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Executive Summary

Legal expertise traditionally resides primarily in individual
lawyers, who repeatedly apply their knowledge, judgment,
and methods to individual client matters. Even when similar
matters recur, applying that expertise requires lawyer time,
making that expertise difficult to reuse and scale indepen-
dently of the practitioners who possess it. Traditional legal
services therefore largely commercialize expertise through
lawyer time, typically billed by the hour. The firm’s capacity
and revenue remain closely tied to the professional hours
available, making this business model difficult to scale.

Productization addresses this problem by transforming legal
expertise into reusable Legal Assets: Document Templates
and AI Workflows. Document Templates capture drafting
knowledge in predefined content and rules, while AT Work-
flows capture analytical methods in structured steps that
respond to each matter’s information. In productized legal
services, these assets allow expertise to be applied repeatedly
across matters with less recurring lawyer effort, supporting
more standardized and scalable legal work, as well as more
predictable pricing where the resulting services are offered
to clients. Legal AI Design provides the methodology for
making this transformation.
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Foundations

A Legal AI System provides the environment for this trans-
formation by connecting Case Management, Document Au-
tomation, and Legal Intelligence. Case Management orga-
nizes legal work in Client Cases, which bring together the
information and work associated with individual client mat-
ters, and Knowledge Cases, which contain reusable legal
knowledge for use across matters. Document Automation
draws on Client Case information to generate matter-specific
documents. Legal Intelligence supports contextual analy-
sis and language-based legal work using information from
both kinds of Case, and can also help develop reusable assets.
Retaining the resulting work and assets within this environ-
ment allows expertise developed in individual matters to be
refined and reused. Document Templates and Al Workflows
constitute the two kinds of Legal Asset addressed by Legal Al
Design.

Document Templates allow established drafting decisions
to be applied consistently across matters. A precedent pre-
serves earlier wording; a Document Template also captures
the decisions governing how that wording should change
to suit the matter. Where wording and structure can be de-
termined from known circumstances, Content captures the
predetermined text, while Logic defines the rules governing
its inclusion, selection, calculation, and repetition. Docu-
ment Automation applies this Content and Logic to produce
a matter-specific document through predominantly deter-
ministic behaviour, making both the text and the drafting
method reusable.

Al Workflows make a method reusable where analysis must
respond to the particular matter. Separating the work into
defined tasks gives each analytical function the instructions,
information, and output expectations it needs. Large Lan-
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guage Models, AT models that process and generate language,
apply that structure with probabilistic behaviour, allowing
conclusions and wording to vary. The assets therefore com-
plement each other: Document Templates preserve draft-
ing choices settled in advance, while Al Workflows develop
contextual analysis that can inform drafting or review the
resulting documents.

Turning expertise into reusable assets requires a clear con-
nection between the value sought, the result expected, and
the method designed. Legal AI Design establishes that con-
nection through three phases: Selection determines which
work warrants investment; Specification defines what the as-
sets must accomplish and how they will be evaluated; Design
specifies how they should work. Together, the phases give
development a business rationale, a defined legal purpose,
and an implementation-ready design.

These three phases also establish the basis for evaluating
the resulting assets after implementation. Legal AI Design
organizes this relationship using the V-model, a development
framework that pairs definition and design with correspond-
ing evaluation. The descending side of the V moves from
Opportunities through Requirements to Architecture and De-
sign, with implementation at its base. The ascending side
evaluates the implemented asset against those earlier deci-
sions: Acceptance Criteria establish whether the Require-
ments are met, while Business Validation evaluates the busi-
ness value realized through use. This connection gives each
design decision a purpose and each expected outcome a basis
for evaluation, linking the finished asset to the reasons for
developing it.
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Legal AT Design V-Model

Phase Definition Validation
Selection Opportunities Business Validation
(Chapter 5) (Chapter 6)
Specification = Requirements Acceptance Criteria
(Chapter 7) (Chapter 8)
Design Architecture and Design

(Chapters 9-12)

Selection

Selection directs productization toward legal work with the
greatest potential for reuse. Opportunity Identification estab-
lishes where Document Templates and AI Workflows could
capture recurring expertise and which Opportunities should
proceed to Specification. Business Validation completes this
connection on the validation side of the V-model: after im-
plementation, it assesses whether the potential identified
during Selection has translated into business value.

Opportunity Identification

Opportunity Identification reveals where capturing legal ex-
pertise once can benefit many matters. A Legal Domain is a
practice area or legal niche; a Process is a recurring sequence
or category of legal work within that domain. Reviewing the
firm’s practice areas and representative matters identifies
these Legal Domains and Processes, along with the docu-
ments or analytical tasks they repeatedly involve. The more
frequently that work recurs, the greater the potential to reuse
the captured expertise and the higher its priority for producti-
zation. Expected value can also influence an Opportunity’s at-
tractiveness, but is excluded from this prioritization because



the value of individual Document Templates and AI Work-
flows typically varies less significantly than the frequency
with which they can be reused.

Each Opportunity identifies a Document Template or Al
Workflow and states its Objective: “Generate [document
type] for [legal context]” for a Document Template, or “[verb]
[noun] for [legal context]” for an Al Workflow. The inventory
groups Opportunities by Legal Domain and Process, with
both kinds of asset listed together in descending order of
frequency within each Process. Their position expresses
relative priority, giving the firm a practical basis for selecting
the work that proceeds to Specification.

Opportunities

[legal domain]

[process]

[Document Template or Al Workflow] — [objective]

[...]
[...]
[...]

Business Validation

Business Validation establishes whether reusable legal ex-
pertise delivers business value in practice. Legal Assets can
contribute to revenue-generating services or reduce the effort
required for internal or non-billable work. Their value there-
fore depends on the revenue attributable to their use or the
cost reduction achieved compared with equivalent manual
work. Assessing these results after implementation connects
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the potential identified during Selection to the business value
actually realized.

Value per Use records the economic value realized each time
a Legal Asset is used, based on the attributable revenue or
resulting cost reduction. Annual Frequency records how
often the asset is used during the year. Together, these mea-
sures establish its Annual Value: Annual Value = Value per
Use x Annual Frequency. The Business Validation record
brings them together for each implemented asset, providing
a common basis for evaluating the business value generated
through repeated use of the captured expertise.

Business Validation

[Document Template or AI Workflow] — [objective]

Value per Use
[amount]

Annual Frequency
[uses per year]

Annual Value
[amount]

Specification

Once the Opportunities have been selected from the ordered
inventory, Specification defines what each asset must accom-
plish. Requirements Determination describes the legal task,
necessary inputs, and expected output, while Acceptance Cri-
teria Setting establishes how satisfactory performance will
be assessed. Together, these provide the targets that guide
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Design and the standards against which the resulting imple-
mentation will be evaluated, connecting the required legal
results to the business value sought.

Requirements Determination

Requirements Determination ensures that the asset is de-
signed around a clearly defined legal need. It translates the
selected Objective into the Legal Task, the circumstances in
which it will be performed, and the Input Scope needed to
complete it. Defining the matter information, legal knowl-
edge, and other necessary inputs makes clear what work the
asset must support and what information it requires.

