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From the
Director’s Desk.

The legal profession is standing at the edge of a structural shift. Technologies that
were once peripheral to legal work are now becoming central to how legal services
are researched, produced, delivered and experienced. This transition is not
incremental. It is reconfiguring roles, workflows, business models and the very

architecture of legal institutions.

This Thought Paper examines the structural changes reshaping the legal
ecosystem as technology moves from a supporting tool to an operating layer within
legal services. It considers how LegalTech is influencing professional workflows,
institutional design, business models and access to justice, while also engaging
with the responsibilities that accompany innovation in systems that affect rights,

obligations and dispute resolution.

Our intent is not to predict the future, but to provoke better questions. What should
be automated, what should remain human, how should legal institutions evolve, and
what kind of ecosystem will truly serve justice and society? We believe that the
answers to these questions will determine whether LegalTech becomes a force of

meaningful progress or merely another layer of complexity.

This paper is intended as a contribution to a wider and more forward-looking
conversation on the future of legal institutions. It encourages thoughtful engagement
with the opportunities and responsibilities that accompany technological change in

the legal ecosystem.

We hope this Thought Paper contributes to a deeper and more constructive

conversation about the future of law in a technology-driven world.

Divyaish Srivastava, Anand Verma
Directors
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The Rise of Legal Tech

Executive Summary

LegalTech is often described through product categories: research tools, contract
systems, automation platforms, litigation software, online dispute resolution and,
more recently, generative Al. That description is useful, but it is no longer sufficient.
The more important development is that technology is beginning to influence the
architecture of legal work itself - how information is found, how tasks are allocated,
how professional time is priced, how quality is supervised and how legal services

reach people and organisations.

This Thought Paper therefore does not attempt to catalogue the LegalTech market.

It asks a different set of questions. What changes when legal technology becomes
embedded in recurring workflows rather than used occasionally? What is the role of *
startups when the real opportunity is process redesign rather than software
substitution? Which parts of legal work can become scalable, and which parts
remain dependent on contextual judgment? How should institutions preserve

accountability when increasingly capable systems participate in legal production?

/ CENTRAL THESIS

| LegalTech is moving from a category of tools used by legal

lL\__. = professionals to an operating layer through which legal services
\X are researched, produced, delivered, supervised and accessed.
hed, produced, del d, sup d and ed

o0

Research approach

The analysis in this paper has been developed through internal qualitative research, issue-mapping

and structured reflection across legal practice, technology, entrepreneurship, organisational design
and justice delivery. It is a thought paper, not a market survey. It does not claim a statistically
representative dataset, nor does it depend on commercial market forecasts, vendor-sponsored
adoption studies or consulting benchmarks as the basis of its conclusions.

The purpose is interpretive: to identify structural patterns, test their implications and develop
propositions that can guide discussion among lawyers, founders, legal organisations, investors,
educators and public institutions. Where the paper uses framewaorks, matrices or models, they are
analytical constructs developed for this publication.
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The Rise of Legal Tech

The Argument in Brief

Seven propositions emerging from NextEra Policy’'s analysis of the LegalTech transition.

01

02

03

04

05

Tools are becoming infrastructure

The most consequential LegalTech products will be those embedded inside repeatable
workflows, institutional knowledge systems and client-delivery processes. Their value
will come from becoming difficult to remove, not merely easy to demonstrate.

Al changes the unit of automation

Earlier legal software automated fields, forms and workflows. Generative systems can
participate in language-intensive work itself. That moves the frontier from process
automation toward analysis, drafting and decision support.

Startups matter because they can redesign

A startup is not constrained to preserve the traditional sequence of legal work. It can
unbundle tasks, change interfaces, restructure pricing and create new service layers
around legal outcomes.

The economics of legal work will be rebalanced

When routine production takes less time, value shifts toward judgment, strategy,
verification, client understanding, negotiation and the design of reliable legal systems.

Trust becomes part of product architecture

Accuracy, confidentiality, explainability, source control, supervision and auditability
cannot be treated as external compliance requirements. In LegalTech, they are core
praduct qualities.

India is not merely an adoption market
Its scale, muiltilingual reality, uneven access, high-volume legal processes and technology

talent create conditions in which new forms of LegalTech may need to be designed
differently from products built for narrower, higher-cost markets.

The future ecosystem will be hybrid

Law firms, legal departments, startups, courts, educators and public institutions will
increasingly share tools, data flows and service layers. The competitive advantage will
lie in combining technological leverage with legitimate human accountability.

