Arbitration Risk
Management Platform

Transforming Arbitration from Uncertainty to Predictability
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@ Enables proactive, data- drlven Iegal strategy instead of reactive litigation)
FINAL POSITIONING: PROACTIVE LEGAL STRATEGY IS NOT CLM: IT IS Al-POWERED RISK & VAL UE SIMULATIO
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FINAL TAKEAWAY: ContractAl EMPOWERS ORGANIZATIONS TO MOVE FROM GUESSWORK TO PRECISI*
— TURNING ARBITRATION INTO A CONTROLLABLE. OPTIMIZED PROCESS RATHER THAN AN UNPREDICTABLE RIS



