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“We’re 
witnessing an 

era-defining shift 
from the 

theoretical to the 
actual, and we’re 

only in its 
opening rounds.”





METR, “Measuring AI Ability to Complete Long Tasks (Mar. 22, 2025)



It’s a race to be second. It makes strategic 
sense for smaller law firms to keep an eye on 
their deeper-pocketed rivals to see how they 
adopt AI and what results they’re posting. 
The problem, however, comes when a fast 
follower waits too long to start its own 
adoption. That’s why lawyers should be 
familiarizing themselves with the practical 
usage of AI now. The more fluent they are 
with AI-fueled technology, the easier their 
firm’s widescale adoption of the technology 
becomes — because the learning curve will 
get steeper every month.
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Exercising Professional 
Judgment: Lawyers must 
exercise their professional 
judgment in conjunction 
with AI-generated content, 
and recognize that AI is a 
tool that assists but does 
not replace legal expertise 
and analysis. 



Time & Cost Savings: Faster drafting, more accurate 
research, improved client satisfaction.

Mastering Prompt Engineering: Key to leveraging AI 
benefits while maintaining ethical standards.

AI is a co-counsel, not a substitute for human judgment.





Competence (ABA Model Rule 1.1): Lawyers must understand GenAI’s 
capabilities and risks—or consult an AI expert.



“Lawyers must 
be competent in 

the use of AI 
technologies.”



Competence (ABA Model Rule 1.1): Lawyers must understand GenAI’s 
capabilities and risks—or consult an AI expert.

Communication (ABA Model Rule 1.4): Disclose and consult clients on AI 
usage if it’s relevant; secure informed consent for sensitive uses.



“It is further understood and agreed that Attorney may utilize artificial 
intelligence (“AI”) tools and technologies in representing Client. Such AI 
technologies may include, but are not limited to, analyzing documents, 
performing legal research, preparing or drafting documents, and 
summarizing evidence or other information related to Client’s case. 
Attorney shall supervise and review all work generated by AI to ensure 
compliance with professional standards, ethical obligations, and the 
protection of Client’s confidentiality. Client hereby acknowledges and 
consents to Attorney’s use of AI in connection with Attorney’s 
representation of Client as set forth herein.”



Competence (ABA Model Rule 1.1): Lawyers must understand GenAI’s 
capabilities and risks—or consult an AI expert.

Communication (ABA Model Rule 1.4): Disclose and consult clients on AI 
usage if it’s relevant; secure informed consent for sensitive uses.

Confidentiality (ABA Model Rule 1.6): Don’t feed privileged info to public AI 
without safeguards.



(c)  A lawyer shall make 
reasonable efforts to prevent the 
inadvertent or unauthorized 
disclosure of, or unauthorized 
access to, information relating to 
the representation of a client.







            





Competence (ABA Model Rule 1.1): Lawyers must understand GenAI’s 
capabilities and risks—or consult an AI expert.

Communication (ABA Model Rule 1.4): Disclose and consult clients on AI 
usage if it’s relevant; secure informed consent for sensitive uses.
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without safeguards.

 Fees (ABA Model Rule 1.5): No “double-billing” for AI’s timesaving 
advantage; lawyers can charge for time refining prompts and reviewing.



Prompt Engineering and Refinement
Quality Control and Output Review

Confidentiality and Data Security Management
Customized Document Preparation

Communication and Client Education
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reliance on “hallucinations” or fake citations.
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Meritorious Claims and Contentions (PA Model Rule 3.1): Lawyer is 
responsible for baseless arguments.







“Only two out of the twenty-four 
case citations in appellant’s brief 

are genuine.”

“[A]ppellant's cited statutory and rule authorities 
do not state what appellant claims . . . . For 

instance, some statutes and rules concern a 
completely different legal matter than what 

appellant purports, while others misstate the 
substance of the law.“

"Appellant's apology 
notwithstanding, the deed had been 

done, and this court must wrestle 
with the results." 

Appellant is ordered to pay 
$10,000 to Respondent in 

damages for filing a frivolous 
appeal. 



Meritorious Claims and Contentions (PA Model Rule 3.1): Lawyer is 
responsible for baseless arguments.

 Supervision (PA Model Rule 5.1): Just as you would supervise a paralegal, 
junior associate, outside consultants, etc.



Wadsworth & 
Wadsworth v. 
Walmart Inc. & Jetson 
Electric Bikes, LLC, 
2:23-CV-118-KHR (D. 
Wy. Feb. 24, 2025)

AI models are trained on data, and they learn to make predictions 
by finding patterns in the data. However, the accuracy of these 
predictions often depends on the quality and completeness of the 
training data. If the training data is incomplete, biased, or otherwise 
flawed, the AI model may learn incorrect patterns, leading to 
inaccurate predictions or hallucinations.

Motions in Limine that cited nine cases, but eight did not exist.

• Promptly withdrawing the Motions in Limine;
• Being honest and forthcoming about the use of AI;
• Paying opposing counsels’ fees for defending the Motions in 

Limine; and
• Implementing policies, safeguards, and training to prevent 

another occurrence in the future (and providing proof of such 
measures).

the Court recommends attorneys should––at the very least––
follow these steps to remediate the situation prior to the issuance 
of any sanction.