A SHIFT IN THE CORE QUESTION

The useful question is no longer “Can technology do this legal task?” It is “What
should the legal workflow become when technology can participate in this task?"

That distinction is the foundation of this paper. It moves the discussion away from
isolated tools and toward institutional design. A legal research assistant, for example,
matters not only because it retrieves information faster. It may alter how research is
scoped, how junior work is supervised, how knowledge is stored, how precedent is
verified and how clients are charged. The technology becomes consequential
because it changes relationships between tasks.

MextEra Policy Innovation Foundation




The Rise of Legal Tech

LegalTech Has Entered
a Different Phase

The evolution of LegalTech can be understood as a progression in what
technology is permitted to organise, perform and influence.

Legal technology did not begin with artificial intelligence. For decades, the profession has
digitised documents, searched databases, managed matters and communicated electronically.
What has changed is the depth at which technology can now participate in legal production.
The progression is not simply “old software versus new AL" It is a movement from

digitising legal artefacts to reorganising legal systems around technology-enabled work.

| The NextEra LegalTech Evolution Model

p©® p® p® p® p

1. DIGITISATION 2. ORGANISATION 3. AUTOMATION 4. INTELLIGENCE 5. INTEGRATION
Legal information moves Software structures Defined, repeatable Systems interpret Technology becomes
from paper to searchable, documents, matters, tasks are executed language, classify embedded across intake,
transferable and storable deadlines, billing, through rules, templates, information, compare "esea":lh' dfahu:-g, l-'erwem
digital form. The primary communication and workflows and documents, generate axacution, monitoring

e g 0 . a . . and knowledge capture.
gain is access and institutional knowledge. integrations. The primary drafts and assist ¥ £

i - B el . : : The primary gain is
retrieval, The primary gain is gain is consistency and analysis. The primary i ol
coordination. speed. gain is cognitive leverage. g oy
O @ --mmmmmemeee @-----mmmmmeee T ®
/--—\\ Why the fifth phase matters
Y Integration is qualitatively different from adopting another tool. A tool can sit beside the lawyer; an integrated
| | system begins to shape the sequence of legal work. It determines what information enters the workflow, which
\ / tasks are performed first, what can proceed automatically, where human review is mandatory, how outputs are
\ - stored and how learning from one matter influences the next.

This is why the most important LegalTech questions are increasingly organisational. Who owns the workflow? Who
can approve automation? Which sources can a system use? What evidence of review should be retained? How are
exceptions escalated? How does the organisation learn when a system performs poorly? The technology becomes
inseparable from governance.

What changes at each transition

Each stage expands the object that technology can influence. Digitisation changes the format of legal information.
Organisation changes how that information is stored and coordinated. Automation changes who or what performs a
repeatable task. Intelligence changes how language-intensive work is approached. Integration changes the institution
itself because technology begins to determine the sequence, ownership and supervision of work.

This pregression alse changes the skills required of legal leaders. Technoloegy selection remains important, but
workflow diagnosis, information architecture, change management and governance become equally important. The
legal erganisation must learn to identify where process variation is legitimate and where it is simply inherited
inefficiency. That distinction will determine whether technology produces genuine institutional leverage or merely
faster versions of existing habits.

ANALYTICAL IMPLICATION

. LegalTech maturity should not be measured by the number of tools an
/ organisation has purchased. It should be measured by the quality of the
legal workflows it has redesigned.
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The Rise of Legal Tech

From Legal Toolsto -
Legal Infrastructure

“The future LegalTech stack is less about one application and
more about the layers that make reliable legal work possible.”

Legal services are often imagined as a direct interaction between a lawyer and a client. ®
In practice, sophisticated legal work depends on a larger infrastructure: authoritative

information, internal knowledge, secure document systems, matter data, communication

channels, approval rules and professional supervision. LegalTech becomes strategically

important when it connects these layers rather than improving only one isolated task.

The LegalTech Infrastructure Stack

The point at which a lawyer, client, business team, citizen or public
EXPERIENCE LAYER official interacts with the legal system: portals, assistants, self-service
pathways and collaberative workspaces.

The sequence of tasks through which a legal cutcome is produced:
WORKFLOW LAYER intake, triage, research, drafting, review, negotiation, filing, execution,
menitoring and closure.

The capabilities used to interpret, retrieve, classify, compare,
INTELLIGENCE LAYER summarise, generate and recommend. This is where modern Al
increasingly operates.

The controls that make the system professionally usable: permissions,
TRUST LAYER source verification, confidentiality, audit logs, human review, escalation
and accountability.

