CASE STUDY - LEGAL TECHNOLOGY

Al-Driven Law GPT

Intelligent legal navigator for swift and accurate insights — consolidating scattered legal information
into a single, accessible repository.

Our client faced significant challenges when attempting to gather all relevant legal information into one accessible place. Law GPT was
developed to solve this: an Al-powered legal research assistant designed to deliver swift and accurate information whenever it is needed,
grounded in the client's own authoritative source material.

Domain: Legal Research & Knowledge Management

Solution: Al-Powered Legal Information Assistant (Law GPT)

Core Challenge: Fragmented legal information, no single repository
Document: Detailed Case Study



1. Executive Summary

Legal information is abundant but rarely consolidated. Statutes, regulations, case law, internal precedent, contract
templates and prior advice typically sit across separate systems, shared drives and individual expertise. The material
exists; finding the right piece of it at the moment it is needed is the problem.

Our client encountered exactly this. Attempting to gather all relevant legal information into a single accessible repository
proved a significant challenge, and the cost of that fragmentation was measured in research hours, inconsistent answers
and reliance on whoever happened to remember where something was filed.

Law GPT was developed in response. It is an Al-powered legal navigator that unifies the client's legal material into one
searchable knowledge base and allows it to be queried in natural language — returning swift, accurate, source-attributed
answers rather than a list of documents to read.

1 Natural Cited On demand

Unified legal repository Plain-language querying Every answer traced to source Available whenever needed

2. The Challenge

2.1 No Single Repository

The client's legal information was distributed across multiple locations with no unified index. Determining whether a
relevant document existed at all required checking several systems, and a negative result was never conclusive — the
material might simply be somewhere that had not been searched.

2.2 Research Time

Locating the applicable provision, precedent or prior position consumed disproportionate professional time. The effort was
spent on retrieval rather than on analysis, which is where legal expertise actually creates value.

2.3 Inconsistent Answers

Where the same question was asked at different times or by different people, answers varied according to which source
was found first. Without a common repository there was no reliable way to ensure a position taken today matched the
position taken previously.

2.4 Knowledge Concentrated in Individuals

Institutional legal knowledge resided substantially with experienced staff rather than in accessible systems. Their
availability became a bottleneck, and their eventual departure represented an unmitigated loss of organisational
memory.

2.5 Keyword Search Limitations

Conventional document search matches terms, not meaning. A query phrased differently from the source text returns
nothing, and a query using common legal vocabulary returns far too much — neither outcome helps someone who needs
a specific answer quickly.

3. The Solution: Law GPT

Law GPT consolidates the client's legal material into a single governed knowledge base and places a natural-language
interface on top of it. Users ask questions in plain language; the system retrieves the relevant source passages and
composes an answer grounded in them, with citations back to the originating documents.

Core principle: Law GPT answers from the client's own authoritative sources, and shows which ones. An answer
that cannot be traced to a source is not an answer a legal professional can rely on.

3.1 Platform Capabilities

(o1 11114 Function

Unified Repository Consolidation of statutes, regulations, case law, internal precedent, contracts, policies and



Natural Language Query

Semantic Retrieval

Source Attribution

Document Summarisation

Comparison
Conversational Follow-up

Version Awareness

Access Control

Audit Logging

prior advice into one indexed knowledge base.

Questions asked in plain language rather than through Boolean syntax or exact-phrase
matching.

Retrieval by meaning rather than keyword, so relevant material surfaces even when phrased
differently from the query.

Every answer carries citations to the specific documents and passages it was drawn from,
enabling verification.

Condensation of lengthy instruments into their operative points, with the full text one click
away.

Side-by-side examination of related provisions, versions or precedents to surface differences.
Context retained across turns, so a query can be refined without restating it in full.

Tracking of amendments and superseded material so current provisions are distinguished
from historic ones.

Permissioned visibility, so users retrieve only material their role permits — important where
privilege applies.

Record of queries and documents accessed, supporting governance and internal review.

3.2 Retrieval-Grounded Design

Law GPT is built on a retrieval-grounded architecture rather than generation from model memory alone. The distinction

matters more in law than in most domains: an answer invented from statistical likelihood may read as authoritative while

being wrong, and in legal work a plausible-sounding fabricated citation is worse than no answer at all.

Stage What happens

1. Query interpretation

2. Retrieval

3. Grounded composition

4. Citation

5. Confidence signalling

The natural-language question is parsed for legal intent and the concepts it depends
on.

Semantically relevant passages are drawn from the indexed repository.

The answer is composed strictly from retrieved material, not from unsupported model
recall.

Source references are attached so the user can verify every element of the response.

Where retrieval finds insufficient support, the system says so rather than filling the
gap.

4. System Architecture

Layer Function

Query Interface

Document Ingestion

Knowledge Index
Retrieval Engine
Response Composer
Verification Layer

Access & Privilege Control

Security & Audit

Conversational interface for natural-language questions, with follow-up and refinement.

Intake, parsing and structuring of legal material from the client's existing sources and
formats.

Semantic index over the consolidated corpus, supporting meaning-based retrieval.
Selection of the passages most relevant to each query, with ranking and relevance scoring.
Generation of the answer from retrieved material, with citation assembly.

Checks that claims in the response are supported by retrieved sources before delivery.
Role-based permissions governing which material each user can retrieve.

Encryption, authentication, confidentiality controls and immutable query logging.



5. lllustrative Workflow: Question to Cited Answer

The following demonstrates system behaviour. It is an illustration of process, not legal advice.

Stage System behaviour

Question User asks a question in plain language, without needing to know where the answer is filed or how
the source phrases it.