Output Characteristics establish what a satisfactory result
must contain or demonstrate. They give Design a clear tar-
get while leaving the mechanism for producing the result
open. The Requirements record brings these characteristics
together with the Legal Task and Input Scope, so the intended
legal outcome can guide design decisions and provide the
basis for Acceptance Criteria.

Requirements

[Document Template or AI Workflow] — [objective]

Legal Task
[description]

Input Scope
[description]

Output Characteristics
[description]
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Acceptance Criteria Setting

Acceptance Criteria Setting allows quality to be assessed
against agreed expectations. Requirements describe the in-
tended result; criteria establish the evidence needed to ac-
cept it. Each criterion pairs Test Conditions with an Expected
Result, specifying the representative inputs and legal cir-
cumstances under which the asset is assessed and what the
evaluator must observe. This gives the firm a practical basis
for deciding whether the implementation fulfils its purpose.

The criteria reflect how each asset produces its results. For
Document Templates, they can address content, drafting
logic and formatting. For AI Workflows, they define the
substantive qualities an acceptable result must demonstrate
while allowing variation in wording. Both types of asset can
therefore be assessed against their Requirements using stan-
dards suited to their behaviour.

Acceptance Criteria

[Document Template or AI Workflow] — [objective]

[acceptance criterion]

Test Conditions
[description]
Expected Result

[description]

[...]
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Document Automation Design

Once the Requirements and Acceptance Criteria are defined,
Design determines how the assets will produce those re-
sults. For Document Templates, this begins with an Archi-
tecture that identifies shared Snippets (reusable components
containing Content, Logic, and formatting) and Questions,
which request the user input needed to generate the docu-
ments. Fields identify variable information to be inserted
into the documents. Detailed Document Template Design
and Snippet Design then specify the Content, Logic, format-
ting, Fields, and Questions needed to turn the firm’s drafting
expertise into instructions for implementation.

Document Template Architecture

Document Template Architecture allows shared drafting deci-
sions to be developed and maintained consistently across doc-
uments. Comparing the selected templates’ Requirements
reveals recurring Content, Logic, and formatting that can
become reusable Snippets. Questions capture the user input
needed by the templates and their Snippets. Giving these
components consistent names allows the same drafting and
information needs to be addressed wherever they recur.

Mapping each Snippet and Question to the assets that use
it makes their dependencies explicit before detailed design
begins. This shows where a component must serve several
documents and which assets a change will affect. The Archi-
tecture provides a common structure for Document Template
Design and Snippet Design, extending the value of each draft-
ing decision across the portfolio.



Document Template Architecture

[snippet]
[template objective]
[...]

[question]
[template objective]
[...]
[snippet]
[...]

Document Template and Snippet Design

Document Template Design and Snippet Design preserve the
lawyer’s drafting choices as they are translated into automa-
tion. Each Document Template and Snippet has a Document:
the source file containing the Content, formatting, and Logic
to which automation will be applied. It keeps the wording
and structure connected to the conditions, selections, calcu-
lations, and repetitions governing the text, giving the imple-
menter the instructions needed to reproduce the intended
drafting method.

Fields identify variable information drawn from the Client
Case, while Questions connect required user input to its use
in the Document. Document Templates also identify the Snip-
pets they incorporate, with the Document specifying where
these are inserted and when they apply. Snippets use the
same design elements. Each deliverable brings the Docu-
ment and its associated components together in a record
accompanying the source file.
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Document Template Design

Document Template — [objective]

Document
[Content, formatting and Logic]

Fields
[field]

[...]

Questions
[question]

[...]

Snippets
[snippet]
[...]

Snippet Design

[snippet]

Document
[Content, formatting and Logic]

Fields
[field]

[...]

Questions
[question]

[...]
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Legal Intelligence Design

The same progression from Requirements to Architecture
and detailed Design applies to AI Workflows, where the
reusable asset captures an analytical method. AT Workflow
Architecture identifies the Roles, which define reusable
analytical approaches, and Instructions, which specify
reusable assignments. AI Workflow Design then organizes
them into connected Steps, individual units of Workflow
execution that each apply a Role and an Instruction. Role
Design and Instruction Design specify how each Step should
approach its task and produce the required result.

Al Workflow Architecture

Al Workflow Architecture makes analytical approaches and
assignments reusable across Workflows. Roles capture the
approach associated with a Legal Function, the professional
activity performed by the model, while Instructions describe
the Legal Assignment, the legal work to be performed. Sepa-
rating them allows the same approach to support different
tasks and the same assignment to be reused wherever it is
needed.

Mapping the Roles and Instructions to the Workflows that
use them shows which components should be developed
together. Al Workflow Design assembles those components
into Steps, while Role Design and Instruction Design define
their operation. This shared structure lets improvements to
an analytical approach or assignment benefit every Workflow
that uses it, building a common body of reusable expertise.
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AT Workflow Architecture

[role]

[workflow objective]

[...]
[...]

[instruction]

[workflow objective]

[...]
[...]

Al Workflow Design

AI Workflow Design makes complex analytical work man-
ageable by separating its tasks and connecting their results.
Numbered Steps distinguish changes in assignment, analyti-
cal function, or required output, with each Step receiving a
Role and Instruction from the Architecture. This gives each
part of the work a defined purpose and shows how the parts
work together to address the Workflow’s Requirements.

Knowledge Cases identify the reusable legal knowledge each
Step needs to perform its task, such as legislation, case law,
precedents, or internal guidance. Recording them at Step
level allows the same Role and Instruction to be used with
different knowledge sources. The Workflow record brings
the Role, Instruction, and Knowledge Cases together for each
Step under the overall Objective, making explicit how the
method and its supporting knowledge contribute to the in-
tended result.
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Al Workflow Design

Al Workflow — [objective]

Step1
[role]
[instruction]

[knowledge cases or none]

Step 2
[role]
[instruction]

[knowledge cases or none]

[...]

Role and Instruction Design

Role Design makes the intended analytical approach explicit
so it can be applied consistently across assignments. The
Legal Function defines the professional activity the model
performs, the Reasoning Perspective specifies how it should
interpret and evaluate information, and Behavioural Con-
straints establish the boundaries of that work. Together, these
three elements give each Step using the Role a common ana-
lytical basis.

Instruction Design defines what each assignment must ac-
complish and how its result should be expressed. The Legal
Assignment describes the legal work to be performed, Ap-
plicable Rules guide its performance, and Required Output
specifies the result to be produced. Supporting Knowledge
Cases are identified separately for each Workflow Step, while
matter information is supplied during execution. Separate
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Role and Instruction records make both the analytical ap-
proach and the assignment reusable.

Role Design

[role]

Legal Function
[description]
Reasoning Perspective
[description]

Behavioural Constraints
[description]

Instruction Design

[instruction]

Legal Assignment
[description]
Applicable Rules
[description]

Required Output
[description]

Commercial and Strategic Advantage

Productization changes the economics of legal service de-
livery by shifting recurring effort into the design and main-
tenance of reusable assets. Each new matter benefits from
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decisions and methods developed in advance, allowing firms
to handle more matters with more consistent and predictable
delivery. This also creates scope for pricing services accord-
ing to the value delivered, while clients gain clearer expecta-
tions about the work, its timing, and its price.