The legal authorities, matter history, organisational know-how,
DATA + KNOWLEDGE LAYER templates, precedents, metadata and structured information on
which the workflow depends.

05
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What makes legal infrastructure doable?

A polished interface may look impressive, but that alone does not make a LegalTech system valuable. The systems
that last are the ones that fit into real legal work. They use trusted sources, reflect institutional knowledge, follow
approval rules, support review, and work smoothly with the tools people already use. That is why implementation
matters as much as functionality. A product may perform well in a demo and still fail in practice if it cannot handle
permissions, client-specific needs, exceptions or the way work actually moves through an organisation.

This changes what buyers should ask. Instead of focusing only on features, they should ask whether the system fits
their information structure, whether access can be controlled by matter, client or role, whether outputs can be
traced and reviewed, and whether the system can continue working even if staff, providers or data sources change.
In short, the real value of LegalTech is not only time saved. It is also knowledge retained, risk reduced, consistency
improved and capacity strengtheend.

i '0\-.._ THE INFRASTRUCTURE PRINCIPLE
: ) ‘r_ The closer Legal Tech moves to rights, obligations and professional
\}’x" judgment, the more its value depends on the layers beneath the interface.
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The Rise of Legal Tech

Why Startups Matter:
Entrepreneurship as Process Redesign

The startup opportunity is not simply to make legal work digital. It is to question why the

work is organised in its current form.

Startups enter the legal market without the same institutional inheritance as established
legal organisations. That creates risk, but it also creates freedom. A founder can ask
whether a task needs to be performed at all, whether a client should need a lawyer for
every step, whether a process can be standardised, whether pricing can be separated
from hours, or whether information can flow directly between systems rather than

through repeated manual handling.

| The LegalTech Startup Design Cycle

1. QUESTION 2. REDESIGN 3. BUILD 4. LEARN & SCALE
Identify a real problem in Reimagine the workflow, not Create the minimum viable Measure outcomes, incorporate
how legal work is just the task. Remove, simplify workflow with reliability, feedback, and scale with

currently done. or restructure where possible. permissions and review built in. disciplinre and domain depth.

| Four startup traps

® The demonstration trap: a remarkable output is not the same as a dependable workflow. Legal buyers require
repeatability, permissions, exception handling and a clear review pathway.

® The novelty trap: “we use Al” is not a durable proposition. The stronger question is what institutional problem
the product solves better because of Al.

® The accuracy trap: a system that is broadly useful but unpredictably wrong can create more review work than it
removes. Reliability must be designed, measured and bounded.

® The distribution trap: legal markets are trust-sensitive. Product quality, domain credibility, implementation support
and institutional references may matter as much as technical capability.

| Why LegalTech scaling remains difficult

Legal markets contain a long tail of exceptions. Two matters that appear identical at intake can diverge because of
client risk appetite, procedural posture, jurisdiction, commercial context or a single unusual fact. Startups therefore
face a difficult design problem: they must standardise enough to create scale without pretending that all legal work is
uniform. The most successful products are likely to make the boundary between standardisation and professional
discretion explicit.

Trust also slows distribution in ways that ordinary consumer software rarely experiences. Legal users are not only
asking whether a product is useful; they are asking whether using it could expose confidential information, weaken a
client position, create professional embarrassment or introduce an error into a consequential process. Founders who
understand this are more likely to treat implementation, education and assurance as part of product strategy rather
than pest-sale support.

/,.-l-..__\
| 1y . . . \'1__ ANALYTICAL IMPLICATION
[ . _@_ ' LegalTech maturity should not be measured by the number of tools an organisation has
\.\____ . purchased. It should be measured by the quality of the legal workflows it has redesigned.
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The Rise of Legal Tech

The Economics of Legal
Services Are Changing

Technology does not eliminate the value of legal expertise; it changes where that
value is created and how it can be delivered.

Traditional legal economics developed around scarcity. Legal knowledge was difficult to retrieve,
professional drafting required substantial manual effort, coordination was expensive and expertise
was often bundled with the time required to produce an output. As technology reduces the cost of

some of those activities, the economic centre of gravity begins to shift.

| Four structural shifts

@

01 Production time
becomes less scarce

&

First-pass research, comparison,

extraction, document assembly
and routine drafting can require
less professional time. The
economic value of performing
those activities manually will
therefore face pressure.

@ @
02 Judgment becomes
more visible

When production is accelerated,

the differentiating value of
problam framing, legal
strategy, negotiation, advocacy,
risk calibration and client
judgment becomes easier to
separate from routine effort.

| The productivity paradox

(03] =
=

03 Knowledge becomes
reusable

Institutional knowledge that
was previously trapped in
individual memary or past files
can be structured and reused
across matters. Firms can begin
to create leverage from
accumulated experience, not
only from headcount.

