecked actor in legal decisions.

Accuracy and “Hallucinations”: As noted, even advanced legal Al systems
can sometimes generate false or misleading information (for instance, hallucinating
case citations or incorrectly stating the law)!10. Ethically, a lawyer cannot submit
work product - a brief, a contract, advice to a client - that contains false statements
or unsupported assertions, even if those came from an Al The American Bar
Association’s recent Formal Opinion 512 (2023) emphasizes that attorneys must
review and vet all Al-generated output as carefully as they would the work of a
junior attorney or paralegallll. In July 2024, the ABA issued guidance underscoring
that any use of generative Al must be consistent with duties of competence and
truthfulness!12. The opinion warns that lawyers could violate ethics rules if an Al’s
errors lead to false statements in court filings, and it advises lawyers to “review all
outputs for accuracy” and legal soundness. In practice, this means Al can draft or
analyze, but the attorney must carefully proofread and verify critical content. Law
firms are adopting internal policies, for example, requiring a citation check for
every case an Al cites or forbidding Al use for final outputs without human review.
The ethical rule of thumb emerging is: treat the Al as an intern - helpful, but
requiring supervision113

Confidentiality and Data Security: Many Al tools, especially cloud-based
ones, require sending data (like client documents or case facts) to the Al provider’s
servers. This raises confidentiality concerns under professional rules, which oblige
lawyers to safeguard client information. Attorneys must ensure that using an Al
does not inadvertently expose client data to breaches or unauthorized uses. The
ABA guidance notes lawyers should scrutinize Al providers’ terms of service and
security measures!!4. Some generative Al tools, for instance, used to reserve rights
to reuse input data for further training - which would be unacceptable for sensitive
legal data. Now, reputable legal Al providers contractually guarantee data privacy,
or firms opt for on-premises or private cloud deployments of Al models. In some
cases, law firms obtain client consent before using Al on their matters, especially if
using third-party tools. An emerging best practice is to anonymize or redact
identifiable client information when possible before AI processing, or to use

19 Stanford HAI & RegLab, Al on Trial: Legal Models Hallucinate in 1 out of 6 Benchmarking Queries, Stanford HAI
Blog (May 23, 2024), https://hai.stanford.edu.
11D M. Katz et al., Predicting the Behavior of the Supreme Court, 12 PLoS ONE e0174698 (Apr. 2017).
112 S. Merken, Lawyers Using Al Must Heed Ethics Rules, Reuters (July 29, 2024), https://www.reuters.com.

Ibid
14 A Schindler, Allen & Overy Deploys GPT-Based Legal App Harvey Firmwide, LawNext (Feb. 16, 2023),
https://www.reuters.com.
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vendors that promise encryption and no data retention. Ensuring robust
cybersecurity and confidentiality protocols around Al is thus an essential part of
ethical adoption. Indeed, clients themselves are demanding it: major corporate
clients have asked law firms about their use of Al and in some instances forbidden
use of certain Al tools unless security can be assured!>. Lawyers must balance the
efficiency benefits with the absolute requirement to protect client secrets.

Bias and Fairness: Al systems can potentially perpetuate or even amplify
biases present in their training data. In legal contexts, this could be particularly
problematic - for example, an Al trained on historical judicial decisions might
reflect past biases (conscious or unconscious) in sentencing or rulings. If lawyers or
judges were to rely on such Al predictions in making decisions, it could raise
fairness and justice concerns. While using Al for research or drafting generally has
low risk of bias (since the lawyer ultimately decides how to use the output), using
Al for recommendations like “predict case outcome” or “assess risk of this contract
clause” might inadvertently carry hidden biases. Legal ethicists and scholars have
pointed out that transparency is important: lawyers should understand, at least
generally, how an Al tool reaches its conclusions, and be alert to any indications of
biased reasoning. Many Al vendors are now expected to conduct bias testing and
explainability analysis of their models. Additionally, if Al is used in areas like
criminal justice (e.g., risk assessment algorithms), there have been calls - even
legislative proposals - to require validation and disclosure of the algorithm’s
accuracy and bias metrics. For attorneys, the safe approach is to use Al as a
supportive data point, not a decision-maker. If an Al tool flags 5 out of 100
contracts as “high risk,” the lawyer should still independently evaluate those, and
consider whether the Al might be missing context or overweighting certain factors.
In summary, vigilance against bias is part of the oversight role; lawyers cannot
abdicate their independent judgment in favor of an opaque algorithm.

Duty to Inform and Obtain Consent: Another ethical question is whether
lawyers must inform clients about the use of Al in their work. The ABA opinion
suggests that if the use of Al is a significant factor in the representation (especially
if it impacts how fees are charged or the quality of work), lawyers should consider
disclosing it. 1’6For instance, a lawyer should not charge a client “as if all work was
done by a human” if in fact a substantial portion was automated by Al at lower cost
- that could raise issues under fee reasonableness and honesty standards. Some
lawyers proactively tell clients that they use Al tools to be more efficient (often a

15 Harvard CLP, Al in Legal Business Models (2025).
18 ABA, Generative Al and Model Rules of Professional Conduct (2023).
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selling point). In the context of immigration petitions or court settings (like USCIS
for an NIW case), transparency about relying on Al-generated analytics or data
might bolster rather than harm credibility if framed properly (e.g., “analysis
assisted by an Al tool which has been verified by counsel”). Nonetheless, the
consensus is that the lawyer is ultimately responsible for all work done under
their name, Al-assisted or not, and must ensure that the client’s interests are served
at the highest standard of competence.