As the portfolio develops, expertise becomes an institutional
resource that can be applied across teams and improved over
time. Shared components extend the value of each design ef-
fort, allowing new assets to build on methods and drafting de-
cisions already captured. The firm’s accumulated knowledge
thus contributes to its delivery capacity beyond the individual
matters in which that knowledge was first developed.

The strategic advantage lies in the portfolio itself. Competi-
tors can acquire similar technologies, but the drafting de-
cisions and analytical methods captured in the assets are
developed through practice. They reflect the firm’s legal
knowledge, client experience, and working methods. Sys-
tematically capturing and improving that expertise gives the
firm a distinctive resource for delivering its services. Legal
Al Design provides the methodology for building it.
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Introduction

Legal expertise is valuable because it enables lawyers to rec-
ognize what matters, determine what should be done, and
produce legal work that responds to a client’s particular cir-
cumstances. Yet the way legal services are traditionally orga-
nized makes that expertise difficult to reuse independently of
the lawyers who possess it. A lawyer applies expertise to one
matter, produces the required work, and then applies much
of the same expertise again when a similar matter arrives.
Legal AI Design starts from a different premise: legal exper-
tise can be systematically transformed into reusable legal
assets that allow it to be applied repeatedly across matters.
This creates the foundation for productized legal services.

This book develops a methodology for making that trans-
formation possible. It focuses on two reusable legal assets:
Document Templates, which support Document Automation,
and AI Workflows, which support Legal Intelligence. It then
provides a structured process for designing those assets, pro-
gressing from Selection through Specification to Design. To-
gether, these elements provide a practical framework for
moving legal expertise from the individual lawyer into sys-
tems through which that expertise can be reused.

The Business Model Problem

The traditional legal services business model is built around
a simple relationship between expertise and time. Clients



engage lawyers because those lawyers possess legal knowl-
edge, professional judgment, and experience that the clients
themselves do not possess. The lawyer applies that expertise
to the client’s particular matter, and the client pays for the
professional work required to do so.

This model has proved remarkably durable. It is also inher-
ently difficult to scale. Legal expertise resides primarily in
individual lawyers and is repeatedly applied through their
work on individual client matters. A lawyer may have drafted
the same type of agreement dozens of times, analyzed the
same category of legal problem repeatedly, or handled many
disputes that follow broadly similar patterns. Each new mat-
ter may nevertheless require that lawyer, or another lawyer
with comparable expertise, to perform much of that legal
work again.

The consequence is that the capacity of a traditional legal
practice remains closely connected to the time available from
its lawyers. A lawyer can become more experienced and
more efficient, and a law firm can employ more lawyers,
improve its internal processes, and use better technology.
But the underlying commercial model still largely depends
on selling the application of expertise through lawyer time.
Hourly billing is the clearest expression of this relationship:
the unit through which legal expertise is commercialized is
the professional hour.

This creates an important distinction between expertise itself
and the way expertise is delivered. Legal expertise may have
been developed over years or decades, but its commercial
application is often recreated one matter at a time. The ex-
pertise therefore has substantial intellectual value without
necessarily becoming an asset that can be deployed indepen-
dently of the lawyer who possesses it.



Productization changes this relationship.

A productized legal service does not require every element of
the service to be reconstructed for every new matter. Instead,
recurring expertise is captured in reusable legal assets that
can be applied repeatedly. The lawyer’s expertise remains
fundamental, but part of that expertise is transferred from
individual professional performance into designed systems.

Consider a recurring legal document. In a traditional model,
a lawyer may begin with a previous document, modify it
for a new matter, identify the relevant alternatives, insert
client information, adapt clauses, check internal consistency,
and review the completed document. Much of the lawyer’s
expertise is embedded in those decisions. If that expertise
can instead be captured in a sufficiently sophisticated Docu-
ment Template, the template becomes a reusable legal asset
through which the same expertise can be applied across many
matters.

The same principle applies to analytical legal work. A lawyer
reviewing a dispute may repeatedly identify relevant facts, or-
ganize them around recurring legal issues, identify missing
evidence, retrieve applicable legal rules, apply those rules,
assess risks, and prepare advice. Generative Al can perform
parts of this work, but merely giving a lawyer access to a
general-purpose Al system does not capture the lawyer’s
methodology. If the relevant legal reasoning process is in-
stead decomposed into a controlled sequence of instructions,
roles, information sources, and outputs, it can become an Al
Workflow that supports repeated application of that exper-
tise.

Productization, in this sense, does not mean turning every
legal service into a rigid commodity. Nor does it require
removing lawyers from legal work. It means identifying ex-



pertise that is sufficiently recurring to be captured and sys-
tematically transforming that expertise into reusable legal
assets.

Those assets change the economics of legal service deliv-
ery. Once created, they can support repeated application
of expertise without requiring the underlying method to be
reconstructed from the beginning each time. This can make
services more standardized, increase consistency, reduce the
amount of repetitive professional work, and create greater
predictability in how the service is delivered. It can also sup-
port pricing models in which price is linked more closely
to the service delivered than to the number of professional
hours required to produce it.

The central business model problem addressed by this book
is therefore not simply that lawyers need better technology.
It is that legal expertise remains insufficiently productized.
Technology becomes strategically important when it pro-
vides a means of transforming that expertise into reusable
assets.

The Reusable Legal Assets

Legal AI Design focuses on two principal types of reusable
legal assets: Document Templates and AI Workflows. They
address different forms of legal work and rely on different
technological capabilities, but they serve the same broader
purpose. Both capture aspects of legal expertise so that they
can be applied systematically across matters.

Document Templates support Document Automation. They
are appropriate where legal work produces documents whose
structure and content recur across matters and where rele-
vant variations can be identified in advance. Agreements, let-
ters, pleadings, reports, notices, corporate documents, and



many other legal outputs frequently contain a combination
of recurring text, variable information, optional provisions,
conditional clauses, repeated data, and calculated elements.

A properly designed Document Template captures this struc-
ture. Instead of treating every document as a new drafting
exercise, the lawyer identifies which parts are stable, which
depend on matter-specific information, which alternatives
are available, and under what conditions particular content
should appear. Document Automation can then assemble a
matter-specific document from that reusable structure.

The value of the template lies not merely in reusing text. A so-
phisticated Document Template captures drafting decisions.
It represents the lawyer’s understanding of the document:
what information matters, which provisions belong together,
which alternatives exist, when those alternatives should be
used, and how changes in one part of the document affect
another. The template therefore becomes a structured repre-
sentation of legal drafting expertise.

Not all legal work can be represented effectively in this way.
Many legal tasks depend on unstructured facts, variable doc-
uments, legal research, interpretation, comparison, analysis,
and judgment. The sequence of work may be recognizable
even where the content cannot be predetermined. These
forms of work require a different reusable asset.

AI Workflows support Legal Intelligence. An Al Workflow
structures a recurring form of knowledge work as a sequence
of defined steps. Each step performs a particular function,
such as extracting facts, identifying gaps, identifying legal
issues, retrieving legal rules, applying those rules, identifying
risks, drafting an output, or reviewing the reasoning that
produced it. Different roles and instructions can be assigned
to different steps, and the output of one step can become the



input for another.