.

04 Pricing can
separate from hours

If legal work can be
decomposed, standardised and
measured, organisations gain
greater freedom to price defined
outcomes, subscriptions,
managed workflows or
technology-enabled services
rather than every activity by time.

Faster production does not automatically create better economics. If every saved hour is simply replaced by
more unstructured work, the organisation becomes busier without becoming more scalable. The economic
benefit appears only when technology is connected to a deliberate operating model: the organisation decides
which work should be standardised, which should be reviewed differently, which knowledge should be
captured and how the client proposition should change.

I What remains scarce

+ Centext: understanding the commercial, personal,
institutional or strategic reality surrounding a legal

problem.

« Judgment: choosing among legally plausible options
when consequences, ambiguity and competing
interests must be weighed.

advice, advocacy, negotiation or decisions affecting

rights and obligations.

* Trust: creating confidence that sensitive matters will
be handled competently, confidentially and with
appropriate human attention.

? I Implications for talent and leverage

The traditional leverage model of legal crganisaticns has often relied on
pyramids of people performing different levels of work. Technelogy
introduces another source of leverage: reusable systems. A team that
captures its best approaches into templates, playbooks, knowledge
systems and controlled automation may be able to deliver more consistent
work without increasing headcount in the same proportion. The
competitive question becomes how effectively human expertise can be
converted into institutional capability.

This does not diminish the need for junior lawyers. It changes the purpose
of junior work. If repetitive production becomes less central to training,
organisations must create deliberate pathways through which younger
professionals learn judgment: supervised analysis, client context, drafting
critique, negotiation observation and structured review of technology-

i assisted work. The profession cannot assume that expertise will develop

&  automatically from tasks that technology is progressively removing.

[
@ - Accountability: taking professional responsibility for
P

ECONOMIC IMPLICATION
The future premium is likely to move away from the production of legal text
and toward the quality of legal judgment, systems and outcomes.

k

NextEra Policy Innovation Foundation
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The Rise of Legal Tech

AI Changes the LegalTech Equation

Al is significant because legal work is language-intensive. It allows technology to participate in tasks that previously required direct human
interpretation.

Earlier generations of legal software were most effective where the task could be reduced to structured fields, predefined rules or
repeatable sequences. Modern Al expands the range of tasks that software can assist because it can work with unstructured language:
contracts, correspondence, pleadings, judgments, policies, factual narratives and internal knowledge. This does not make the system a
lawyer. It changes the boundary of what can be productively delegated to technology.

| Al s best understood as an acceleration layer

The highest-value use of Al is rarely a single prompt followed by an unchecked answer. In professional legal work, Al becomes useful
when it is placed inside a controlled sequence. The system receives a defined task, works from an authorised information set, produces a
structured output, is tested against known requirements and is reviewed at a level proportionate to the consequence of error.

Define the legal question, intended use, jurisdiction, cutput form and the decisions that the system

FRAME : :
is not permitted to make.

GROUND Connect the task to the relevant matter record, legal authorities, contract set, organisational policy or
other approved knowledge base.

GENERATE Use Al to retrieve, compare, classify, summarise, draft or identify patterns within the bounded task.

VERIFY Check sources, dates, defined terms, factual consistency, missing issues, unsupported propositions
and known failure points.

REVIEW Apply professional judgment to ambiguity, strategy, proportionality, ethics and the consequences of
the proposed output.

CAPTURE Store the approved result, reviewer changes and reusable knowledge so the organisation improves
rather than repeating the same work from zero.

| From copilots to controlled agents

As Al systems become capable of coordinating multiple steps, the relevant governance question will shift from “what can the model
write?” to "what actions can the system take?"” Searching an internal repository, preparing a chronology and propesing a draft are
materially different from sending a communicaticn, filing a document, changing a contractual record or initiating a legal process. The

degree of autonomy should therefore be tied to consequence, reversibility and the availability of reliable verification.

| What AI does not solve

Al does not remove uncertainty from law. Statutes can conflict with facts, precedent can be distinguishable, evidence can be incomplete
and clients can pursue cbjectives that are commercially rational even when they are legally imperfect. A system can accelerate the

production of possible answers without determining which answer should govern the matter. The more ambiguous the problem, the
more important professional framing becomes.