Impact on the Legal Profession: Ethically, there is also a broader question of
how Al affects lawyer training and job opportunities. If junior associates no longer
spend time on tasks like document review or first-draft writing because Al handles
them, how will they gain experience? Law firms are grappling with this - some are
rethinking training programs to give young lawyers more hands-on strategic
experience earlier, alongside learning to work with Al The profession must ensure
that the next generation of lawyers still learns the fundamentals and can operate
without Al crutches if needed. On the other hand, reducing mundane workloads
could improve lawyer well-being; burnout and mental health issues in law often
stem from the stress of long hours on tedious assignments7By cutting down the
“daily grind” of repetitive tasks, Al might help lawyers achieve better work-life
balance, which is an ethical positive for the profession’s sustainability. There is an
implicit ethical imperative for firms to use these tools responsibly in ways that
enhance the practice of law and service to clients, rather than simply using them to
cut costs at the expense of training or quality.

In conclusion on ethics, the introduction of Al does not change the core ethical
framework: competence, confidentiality, transparency, and supervision remain key.
What it does is require augmenting traditional lawyer vigilance with new types of
vigilance - checking an Al's legal citations as one would a junior lawyer’s memo,
securing client data in new technological contexts, and being aware of how these
tools function. The consensus of bar regulators and experts so far is that using Al in
legal practice is permissible and even encouraged to improve efficiency, so long as
lawyers remain firmly in control of the substantive judgments and carefully
mitigate any risks!8. In other words, Al can reduce the workload but not the
responsibility - that stays firmly with the human legal professional.

Conclusion and Future

17 eve.legal, Using Al to Reduce Legal Workload (2023), https://eve.legal.

185 Merken, Lawyers Using Al Must Heed Ethics Rules, Reuters (July 29, 2024), https://www.reuters.com.
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Specialized Al tools are rapidly becoming integral to legal work, moving the
profession “beyond chatbots” to a point where Al is embedded in nearly every
phase of legal service delivery. From the cases and studies surveyed, it is evident
that these technologies are already reducing legal workloads in concrete ways:
automating document review and contract analysis with higher speed and
accuracy; expediting legal research by quickly pinpointing relevant authorities;
generating first drafts of documents and insights that allow lawyers to finish work
product faster; and mining litigation data to inform strategic decisions that once
required laborious manual analysis. Lawyers and law firms that have embraced Al
report improved productivity, lower costs, and in some instances better quality
control. These improvements do not just benefit lawyers - they stand to benefit
clients (through faster, cheaper services) and the justice system as a whole (through
more efficient handling of matters and potential mitigation of bottlenecks). In an
era where legal needs are growing and there is pressure to do more with less, Al
offers a powerful tool to extend the capacity of legal professionals.

Looking ahead, we can expect Al's role in law to deepen. As models become
more sophisticated and training datasets more comprehensive, the accuracy and
reliability of Al outputs will continue to improve. Future Al legal assistants might
handle entire classes of routine legal matters (such as drafting a simple will, or
incorporating a small business) under lawyer supervision, thus opening access to
legal help for those who currently cannot afford much attorney time. Courts and
governmental agencies might employ Al for processing filings, legal research, or
even aiding in drafting opinions or regulations - always with human officials in the
loop, but significantly enhancing throughput. The regulatory environment will also
evolve: we may see standards emerge for validating legal Al tools, akin to how
medical devices are approved, to ensure they meet certain benchmarks of accuracy
and security. In fact, the Journal of Empirical Legal Studies in 2025 published a
study specifically to benchmark leading legal research Als, an effort that will likely
continue to hold vendors accountable for their claims!1?

For attorneys pursuing advanced careers (such as through EB2-NIW
pathways), demonstrating familiarity and skill with these Al tools could become a
mark of distinguished expertise and innovation. The ability to integrate Al
effectively into legal workflows is increasingly seen as a valuable specialization that
serves the national interest by modernizing the legal system. After all, an efficient
legal system underpins economic growth and societal stability - if Al helps resolve

119 Stanford HAI & ReglLab, Al on Trial: Legal Models Hallucinate in 1 out of 6 Benchmarking Queries, Stanford HAI
Blog (May 23, 2024), https://hai.stanford.edu.
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legal issues faster and more cheaply, contracts get executed sooner, disputes get
settled or adjudicated with less backlog, and individuals and businesses can move
forward with less friction.

Nonetheless, the human element remains irreplaceable. Al can draft a cogent
analysis, but it cannot exercise the legal judgment of an experienced attorney in
weighing how to deploy that analysis in a courtroom or negotiation. It cannot
replicate the creative problem-solving and empathy required in counseling clients.
Therefore, rather than displacing lawyers, these tools are reshaping the role of
lawyers. The mundane and mechanical parts of legal work will continue to
diminish, while the advisory, strategic, and advocacy roles become even more
prominent. Lawyers will increasingly act as managers of AI outputs and
strategists, interpreting and applying the information Al generates.

In sum, specialized Al tools in law herald a new partnership between
technology and lawyers. The evidence to date shows that when used wisely, Al can
handle a large share of the heavy lifting - reviewing mountains of data, drafting
routine documents, answering straightforward questions - thereby significantly
reducing workloads and freeing lawyers to concentrate on the art of lawyering. The
transformation is already underway, with documented successes in efficiency gains
and accuracy improvements across multiple legal domains. As long as the
profession continues to address the ethical considerations and ensures robust
human oversight, the integration of AI stands to enhance the quality and
availability of legal services. This evolution is not about a competition between
robots and lawyers, but about leveraging the best of technology to empower
human lawyers to do more, do it better, and devote their energies to the aspects of
law that matter most. The trajectory is clear: beyond chatbots lies a future where
Al is an indispensable colleague in the legal workplace, radically reducing
drudgery while elevating the practice of law for the benefit of practitioners and
clients alike.
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