The objective is not simply to write a better prompt. A prompt
typically asks an Al system to perform a task at a particular
moment. An ATl Workflow captures a reusable method for
performing a category of legal work. It makes the sequence
of that work explicit and separates complex legal tasks into
components that can be defined, controlled, reviewed, and
improved.

Document Templates and Al Workflows therefore capture
different dimensions of legal expertise. Document Templates
are particularly suited to legal work where the desired out-
put can be modeled through predefined structure, variables,
conditions, and reusable drafting. AT Workflows are particu-
larly suited to legal work where the method is recurring but
the information being processed and the conclusions to be
developed vary substantially from matter to matter.

The distinction is important because legal technology should
follow the structure of the legal work. Attempting to solve ev-
ery problem with generative Al ignores the value of determin-
istic automation where the required logic can be specified in
advance. Conversely, attempting to reduce complex analyt-
ical work to fixed templates ignores the flexibility required
when facts, documents, legal questions, and reasoning vary
between matters.

Legal AI Design therefore does not begin with a preferred
technology. It begins with legal work. The purpose is to
determine what expertise is being applied, what parts of that
expertise can be made reusable, and what type of legal asset
can represent it effectively.



The Design Methodology

Recognizing that legal expertise can be transformed into
reusable assets does not explain how to perform that trans-
formation. Lawyers possess expertise in forms that are often
implicit. Experienced practitioners may know instinctively
which questions to ask, which facts deserve attention, which
clauses require modification, which risks matter, or which
analytical steps should follow one another. That expertise
must be made explicit before it can be embedded reliably in
a reusable legal asset.

Legal AI Design provides a structured methodology for do-
ing so. The methodology progresses through three stages:
Selection, Specification, and Design. Each stage addresses a
different design problem.

Selection determines what should be created. Not every legal
task should be automated, and not every recurring activity
justifies investment in a reusable asset. The first challenge is
therefore to identify suitable legal work, understand how it
recurs, determine where productization can create value, and
select the appropriate type of asset. This prevents technology
from becoming the starting point and focuses investment on
legal work for which reuse has a meaningful purpose.

Specification determines what the selected asset must accom-
plish and how this will be evaluated. Once a productization
opportunity has been selected, the underlying legal exper-
tise must be examined systematically. Requirements define
the expected behavior and characteristics of the legal asset,
while corresponding Acceptance Criteria establish how it
will be determined whether those Requirements have been
satisfied. Together, they translate professional practice into
an explicit specification without yet determining how the
asset will be implemented.



Design determines how the selected legal assets should work.
It moves from their overall Architecture—the structure and
relationships between the selected assets—to the detailed De-
sign of each individual Document Template or AI Workflow.
At this stage, the Requirements are translated into specifica-
tions sufficiently detailed to guide implementation.

The progression from Selection to Specification to Design is
deliberate. Beginning directly with technology encourages
premature solutions: automating a document before under-
standing its variations, constructing an AI prompt before
decomposing the underlying legal reasoning, or investing
in a workflow before establishing whether the work is suffi-
ciently recurring to justify productization. Legal AI Design
instead separates the decision about what to build from the
definition of what it must accomplish and from the design of
how it will operate.

This makes productization a design discipline rather than an
ad hoc technology exercise. The reusable legal asset is not
merely software configured by a technologist. It is a repre-
sentation of professional expertise that must be deliberately
extracted, structured, and encoded. Lawyers therefore have
a central role in its design because the quality of the resulting
system depends on the quality with which the underlying
legal expertise has been understood and transformed.

The methodology developed throughout this book provides
the structure for that transformation. It connects the eco-
nomics of productized legal services with the practical design
of the assets through which productization becomes possible.

Conclusion

Legal expertise does not become scalable merely because
a law firm adopts automation or generative Al. It becomes



more reusable when recurring professional knowledge and
methods are deliberately transformed into legal assets that
can apply that expertise repeatedly. Document Templates
and Al Workflows provide two mechanisms for doing so; Le-
gal AI Design provides the methodology for designing them.

Before that methodology can be applied, however, its foun-
dations must be understood. We first need to examine the
nature of the legal work being transformed and the technolo-
gies through which reusable legal assets can operate. Those
foundations provide the vocabulary and conceptual frame-
work required for the Selection, Specification, and Design
stages that follow.
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Foundations
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1 Legal Work

Legal expertise traditionally resides primarily in individual
lawyers, who repeatedly apply their knowledge, judgment,
and methods to client matters. Even when similar work re-
curs, its performance requires lawyer time. Traditional le-
gal services largely commercialize that expertise through
time, typically billed by the hour, tying the firm’s capacity
and revenue closely to the professional hours available. Pro-
ductization addresses this limitation by transforming legal
expertise into reusable Legal Assets: Document Templates
and AI Workflows. Legal AI Design provides the methodology
for this transformation.

The two kinds of Legal Asset capture different aspects of ex-
pertise. Document Templates preserve drafting decisions
in predefined Content and Logic. Al Workflows preserve
analytical methods in structured Steps that respond to the in-
formation in each matter. Both allow expertise to be applied
repeatedly with less recurring lawyer effort. Understanding
how legal work is organized and how these assets comple-
ment each other provides the foundation for designing them.

A Legal Al System supports this work through three comple-
mentary capabilities: Case Management, Document Automa-
tion, and Legal Intelligence. Case Management provides the
operational environment in which legal work takes place.
Document Automation applies Document Templates to gen-
erate matter-specific documents. Legal Intelligence supports
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contextual analysis and language-based legal work, includ-
ing the execution of AI Workflows and assistance with the
development of reusable assets.

Combining these capabilities connects matter information,
reusable legal knowledge, drafting decisions, and analytical
methods. The Legal AI System provides the environment
in which expertise can be captured, applied to individual
matters, and refined for further use.

Case Management

Legal work is performed in the context of matters. A lawyer
advises a client, negotiates a transaction, pursues a claim,
defends proceedings, conducts an investigation, or performs
another legal service in relation to a particular set of circum-
stances. That context must be organized before technology
can effectively support the legal work performed within it.

Case Management provides this operational foundation. At
its core are Client Cases: structured environments contain-
ing the information and work associated with a particular
client matter. A Client Case can contain the parties involved,
documents received or created, correspondence and other
communications, tasks, deadlines, time registrations, costs,
and the work product produced during the matter. Rather
than treating these elements as disconnected records spread
across different applications and locations, the Client Case
brings them together around the legal matter to which they
belong.

This organization is important because legal information de-
rives much of its meaning from context. A document is not
simply a file. It may be a contract governing the relationship
between particular parties, evidence supporting a particular
claim, correspondence affecting a procedural deadline, or
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an earlier version of a document currently being negotiated.
Similarly, an email, task, deadline, time entry, or cost be-
comes meaningful because of its relationship to a particular
matter.

Client Cases therefore provide more than administrative
convenience. They establish the information environment
within which legal work can be performed. When a lawyer
drafts a document, reviews correspondence, analyzes evi-
dence, or uses artificial intelligence to answer a question
about a matter, the relevant information can be obtained
from the Client Case rather than assembled repeatedly from
separate sources.