Al also does not create institutional knowledge simply by having access to documents. Knowledge becomes useful when the
organisation has identified which materials are authoritative, current and reusable; when contradictory positions are resolved; and when
the system understands the context in which a precedent or clause should be applied. Al can surface information, but the organisation
still has to curate the meaning of its own experience.

Capability should expand only as contral, verification and accountability expand with it.

‘ AI PRINCIPLE
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The Rise of Legal Tech

The Emerging Legal Organisation

The next stage of LegalTech adoption is organisational: legal teams will need to redesign roles, knowledge
systems, supervision and client delivery around technology-enabled work.

A legal erganisation cannot become "Al-enabled” merely by giving professionals access to a new application. Technology
changes the distribution of work. Some tasks move downward in cost, some move into shared systems, some require new
forms of review and some create entirely new responsibilities around knowledge, data and governance. The organisation
therefore needs an operating model, not a collection of licences.

| Three operating layers

and final accountability. This is the layer in which professional responsibility remains

@ HUMAN Problem framing, client counsel, negotiation, advocacy, strategic choice, ethical judgment
JUDGMENT g B

Approved precedents, playbooks, matter experience, templates, legal positions, risk
I!!I :?N%r'.:}—ll:l Egg:AL tolerances and accumulated learning. This is what allows technology to reflect the

organisation rather than generic information.

AUTOMATION + Workflow engines, retrieval systems, document automation, analytical tools and
INTELLIGENCE Al assistants that compress production time and coordinate recurring work.

| What changes inside a law firm

¢ Junior development: early-career lawyers may spend less time on repetitive production and therefore require more deliberate
training in analysis, source evaluation, drafting judgment and matter strategy.

* Knowledge management: precedent and know-how move from passive archives toward active systems that can be retrieved,
compared and applied inside workflows.

* Supervision: review becomes more explicit because the organisation must determine when an output requires line-by-line
checking, source verification or senior professional judgment.

* Pricing: teams gain greater ability to separate bespoke advice from standardised production and to experiment with fixed,
subscription or technolegy-enabled service models.

| What changes inside a corporate legal department

Legal teams become workflow designers for the business, building intake, triage, self-service and escalation paths rather than
manually handling every request.

e Data from contracts, disputes and compliance activity becomes a management asset capable of revealing recurring risk,
bottlenecks and preventable legal demand.

* Qutside counsel relationships can be segmented more clearly between strategic expertise, capacity support and
technology-enabled recurring work.

| New hybrid roles will emerge

s Legal workflow architects who can decompose professional work into tasks, controls, data inputs and escalation points.
* Legal knowledge engineers who convert precedents, playbooks and institutional experience into structured reusable systems.
* Al assurance and governance specialists who evaluate performance, permissions, privacy, source quality and high-risk use cases.
* Legal product and operations professionals who connect client needs, process design, technology capability and
measurable service outcomes.

These roles do not sit outside the legal profession. They represent a broadening of what it means to create legal value. The
future legal organisation will need professionals who can move between doctrine, process, technology and organisational
behaviour rather than treating each as a separate discipline.

OPERATING-MODEL TEST
An organisation has meaningfully adopted LegalTech when the way work moves through the institution
has changed - not when another application appears on the desktop.
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The Rise of Legal Tech

India as a LegalTech Design Environment

India should be viewed not only as a large legal market, but as a demanding environment in which
LegalTech must sclve for scale, diversity, affordability ant the same time. n

The Indian legal ecosystem contains characteristics that make technology especially consequential. Legal need is widespread, the

profession spans highly sophisticated commercial practice and resource-constrained local practice, courts operate at enomous volume,

languages and procedural realities vary, and many individuals and smaller businesses experience legal services as difficult to navigate or

expensive to access. These conditions create a design challenge that is different from simply adapting a product built for another market. .

| Five India-specific design imperatives

=)

Build for uneven
digitisation

A robust product may need
to work across scanned
records, legacy formats,
email-driven processes,

Treat language as
infrastructure
Multilingual access is not

a cosmetic translation
feature. It affects intake,
comprehension, document

Design for cost
sensitivity

The addressable need is
miuch larger than the

premiurn legal market.
Products that materially

Respect jurisdictional

complexity

India is one legal system
with substantial procedural,
institutional and practical
variation. LegalTech must

Build human
assistance into scale

For many users, a purely
self-service model will be
insufficient. Hybrid systems
that combine technology

structured databases and processing, search, lower the cost of routine accommodate local with trained professionals,
human-assisted onboarding citizen access and the legal cutcomes can create practice rather than facilitators or lawyers may
rather than assuming refiability of legal new demand rather than assuming every workflow achieve wider and
uniform digital maturity. communication, merely compete for can be standardised safer adoption.

existing spend. nationally.

| An India-first innovation thesis

The strongest India-crigin LegalTech products may emerge from problems that are difficult precisely because of scale: multilingual legal
information, high-volume disputes, compliance across distributed businesses, document-intensive transactions, legal services for smaller
enterprises, assisted self-service and institutional workflow modernisation. Solving those problems can produce capabilities that travel to
other complex markets.