Wadsworth & 
Wadsworth v. 
Walmart Inc. & Jetson 
Electric Bikes, LLC, 
2:23-CV-118-KHR (D. 
Wy. Feb. 24, 2025)

As the drafter, Mr. Ayala will receive the highest sanction. 
First, the Court will revoke his pro hac vice status.
the Court will order Mr. Ayala to pay a three-thousand-dollar 
($3,000) fine.

Because Mr. Morgan was not the drafter, he 
will be sanctioned less severely. The
Court will not revoke his pro hac vice 
admission. However, the Court will impose a
sanction of a one-thousand-dollar ($1,000) 
fine. As noted above, he failed to adhere to his
obligations under Rule 11.

The Court will also impose a sanction of a 
one-thousand-dollar ($1,000) fine on Ms.
Goody. She serves as local counsel



Kohls & Franson v. Ellison & Larson, 24-cv-3754 
(D. Minn. Jan, 10, 2025)

Professor Hancock, who subsequently admitted that his declaration 
inadvertently included citations to two non-existent academic articles, and 
incorrectly cited the authors of a third article. ECF No. 37 at 3–4. These errors 
apparently originated from Professor Hancock’s use of GPT-4o—a generative 
AI tool—in drafting his declaration. ECF No. 39 ¶¶ 11, 21. GPT-4o provided 
Professor Hancock with fake citations to academic articles, which Professor 
Hancock failed to verify before including them in his declaration. Id. ¶¶ 12–14. 

To be clear, the Court does not fault Professor Hancock for using 
AI for research purposes. AI, in many ways, has the potential to 
revolutionize legal practice for the better 



The irony.

The Court thus adds its voice to a growing chorus of courts around the country declaring 
the same message: verify AI-generated content in legal submissions! 

Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 11 imposes a “personal, nondelegable responsibility” to 
“validate the truth and legal reasonableness of the papers filed” in an action. 

The Court suggests that an “inquiry reasonable under the circumstances,” 
Fed. R. Civ. P. 11(b), may now require attorneys to ask their witnesses 
whether they have used AI in drafting their declarations and what they have 
done to verify any AI-generated content. 

Kohls & Franson v. Ellison & Larson, 24-cv-3754 
(D. Minn. Jan, 10, 2025)



Meritorious Claims and Contentions (PA Model Rule 3.1): Lawyer is 
responsible for baseless arguments.

 Supervision (PA Model Rule 5.1): Just as you would supervise a paralegal, 
junior associate, outside consultants, etc.

 Unauthorized Practice of Law (PA Model Rule 5.5): Programmers are not 
lawyers, so make sure AI is not providing legal advice.



Meritorious Claims and Contentions (PA Model Rule 3.1): Lawyer is 
responsible for baseless arguments.

 Supervision (PA Model Rule 5.1): Just as you would supervise a paralegal, 
junior associate, outside consultants, etc.

 Unauthorized Practice of Law (PA Model Rule 5.5): Programmers are not 
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Conflicts of Interest (PA Model Rule 1.7): Do not input any confidential 
information of a client into AI that lacks adequate confidentiality and security 
protections.



Mitigation: Use enterprise or law-firm-specific AI 
that does not feed data into public models.

Ensure your professional liability carrier is aware; 
some carriers have addendums covering AI 
usage.
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AI is a Tool, 
Not a Substitute

Balance Benefits 
with Ethics



Mid Central Operating 
Engineers Health and Welfare 
Fund v. Hoosiervac LLC., 
2:24-cv-00326-JPH-MJD 
(S.D. Ind. Feb. 21, 2025)

"It is really inexcusable for any lawyer to fail, as 
a matter of routine, to Shepardize all cited cases 
(a process that has been made much simpler 
today than it was in the past, given the facility 
for doing so under Westlaw or LEXIS)."

RECOMMENDS that Mr. Ramirez be sanctioned 
$15,000 for his violations in this case—$5,000 for 
each of the three briefs

REFERS the matter of Mr. Ramirez's misconduct in 
this case to the Chief Judge pursuant to Local Rule 
of Disciplinary Enforcement 2(a)

ORDERED to provide a copy of this order to the 
chief executive officer of his client



Rule 11 requires counsel to study the law before 
representing its contents to a federal court. An empty 
head but a pure heart is no defense. The Rule requires 
counsel to read and consider before litigating. Counsel 
who puts the burden of study and illumination on the 
defendants or the court must expect to pay attorneys’ fees 
under the Rule.

Nevertheless, much like a chain saw or other useful by 
potentially dangerous tools, one must understand the 
tools they are using and use those tools with caution. It 
should go without saying that any use of artificial 
intelligence must be consistent with counsel's ethical 
and professional obligations. In other words, the use of 
artificial intelligence must be accompanied by the 
application of actual intelligence in its execution.

Mid Central Operating 
Engineers Health and Welfare 
Fund v. Hoosiervac LLC., 
2:24-cv-00326-JPH-MJD 
(S.D. Ind. Feb. 21, 2025)



Parties and counsel are responsible for ensuring 
that their filings with the court, including briefs, 
shall be carefully checked for truthfulness and 
accuracy as the rules already require. 

“I used AI” will not be an excuse
 for an otherwise sanctionable offense.” 
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