Not all legal information, however, belongs exclusively to
one client matter. Lawyers also rely on legal knowledge that
can be reused across many matters. A statute may govern
hundreds of cases. A judgment may establish a principle
relevant to a category of disputes. Legal doctrine may provide
an analytical framework that lawyers repeatedly apply to
different factual situations.

A Legal Al System can organize this reusable knowledge
through Knowledge Cases. Unlike Client Cases, which rep-
resent individual client matters, Knowledge Cases contain
collections of legal knowledge intended for use across mat-
ters. They can include legislation, case law, legal doctrine,
internal legal analyses, guidance, and other relevant sources
of knowledge.

The distinction is therefore functional. Client Cases organize
the information and work associated with a specific mat-
ter. Knowledge Cases organize legal knowledge that can be
reused across Client Cases. Together, they provide the in-
formation foundation on which Document Automation and
Legal Intelligence can operate.
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Document Automation

A substantial part of legal work consists of producing docu-
ments. Agreements, letters, pleadings, opinions, reports, cor-
porate documents, and many other forms of legal work prod-
uct contain elements that recur across matters. Although
the factual circumstances change, portions of the resulting
document can often be determined in advance.

Document Automation makes this repeatability explicit. It ap-
plies Document Templates to information from Client Cases
to generate matter-specific documents. A precedent pre-
serves earlier wording; a Document Template also captures
the decisions governing how that wording changes to suit
the matter. Content captures the predetermined text, while
Logic defines the rules governing its inclusion, selection, cal-
culation, and repetition. Applying this Content and Logic
produces predominantly deterministic behaviour: the same
relevant inputs and rules yield the same drafting choices.

Consider a relatively simple legal letter. The identities and
addresses of the parties may already be stored in the Client
Case. The appropriate introductory text may depend on the
type of matter. A paragraph may be required only if a par-
ticular condition applies. Dates, amounts, references, and
other information may be calculated or inserted automati-
cally. Where these relationships can be specified beforehand,
there is little value in requiring a lawyer to reproduce the
same drafting process manually for every matter.

Document Automation therefore performs the parts of draft-
ing that can be determined through predefined Content and
Logic. Once those rules have been designed and incorporated
into a Document Template, they can be applied repeatedly.
This can make recurring drafting work faster while improv-
ing consistency and reducing the risk that standard content
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is omitted, copied incorrectly, or applied inconsistently.

The boundary of Document Automation is equally important.
Not every part of a legal document can or should be deter-
mined in advance. Some drafting decisions depend on facts
whose legal significance cannot be reduced to predefined
conditions. Others require interpretation, argumentation,
judgment, or the weighing of competing considerations. A
lawyer drafting a procedural submission, for example, may
be able to automate the identification of the parties, proce-
dural information, standard headings, and recurring formal
language while still needing to develop an argument specifi-
cally adapted to the evidence and legal issues in the case.

Legal Al Design therefore distinguishes between drafting
choices settled in advance through Content and Logic and
analysis that must respond to the particular matter. Docu-
ment Automation is particularly effective for the first cate-
gory. Attempting to force the second category into increas-
ingly complex deterministic templates can make automation
difficult to design, maintain, and use.

Document Templates can capture the predetermined parts
of a document while leaving contextual analysis to a lawyer
or an Al Workflow. For example, a template can supply the
structure and standard provisions of a procedural submis-
sion, while a Workflow develops an analysis of the evidence
that informs its argument. The assets can therefore con-
tribute to the same work product.

Detailed design makes the captured drafting method ready
for implementation. Fields identify variable information
drawn from the Client Case, while Questions request the
user input needed to generate the document. Snippets are
reusable components containing Content, Logic, and format-
ting.
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Document Template Architecture identifies shared Snippets
and Questions by comparing the selected templates’ Require-
ments. It gives these components consistent names and maps
each Snippet to the Document Templates that use it, and each
Question to the Document Templates and Snippets that need
its input. These dependencies show where a drafting deci-
sion or information need is shared and which assets a change
will affect.

Document Template Design records the Document, Fields,
Questions, and incorporated Snippets; Snippet Design
records the Document, Fields, and Questions for each
Snippet. The Document is the source file containing the
Content, formatting, and Logic to which automation will be
applied. For a Document Template, it also specifies where
Snippets are inserted and when they apply. These design
records accompany the source files so that the intended
drafting method can be implemented consistently.

Legal Intelligence

Much of legal work cannot be fully expressed as predefined
Content and Logic. Lawyers interpret language, identify rel-
evant information, compare sources, analyze relationships
between facts and legal rules, develop arguments, assess
documents, and communicate conclusions. The appropri-
ate output often depends on the meaning of the information
available rather than on a predetermined set of conditions.

Legal Intelligence supports this language-based legal work.
It can assist with activities such as legal research, analysis,
drafting, reviewing, summarizing, comparing, and extract-
ing information. The intended qualities of the result can be
specified in advance, even though the conclusions and word-
ing must respond to the particular matter. This distinction
allows contextual work to have clear Requirements without
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predetermining every part of its output.

The information available to Legal Intelligence is conse-
quently important. When supporting work on a particular
matter, it can use case-specific information from the Client
Case. A lawyer might ask it to summarize a collection of cor-
respondence, compare different versions of an agreement,
identify relevant provisions in documents, extract facts
from a case file, review a draft, or assist in developing an
argument based on the information available in the matter.

Where the work also requires reusable legal knowledge, Le-
gal Intelligence can use Knowledge Cases. The case-specific
information contained in a Client Case can then be consid-
ered together with legislation, case law, legal doctrine, or
other knowledge maintained independently of that particu-
lar matter. The system can thereby combine two forms of
context: information about the matter and legal knowledge
that may be applicable to it.

Large Language Models, Al models that process and gener-
ate language, support this work with probabilistic behaviour.
Their conclusions and wording can vary even when the same
task and information are supplied. Defined instructions and
relevant sources guide the analysis, while Acceptance Crite-
ria establish the substantive qualities an acceptable result
must demonstrate. Lawyers review the resulting work and
determine whether it is legally and factually appropriate.

AT Workflows make the analytical method reusable by sep-
arating the work into connected, numbered Steps, each an
individual unit of Workflow execution. Changes in assign-
ment, analytical function, or required output distinguish
the Steps. Each Step receives a Role defining its analytical
approach, an Instruction defining its assignment, and the
Knowledge Cases it needs, or an explicit indication that none
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are required. Matter information is supplied during execu-
tion. For example, a Workflow might extract relevant facts
from correspondence, assess those facts against applicable
legal rules, and then produce an analysis to inform drafting
or review a resulting document. Connecting these tasks and
their results gives each analytical function the instructions,
information, and output expectations it needs to contribute
to the overall result.

AI Workflow Architecture identifies reusable Roles and In-
structions and maps them to the Workflows that use them.
Separating the analytical approach from the assignment al-
lows a Role to support different tasks and an Instruction to
be reused wherever its assignment is needed. Al Workflow
Design assembles these components into Steps and records
the Role, Instruction, and Knowledge Cases for each Step
under the Workflow’s overall Objective.