India also creates a strategic opportunity for law schools and legal education providers. If technology becomes embedded in legal work, future
lawyers must learn how to frame tasks for technolegy, validate sources, supervise automated cutputs and understand the limits of machine-
generated analysis. Digital competence becomes part of professional competence.

| Where India can create exportable capability
Products built for India may develop strengths that are globally relevant: operating across languages, handling imperfect document quality,

supporting hybrid online-offline workflows, serving users at multiple price points and coordinating high-volume processes.

These are not merely local constraints. They resemble the conditions found across many emerging and institutionally diverse legal markets.

| The strategic opportunity is therefore two-sided.

India can adopt LegalTech to improve the productivity and accessibility of its own legal ecosystem, while also becoming a design laboratory
for systems that can function under complexity. This requires patient product development and close collaboration between technologists,
lawyers, institutions and users rather than assuming that technical capability alone will determine adoption.

i e \
INDIA PROPOSITION

The oppertunity is not to copy a global LegalTech template at lower cost.
It is to design legal technology for complexity at scale. I
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The Rise Of Legal Tech

JusticeTech and Access to Justice

LegalTech is not only a private-market phenomenon. The most consequential applications may be
those that reduce friction between people and public justice institutions.

A legal ecosystem is larger than the legal profession. Citizens, litigants, businesses, court staff, judges,

regulators and public agencies all participate in processes that determine rights and obligations.

Technology can reduce the administrative burden of those processes, inefogation and create more
navigable pathways into the justice eal icutice system, e.ut the standard for pobideclracan tnonst ite
be higher because exclusion, opacity or error can directly affect access to remedies.

| Where technology can create public value

INFORMATION Clear, searchable and understandable access to legal information, case status, procedural requirements, hearing details and

available remedies.

INTAKE + TRIAGE authority, service or dispute-resolution pathway.

reduce avoidable delay and repeat visits,

DISPUTE RESOLUTION o e e o caety

| The public-system design principles

+ Digital by design, not digital only. A technology pathway shouid improve access without

cannot use it independently.

Explainable process. Users should understand what the system is doing, what information it
requires, what stage they are at.and responsible.

Human control over consequential decisions. Automation can organise, prioritise and assist,
but iebiyraccess toremedies require clear accountable authority.

Interoperability over fragmentation. Public value increases when filing, records, notifications,
paymcan move securely across institutional boundaries.

Centinuous evaluation. Justice technology should be assessed for accessibility, error patterns,
na-world outcomes — not only deployment speed.

Five questions before automating a legal task

Is the task sufficiently structured that a good cutput can be described and evaluated in advance?
Can the underlying information be reliably identified, bounded and verified?

What is the consequence if the system is wrong, incomplete or overconfident?

Can a qualified human meaningfully review the output before the consequence ocours?

Is the action reversible, and is there a clear person or institution responsible for the final decision?

l A workflow classification discipline

For practical implementation, an organisation con classify each proposed use case along four dimensions: how structured the task is, how
reliable the source base is, how severe the consequence of error would be and whether a qualified reviewer can intervene before that

consequence occurs. This creates a more useful governance map than broad labels such as “Al use” or

control directly to the actual workflow.

The classification should also be revisited as the systemn changes. A low-risk toel can become high-risk when it gains aceess te new data or
the ability te take actions. Conversely, a previously manual task may become safer to automate once high-quality structured data and

deterministic checks are available. Responsibility is therefore dynamic, not fixed at procurement.

I
"]
>

E Consequence of errer

_——— |

mm

Structured collection of facts and documents, preliminary categorisation of issues and routing to the appropriate court,

CASE FLOW Digital filing, document management, scheduling, notifications, virtual participation and administrative coordination that

Technology-assisted negotiation, mediation, settlement support and other pathways for resclving suitable disputes before

ACCESS SUPPORT Language assistance, accessibility tools, guided forms and human-assisted digital services that help individuals use the
system without requiring expert knowledge of procedure.