Interpretation The system identifies the legal concepts and scope the question depends on.

Retrieval Relevant passages are drawn from statutes, precedent and internal material across the unified
repository.

Composition An answer is assembled strictly from what was retrieved, in plain language.

Citation Each element of the answer is linked to the source passage supporting it.

Verification The user opens cited sources directly to confirm the position before relying on it.

Follow-up The question is refined conversationally; prior context is retained without restatement.

Gap signalling Where the repository lacks sufficient support, the system reports the gap rather than inferring an
answer.

6. Professional Responsibility, Accuracy and Governance

Legal information carries consequences that ordinary knowledge management does not. Law GPT is designed with that
asymmetry in mind.

6.1 Defined Scope
e Law GPT provides legal information and research support. It does not provide legal advice, and it does not replace the
judgement of a qualified legal professional.

e Outputs are a starting point for professional analysis, not a substitute for it. Responsibility for any position taken
remains with the practitioner.

e The system does not represent parties, make filings or determine legal strategy.

6.2 Accuracy Controls

¢ Grounded generation. Answers derive from retrieved source material rather than unsupported model recall, which is
the principal defence against fabricated citations.

o Mandatory attribution. Every response is verifiable against its sources, so the user can check rather than trust.

¢ Gap acknowledgement. Insufficient support produces an explicit statement to that effect, not an inferred answer.

e Currency management. Version tracking distinguishes provisions in force from those amended or repealed.

6.3 Confidentiality and Governance

e Client material and privileged content are protected by role-based access control and encryption at rest and in transit.
e Query and access logs support internal governance review and demonstrate appropriate handling.

e Retention and data-handling practice is defined in line with the client's professional and regulatory obligations.

e Repository content is maintained through a defined update process, since an outdated legal knowledge base is an
active liability rather than a neutral one.

Important. Law GPT is a legal information and research tool. It does not constitute legal advice, does not create a solicitor-client or
attorney-client relationship, and is not a substitute for consultation with a qualified legal professional. All outputs should be verified
against the cited primary sources before being relied upon.

7. Outcomes

Dimension Before With Law GPT

Information location Scattered across multiple systems Single unified repository



Search method Keyword matching Natural-language semantic retrieval

Research time Extended manual retrieval Swift, on-demand answers
Answer consistency Varied by who searched and how Same corpus, consistent results
Verification Source often untraced Every answer cited to source
Knowledge retention Held by individuals Captured in the repository
Currency Superseded material indistinguishable Version-aware

Access governance Informal Role-based with audit trail

7.1 Metrics Tracked

¢ Time to answer — interval from question to usable, cited response.

e Citation accuracy — proportion of cited sources that genuinely support the claim made; the primary quality metric.
o Retrieval coverage — how often the repository contains material sufficient to answer.

¢ Gap rate — frequency of insufficient-support responses, indicating where the corpus needs extension.

o Verification rate — how often users open cited sources, indicating trust calibration.

¢ Query volume and repetition — which questions recur, informing what should be documented directly.

¢ Professional time redirected — hours moved from retrieval to analysis.

8. Implementation Approach

Phase Focus Activities

1. Discovery Source mapping Identify where legal material currently resides, determine
authoritative versions, define the intended scope of the repository.

2. Corpus Design Knowledge structure Define document taxonomy, jurisdictional scope, currency rules and
access classification including privileged material.

3. Ingestion Consolidation Intake and structure material from existing systems and formats, with
de-duplication and version reconciliation.

4. Indexing Retrieval readiness Build the semantic index and tune retrieval against representative
legal queries.

5. Accuracy Quality proof Test against questions with known correct answers; measure citation

Validation accuracy and tune until it meets the agreed threshold.

6. Access Governance setup Configure role-based permissions, privilege boundaries and audit

Configuration logging.

7. Pilot Controlled release Deploy to a defined user group with verification expectations made

explicit; gather feedback on answer quality.

8. Rollout & Sustained operation Extend access, establish the update process for new and amended
Maintain material, and monitor gap and accuracy metrics continuously.

8.1 Adoption Considerations

Legal professionals are appropriately sceptical of Al outputs, and that scepticism is an asset rather than an obstacle.
Adoption depends on the system earning trust through verifiability: users should be encouraged to check citations early
and often, because a tool that survives that scrutiny becomes genuinely relied upon, while one that discourages it
collapses the first time an error surfaces. Corpus maintenance matters equally — a repository that falls out of date
converts a productivity tool into a source of risk.

9. Why This Approach Matters

e Consolidation is the prerequisite. No amount of Al capability compensates for material the system cannot reach.



 Retrieval grounding prevents fabrication. In legal work, a confidently invented citation is the most damaging
possible failure mode.

o Attribution enables reliance. Professionals can act on an answer they are able to verify; they cannot act on one
they must simply trust.

¢ Knowledge outlives individuals. Institutional legal memory survives staff turnover once it lives in the repository.

o Time moves to analysis. Reducing retrieval effort redirects expertise toward the judgement only a professional can
supply.

10. Conclusion

The client's difficulty was fundamentally one of consolidation: relevant legal information existed, but not in any single
accessible place. Law GPT resolved that by unifying the material into one governed repository and making it answerable
in natural language, with every response traceable to the source that supports it.

The result is an intelligent legal navigator that delivers swift and accurate insights on demand — not by replacing
professional judgement, but by removing the retrieval burden that stood between the question and the expertise needed
to answer it.

Next step. The Law GPT architecture can be adapted to an organisation's jurisdictional scope, document corpus and
confidentiality requirements, with accuracy thresholds and governance controls defined against its specific
professional obligations.