Role Design specifies the Legal Function, the professional
activity performed by the model; the Reasoning Perspective,
how it should interpret and evaluate information; and Be-
havioural Constraints, the boundaries of its work. Instruction
Design specifies the Legal Assignment, the legal work to be
performed; Applicable Rules, which guide its performance;
and Required Output, the result to be produced. Separate
records capture each Role and Instruction. Keeping support-
ing Knowledge Cases at Step level allows the same Role and
Instruction to be reused with different knowledge sources.

Legal Intelligence can also contribute to the creation of Le-
gal Assets themselves. Developing Document Templates re-
quires lawyers to identify recurring language, alternative
clauses, relevant conditions, variables, and relationships be-
tween different parts of a document. Legal Intelligence can
assist by analyzing existing documents, proposing reusable
formulations, identifying variations, drafting clauses, and
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helping translate Requirements into Content and Logic. For
AI Workflows, it can help separate an analytical method into
Steps and formulate Roles and Instructions for review by the
lawyer.

The same applies when assets must be maintained. Changes
in legislation, case law, organizational practice, or drafting
standards may require Content and Logic, analytical meth-
ods, or supporting Knowledge Cases to be reconsidered. Le-
gal Intelligence can assist lawyers in identifying and prepar-
ing those changes. The resulting assets must be evaluated
against their Requirements and Acceptance Criteria before
the revised expertise is relied on across matters.

Legal Intelligence therefore has two related roles. It can
support lawyers in creating and maintaining reusable legal
expertise, and it can support contextual legal work within
individual matters. Both roles become more valuable when
Legal Intelligence operates within the same information en-
vironment as Case Management and Document Automation.

The Legal AI System

Case Management, Document Automation, and Legal Intelli-
gence become most useful when they are understood as com-
plementary capabilities within one Legal AI System. Each
addresses a different requirement of legal work, and each
provides inputs that can be used by the others.

Case Management provides the operational environment. A
Client Case contains the parties, documents, communica-
tions, tasks, deadlines, time, costs, and work product associ-
ated with a matter. Knowledge Cases provide reusable collec-
tions of legislation, case law, legal doctrine, and other knowl-
edge that can support work across multiple Client Cases.

Reusable legal expertise can then be developed within this
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environment. Lawyers identify recurring drafting decisions
for Document Templates and analytical methods for AT Work-
flows. Legal Intelligence can assist in developing and main-
taining both kinds of Legal Asset. Shared Snippets and Ques-
tions extend reuse across Document Templates, while shared
Roles and Instructions extend reuse across Al Workflows.
Lawyers define the intended legal results and review the as-
sets against the agreed standards.

When a Document Template is used in a particular Client
Case, Document Automation combines that reusable asset
with information from the matter. It retrieves or receives the
relevant case information and applies the template’s prede-
fined Content and Logic. The result is a document in which
the parts that can be determined in advance have already
been generated.

AI Workflows apply reusable analytical methods to the same
matter information, drawing on the Knowledge Cases identi-
fied for each Step where appropriate. A Workflow can analyze
facts before a document is generated, develop contextual text
to inform drafting, or review a document afterwards. Legal
Intelligence can also assist lawyers with individual tasks out-
side a predefined Workflow. The lawyer reviews and refines
the resulting work in its legal and factual context.

The completed work product becomes part of the Client Case,
where it can serve as an input to subsequent work. Reusable
legal knowledge is organized in Knowledge Cases, while Doc-
ument Templates and AI Workflows are retained as Legal As-
sets within the system. Retaining both work and assets allows
experience from individual matters to inform the refinement
of expertise used across matters. Retaining a matter docu-
ment preserves its content; capturing its drafting decisions
or analytical methods in a Legal Asset makes the underlying
expertise reusable as a method.
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This creates a coherent model of legal work. Case Man-
agement determines where matter-specific information and
reusable legal knowledge are organized. Document Automa-
tion applies the predefined Content and Logic captured in
Document Templates. Legal Intelligence supports contextual
legal work, including the analytical methods captured in Al
Workflows, and can assist in developing both kinds of asset.

This division of work gives each capability a clear purpose.
Predetermined drafting choices can be applied consistently
through Document Automation, while Legal Intelligence ad-
dresses analysis whose conclusions depend on meaning and
context. Capturing that analysis in an AT Workflow makes
the method reusable without making its behaviour determin-
istic.

Conclusion

Case Management, Document Automation, and Legal Intelli-
gence provide the operational foundation for productizing
legal expertise. Document Templates and AI Workflows turn
drafting decisions and analytical methods into reusable Le-
gal Assets. The Legal Al System provides the environment in
which these assets can be developed, applied to individual
matters, and refined for further use.

Repeated use can reduce recurring lawyer effort, support
more consistent delivery, and create scope for more pre-
dictable pricing where the resulting services are offered to
clients. As the portfolio develops, the firm retains exper-
tise as an institutional resource that can be maintained, im-
proved, and applied across matters and teams. Shared com-
ponents allow new assets to build on drafting decisions and
methods already captured. The resulting portfolio reflects
the firm’s legal knowledge, client experience, and working
methods, giving it a distinctive resource for delivering legal
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services.

The next chapter examines Document Templates, the first
of the two kinds of Legal Asset designed through the Legal
AT Design methodology. It considers how recurring legal
drafting can be transformed from work repeatedly performed
in individual matters into structured expertise that can be
maintained, improved, and systematically reused.
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2 Document Templates

The previous chapter introduced Document Automation
as one of the capabilities of a Legal AI System. Document
Automation generates documents by applying the reusable
drafting expertise captured in Document Templates to
information from a Client Case. The capability performs the
generation; the Document Template preserves the expertise
that can be applied again across matters.

A Document Template is a reusable Legal Asset that cap-
tures established drafting decisions in predefined Content
and Logic. Content captures the predetermined text, while
Logic defines the rules governing its inclusion, selection,
calculation, and repetition. Formatting specifies how the
resulting document should be presented. Fields identify vari-
able information to be inserted, Questions request the user
input needed for generation, and Snippets provide reusable
drafting components.

The generated contract, letter, pleading, or report is a doc-
ument for a particular Client Case and purpose. The Doc-
ument Template captures the repeatable drafting method
from which such documents can be produced. Making that
method reusable reduces the need for lawyers to reconstruct
the same drafting decisions each time similar work arises.
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From Precedents to Document Templates

Lawyers have always reused documents. Most legal prac-
tices maintain collections of precedents, model documents,
previous agreements, standard letters, pleadings, and other
examples that lawyers can retrieve when similar work arises.
These preserve valuable wording and examples of earlier
work.

A lawyer using a precedent identifies a previous document
that appears sufficiently similar to the document now re-
quired, creates a copy, and adapts it to the new circumstances.
Names are replaced, dates are changed, provisions are added
or removed, amounts are updated, and language is modified
where necessary. The previous document provides a useful
starting point, but much of the expertise required to adapt it
remains with the lawyer.

That expertise includes knowing what information must be
changed, which provisions are relevant, which alternatives
should be selected, which clauses depend on particular cir-
cumstances, and whether changes in one part of the docu-
ment require corresponding changes elsewhere. The prece-
dent preserves the result of earlier drafting decisions without
necessarily making those decisions explicit. A lawyer using
it must therefore reconstruct at least part of the method that
produced it.