High

Permissible level of autonomous action

“legal work,” because it connects

JUSTICETECH PRINCIPLE

i
Iy Q The objective is not to make courts look more digital. It is to make justice pathways easier to understand,

enter, navigate and complete without weakening procedural fairness.

P
Low
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The Rise of Legal Tech

The Innovation-Responsibility Paradox

LegalTech creates value by reducing friction. Legal institutions create legitimacy by slowing down
at the points where judgment, verification and accountability matter.

This creates a productive tension. Technology is designed to make tasks faster, cheaper and more scalable.
Legal systems, by contrast, often require deliberation, evidence, professional independence and procedural
safeguards precisely because the consequences can be serious. Responsible LegalTech must therefore
distinguish between friction that is wasteful and friction that is protective.

| The NextEra Trust Architecture

g k-

AUTHORITY What sources, data and legal materials is the system allowed to rely upon? Can the

user distinguish autheritative material from generated language or inference?

ACCURACY What types of error are-possible, how al-'e thfe'y detected, and which tasks require |
deterministic checks or independent verification before use?

CONFIDENTIALITY What client, personal, commercial or privileged information enters the system?

Where is it stored, who can access it and what downstream use is permitted?

Can users understand the system’s role, limitations and degree of automation?
Can an organisation reconstruct how a consequential output was produced?

TRANSPARENCY

HUMAN REVIEW Which outputs require professional review, what level of reviewer is appropriate

and what does meaningful review actually require?

Who owns the final decision or legal output? What happens when the technology

fails, the source base is incomplete or the user relies on the system improperly?

l Why responsibility can become a competitive advantage

In many technology markets, governance is treated as a cost imposed after product development. LegalTech is different. Buyers are
often deciding whether to place confidential information, client relationships, regulatery obligations or litigation work inside a system,
A product that can demonstrate disciplined source control, permissioning, review logic and auditability may therefore reduce the
institutional anxiety that slows adoption.

The same principle applies inside legal organisations. A written Al or LegalTech policy is necessary but insufficient. Responsible use
becomes operational only when the workflow itself makes the right behaviour easier: approved tools are accessible, sensitive
information is protected, review requirements are visible, risky actions are restricted and pecple understand who remains accountable.

| Governance as a maturity signal

Governance is sometimes associated with restriction. In a mature LegalTech envircnment, its purpose is the opposite: to make
responsible adoption easier. When an organisation has approved tools, defined data rules, clear review thresholds and known
escalation routes, professionals can use technology with greater confidence because the acceptable operating space is visible.

The strongest governance systems will also learn. They will track where outputs are frequently corrected, which workflows create
unexpected risk, where users bypass controls and which forms of automation genuinely improve outcomes. Governance therefore
becomes part of product and organisational learning rather than a static document reviewed once a year.

RESPONSIBILITY PROPOSITION
Trust should be engineered into the workflow, not added as a disclaimer
after the output is produced.
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What Should Be Automated — and What Should Not?

b —e
The correct boundary is not “legal versus non-legal.” It is the relationship between task . 3 =
structure, consequence, ambiguity and the possibility of meaningful verification. —J /= o =

[}
Legal work contains activities with very different risk profiles. Extracting dates from a . ;
standard document, identifying missing fields, comparing two contract versions and %'
.
-

’
proposing a first draft are not equivalent to advising a client whether to settle a dispute, Q o 3 513
deciding how to plead a contested fact or making a determination that affects a person’s ®

rights. A single rule for all legal automation is therefore unlikely to be useful. §

| The LegalTech Responsibility Matrix =)

Nature of work Technology role Human oversight lllustrative tasks

St E ; . Scheduling, formatting, routing, file organisation,
e Administrative High Basic RSy o o

Checklist-driven filings, deadline workflows,
standard forms, process notifications.

. i Research pathways, document comparison,
@ Analyttcal Assisted S 9 chronology, issue spotting, first-pass drafting.

=P Procedural Moderate to high Structured

4 - Megotiation choices, case theory, transaction
o Strategic Decision support Lawyer-led strategy, client risk decisions.
Direct Final advice, representations to a court,
Rights-affecting Restricted o consequential determinations, actions that
accountability

materially affect rights or obligations.
| The responsibility curve el
As the consequence of error increases, the permissible level of autonomous action should
decrease unless the system has exceptionally strong verification, reversibility and governance.
This is not an argument against innovation. It is a design rule that allows institutions to innovate
more confidently because the boundary of automation is made explicit.

Consequence of error
®

The practical implication is that organisations should classify workflows rather than tools.