A Document Template also captures the decisions governing
how wording should change to suit the matter. Variable in-
formation is identified through Fields. Content that depends
on known circumstances is governed by Logic. Repeated
structures can be generated systematically, while common
components can be maintained as Snippets and reused across
templates. Questions identify the user input needed to apply
these drafting choices.
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Existing documents remain an important source for this
work. Comparing precedents can reveal common wording,
alternative provisions, recurring variables, and the circum-
stances governing their use. Legal AI Design turns those
observations into explicit instructions for implementation.
The resulting asset preserves both the text and the drafting
method needed to produce appropriate documents repeat-
edly.

Content and Formatting

Content is the predetermined text captured in a Document
Template or Snippet. It may include headings, standard pro-
visions, explanatory text, definitions, and the wording of
signature blocks. Establishing this text in advance gives gen-
erated documents a consistent drafting foundation.

Predetermined text does not have to appear in every gener-
ated document. Several alternative clauses can all be defined
as Content, with Logic selecting the appropriate one. A pro-
vision can be drafted in advance but included only when
specified circumstances apply. Content therefore describes
the text available for use; Logic determines how it is used in
the particular matter.

Formatting specifies presentation and layout alongside Con-
tent and Logic. It can include heading styles, paragraph num-
bering, spacing, tables, and signature arrangements. These
choices help preserve the intended structure and readability
when provisions are selected, omitted, or repeated. Separat-
ing the concepts makes clear that wording, presentation, and
the rules governing variation each require attention during
Design.

In Document Template Design, the Document is the source
file containing the Content, formatting, and Logic to which
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automation will be applied. It keeps the wording and struc-
ture connected to the instructions governing their use. This
source Document forms part of the design deliverable and is
distinct from the document later generated for a Client Case.

Fields and Questions

Fields identify variable information drawn from the Client
Case for insertion into the Document. Typical examples
include party names, addresses, dates, reference numbers,
amounts, contact details, deadlines, and case identifiers.
Rather than requiring a lawyer to locate and replace each
value in a copied precedent, the design identifies where that
information belongs.

Case Management supplies the matter information used in
generation. Information about clients, counterparties, trans-
actions, invoices, claims, or other records can therefore flow
into a generated document from the Client Case. A party
name used in several places can be drawn from the same
matter information wherever it is needed, reducing repeated
entry and the risk of inconsistent replacements.

Questions request the user input needed to generate the doc-
ument. They connect that input to its use in the Document
Template or Snippet. A Question might ask the user to supply
information needed for the current document or to choose
between drafting alternatives where the relevant choice is
not already established by the Client Case information.

Fields and Questions have distinct purposes. A Field identi-
fies variable information for insertion; a Question identifies
input to be requested from a user. An answer may supply
a needed value or determine which Content is selected by
Logic. Questions can therefore affect both the information
appearing in a document and the drafting choices applied to
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it.

For example, a template may draw a party’s name and address
from the Client Case through Fields, while a Question asks
whether a specified optional provision should apply. Logic
then includes or omits that provision according to the answer.

The same template combines existing matter information
with the user input required for that generation.

Questions can also serve several Document Templates or
their Snippets. Identifying the same information need consis-
tently allows it to be addressed wherever it recurs. Document
Template Architecture makes these dependencies explicit
before detailed design begins, while the individual designs
connect each Question to its use in the relevant Document.

Logic

Not every difference between legal documents can be han-
dled by inserting different values. Documents frequently
change because particular provisions, structures, calcula-
tions, or alternatives are appropriate only in particular cir-
cumstances. Logic captures the predefined rules governing
these variations.

These rules can govern inclusion, selection, calculation, and
repetition. A provision may be included only if a particular
condition is satisfied. One of several predetermined alter-
natives may be selected according to the type of party or
transaction. An amount may be calculated from underlying
values. A section may repeat for every relevant person, in-
voice, asset, claim, or other record. Relationships between
these rules can ensure that a choice in one part of the docu-
ment is reflected elsewhere.

These mechanisms allow a single Document Template to rep-
resent multiple predictable variations of a document. Instead
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of maintaining separate versions for every combination of
circumstances, the relevant differences can be specified as
Logic within the reusable asset.

This captures drafting expertise directly. A lawyer may know
that a provision must be inserted whenever a defined circum-
stance exists, that a calculation must follow an established
formula, or that different contractual alternatives apply to
different categories of matter. Where that decision can be
expressed as an explicit rule, it can become repeatable be-
haviour within the template. The lawyer’s drafting decision
is then preserved for consistent application whenever the
specified circumstances occur.

Document Automation applies this Content and Logic
through predominantly deterministic behaviour. Where
the relevant information and rules are fixed, the resulting
drafting choices are determined in advance. Extensive
conditions, calculations, selections, and repetitions can
represent a sophisticated drafting method while retaining
this characteristic.

There is an important boundary to what these rules capture.
The designer must be able to specify the appropriate result
for defined inputs or circumstances. Where the work re-
quires contextual interpretation that cannot adequately be
expressed through predetermined alternatives or rules, an Al
Workflow can provide analysis to inform drafting or review
the resulting document. The two kinds of Legal Asset can
support the same matter, each capturing the expertise suited
to its behaviour.

Snippets

Some drafting decisions recur across several Document Tem-
plates. The same provision, explanation, signature arrange-

28



ment, or conditional structure may be required in many doc-
uments. Maintaining each occurrence independently dupli-
cates work and makes consistency harder to preserve.

Snippets are reusable drafting components containing Con-
tent, Logic, and formatting. A Snippet may be a standard
paragraph or a more extensive structure with conditional
provisions, calculations, or repeated sections. Its defining
characteristic is that it can be developed and maintained as
a component for reuse in Document Templates.

If the same clause is required in ten templates, maintaining
ten separate copies creates ten potential points of inconsis-
tency. A legal change may require each copy to be identified
and updated correctly. Capturing the clause in a shared Snip-
pet allows the drafting decision to be maintained together
with the rules and formatting governing its use. Document
Template Architecture identifies the templates that depend
on that component, making the effects of a change visible.

Reuse can extend beyond common wording. A Snippet may
use Fields for party information, Questions for required user
input, and Logic to select or repeat Content. A signature
component, for example, can combine predefined text with
the relevant party details and rules governing the signature
arrangement.

The Document for each template specifies where its Snippets
are inserted and when they apply. The Snippets’ own detailed
designs specify their Content, Logic, formatting, Fields, and
Questions. This preserves a clear connection between the
reusable component and the documents that use it.

Snippets extend reuse within and across Document Tem-
plates. They are components of the drafting assets addressed
by the methodology; Document Templates and AT Workflows
remain the two kinds of Legal Asset. Shared components
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allow the expertise captured in one design effort to bene-
fit several assets and make the portfolio easier to maintain
consistently.

Conclusion

Document Templates capture established drafting decisions
so they can be applied repeatedly across Client Cases. Con-
tent preserves predetermined text, Logic governs its use, and
formatting defines its presentation. Fields identify variable
matter information, Questions request required user input,
and Snippets make shared drafting components reusable
across documents.

The combination varies with the work. A simple template
may rely mainly on predefined text and a few Fields. An-
other may contain extensive Logic or draw heavily on shared
Snippets and Questions. In each case, the template makes
the established drafting method explicit so it can be applied
consistently to the circumstances of individual matters.