The same Al system may be low-risk when summarising an internal meeting note and high-risk Low

when producding a filing that will be relied upon by a court. Governance should follow the use case, High Permissible level of autonomous action  Low

| Five questions before automating a legal task

Is the task sufficiently structured that a good output can be described and evaluated in advance?
Can the underlying information be reliably identified, bounded and verified?

What is the consequence if the system is wrong, incomplete or overconfident?

Can a qualified human meaningfully review the output before the consequence occurs?

Is the action reversible, and is there a clear person or institution responsible for the final decision?

| A workflow classification discipline

For practical implementation, an organisation can classify each proposed use case along four dimensions: how structured the task is, how
reliable the source base is, how severe the consequence of error would be and whether a qualified reviewer can intervene before that
consequence occurs. This creates a more useful governance map than broad labels such as “Al use” or “legal work,” because it connects
control directly to the actual workflow.

The classification should also be revisited as the system changes. A low-risk tool can become high-risk when it gains access to new data or
the ability to take actions. Conversely, a previously manual task may become safer to automate once high-quality structured data and
deterministic checks are available. Responsibility is therefore dynamic, not fixed at procurement.

respensibility where judgment carries sericus legal consequence.,

fa - L= =
| / BOUNDARY RULE
u Automate repetition aggressively. Augment analysis carefully. Preserve direct human
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Ee Future Opportunity Architecture

The next generation of LegalTech opportunity lies where recurring legal friction intersects with reusable knowledge, measurable outcomes and a
credible trust model.

The market will continue to produce new tools, but the more important opportunities are likely to emerge from persistent structural
problems. These are areas where legal demand is frequent, information is fragmented, coordination is expensive or the cost of
professional service prevents people and organisations from obtaining timely help.

| Eight opportunity zones

Legal knowledge systems

Institutional search, precedent intelligence, matter memeory and
systems that tumn fragmented legal know-how into reusable
organisational capability.

Regulatory operations

Continuous obligation mapping, evidence management, policy
updates, compliance workflows and traceable escalation
across complex organisations.

Legal access platforms

Guided legal information, assisted self-service, affordable
document pathways and human-in-the-loop services for
individuals and smaller businesses.

Legal education technology

Simulation, drafting practice, supervised Al use, feedback
systems and training that prepares professicnals for
technology-enablad legal work.

| Ten propositions for the next legal ecosystem

1

2
3
4
5
6
7

@

(04

©

2.
53
9

. LegalTech will increasingly be judged by workflow outcomes rather than feature lists,

. Al will become a common layer across many legal products rather than a standalone category.

. Proprietary institutional knowledge will matter more as generic model capability becomes widely available.

. Human review will not disappear; it will become more deliberately allocated to high-consequence decisions.

. Pricing pressure will be strongest on routine production and weakest where judgment, trust and strategic accountability dominate.
. The strongest startups will redesign legal processes instead of merely digitising existing ones.

. Public-sector LegalTech will become central to the access-to-justice conversation.

Contract infrastructure

Creation, review, negotiation, execution, obligation tracking and
portfolio inteligence connected as one lifecycle rather than
separate tasks.

Dispute operations

Case intake, chronology, evidence organisation, drafting
support, settlement analysis, claims handling and coordination
across litigation portfolios.

Justice infrastructure

Interoperable filing, schaduling, records, translation, case-flow
management, digital participation and other systems that
reduce administrative friction in justice delivery.

Legal governance infrastructure

Evaluation, audit, permissioning, model control, source
validation and policy systems that allow organisations to
deploy LegalTech safely at scale.

8. Legal education will need to teach technology supervision as part of professional competence.
9. Governance will evolve from written policies toward controls embedded directly inside legal workflows.
10. The defining capability of the future legal organisation will be its ability to scale legal work without scaling leghle risk at the same rate.

| What separates opportunity from noise

Mot every LegalTech ocpportunity requires a new company, and not every Al capability requires a new legal product. Durable
opportunity exists where the problem is repeated, the user can recognise the cost of the current process, the output can be evaluated, the
workflow generates reusable knowledge and the trust requirements can be met at an economically sensible level. Those conditions create
the possibility of compounding value rather than one-time novelty.

The larger direction is clear: the unit of innovation is expanding. It began with documents and databases, moved into tasks and
workflows, and is now approaching organisational systems. The next generation of LegalTech leadership will therefore require the
ability to think simultanecusly about law, technology, process, economics and institutional legitimacy.

©

OPERATING-MODEL TEST

Sustainable opportunity exists where the problem is repeated, the output can be evaluated,
knowledge is reusable and trust can be delivered at the right level of cost.
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