Each generated document serves an individual matter. The
reusable value lies in the drafting decisions retained in the
Document Template and its components. Applying those
decisions across matters can reduce recurring lawyer effort,
improve consistency, and support more standardized and
scalable legal work. Where the resulting services are offered
to clients, this also creates scope for more predictable pric-
ing.

Al Workflows complement these assets by capturing analyt-
ical methods that respond to the particular matter. Their
contextual analysis can inform drafting or review the docu-
ments produced through Document Automation. The next
chapter examines how these methods become the second
kind of reusable Legal Asset addressed by Legal AI Design.
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3 Al Workflows

The previous chapter established how Document Templates
capture legal expertise through predefined Content and Logic
applied with predominantly deterministic behaviour. They
are particularly effective where the structure of the required
output is known in advance and the relevant variations can
be expressed through variables, conditions, calculations, and
reusable clauses. Much legal work, however, does not operate
in this way.

Legal professionals also work extensively with language that
cannot be predetermined. They summarize case files, extract
relevant facts from documents, classify information, com-
pare contractual provisions, analyze legal issues, reformulate
arguments, and draft text in response to circumstances that
vary from case to case. The required output depends not
merely on predefined data points, but on the meaning of the
information presented. For this type of work, legal expertise
requires a different mechanism.

An ATl Workflow is a reusable Legal Asset that captures an
analytical method in structured, numbered Steps. Each Step
applies a Role and an Instruction and identifies its supporting
Knowledge Cases, or indicates that none are required. Matter
information from the Client Case is supplied during execu-
tion, and human involvement can be incorporated where
appropriate.

The purpose of an AI Workflow is therefore not simply to
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provide access to artificial intelligence. It is to transform the
general language capabilities of a Large Language Model into
a structured process for performing a defined form of legal
work. To understand how this transformation takes place,
it is first necessary to understand what a Large Language
Model contributes and, equally importantly, what it does not
provide by itself.

Large Language Models

A Large Language Model, or LLM, is an Al model that pro-
cesses and generates language, trained on very large quanti-
ties of text. At a practical level, it generates language by iden-
tifying statistical patterns in the information it has processed
and predicting what language is appropriate in the context it
receives. It does not retrieve a predetermined answer from
a database or execute legal reasoning in the deterministic
manner of a traditional software rule.

This probabilistic approach makes Large Language Models
particularly useful for work in which language itself is the ob-
ject of the task. An LLM can draft a description based on facts,
summarize a lengthy document, extract particular informa-
tion from unstructured text, classify documents or passages,
compare different versions of a contract, or reformulate ex-
isting language for a different purpose. These capabilities
correspond closely to many activities performed by legal pro-
fessionals every day. Conclusions and wording can vary even
when the same task and information are supplied. Accep-
tance Criteria therefore assess the substantive qualities an
acceptable result must demonstrate while allowing variation
in wording.

The significance of this capability should not be confused
with autonomous legal expertise. A general-purpose Large
Language Model can generate plausible legal language, but
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plausibility is not the same as reliable legal work. The quality
of the result depends heavily on how the model is used. In
practice, three recurring problems must be addressed when
applying Large Language Models to legal work: objective
ambiguity, information deficiency, and context overload.

Objective ambiguity arises when the model does not have
a sufficiently precise understanding of what it is expected
to do. An instruction such as “analyze this contract” leaves
many questions unanswered. Should the model identify obli-
gations, assess enforceability, compare provisions against a
precedent, identify missing protections, or draft proposed
amendments? Different interpretations can produce materi-
ally different results.

Information deficiency arises when the model does not have
the information required to perform the task. A model cannot
reliably apply a particular legal rule if that rule is unavail-
able to it, nor can it assess a client’s position without the
relevant facts and documents. General knowledge embed-
ded in the model cannot substitute for the authoritative and
case-specific information on which professional legal work
depends.

Context overload creates the opposite problem. Giving the
model every available document, precedent, communica-
tion, legal source, and piece of background information does
not necessarily improve the result. Irrelevant information
can obscure the information that matters. Effective legal Al
therefore requires not only information, but the right infor-
mation for the particular task being performed.

An AT Workflow addresses these three problems systemati-
cally. Roles and Instructions define the analytical approach
and assignment. Knowledge Cases and Client Cases provide
the information. Retrieval-Augmented Generation can help
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provide focused context.

Roles and Instructions

Roles and Instructions address objective ambiguity by mak-
ing explicit both the function the model is performing and
the task it must execute. Instead of asking a general-purpose
model to “work on” a legal matter, an Al Workflow defines
what the model is doing at each stage.

A Role defines a reusable analytical approach through three
elements: Legal Function, the professional activity the model
performs; Reasoning Perspective, how it should interpret
and evaluate information; and Behavioural Constraints, the
boundaries of its work. Depending on the workflow, the
model might operate as a fact analyst, legal researcher, legal
analyst, risk analyst, legal drafter, or legal reviewer. The Role
establishes the functional perspective from which the task
is approached and helps constrain the model to the type of
work expected at that particular point in the process.

An Instruction defines a reusable assignment through three
elements: Legal Assignment, the legal work to be performed;
Applicable Rules, which guide its performance; and Required
Output, the result to be produced. Supporting Knowledge
Cases are identified separately for each Step, while matter
information is supplied during execution. This allows the
same Role and Instruction to be used with different knowl-
edge sources. An instruction to extract facts, for example, can
define which factual categories must be used, require preser-
vation of conflicting information, prohibit the inference of
missing facts, and prescribe a structured output identifying
gaps and supporting material.

The combination of Roles and Instructions makes it possi-
ble to decompose a larger legal task into numbered Steps,
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each an individual unit of Workflow execution. Changes in
assignment, analytical function, or required output distin-
guish the Steps. A litigation analysis does not need to be
performed through a single instruction asking the model to
analyze an entire file. A workflow can first extract facts, then
identify gaps, formulate legal issues, retrieve relevant legal
rules, summarize those rules, apply them to the facts, iden-
tify risks, draft advice, and review the resulting reasoning.
Each step has a defined function, and the output of one step
can become an input for the next.

This decomposition is important because it makes legal work
reusable. The expertise no longer exists only in the lawyer’s
ability to formulate a good prompt at a particular moment.
It is captured in the Workflow: the Roles and Instructions
applied in its Steps, the supporting Knowledge Cases, and
the connections between tasks and their results. Roles and
Instructions can also be shared across Workflows, making
analytical approaches and assignments reusable beyond a
single method.

Human involvement can also be designed into this sequence.
A workflow may require a lawyer to provide information
before a step begins, select between alternatives, exercise
professional judgment, review an intermediate result, or
validate the final output. Human involvement is therefore
not external to the workflow. Where professional judgment
or accountability requires it, it becomes part of the workflow
design.

Knowledge and Client Cases

Roles and Instructions tell the Large Language Model what
to do, but they do not by themselves provide the informa-
tion necessary to do it. Legal work is information-intensive,
and that information generally comes from two fundamen-
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tally different sources: reusable legal knowledge and matter-
specific information.

Knowledge Cases contain reusable knowledge that can sup-
port legal work across multiple matters. They may include
legislation, case law, legal doctrine, precedents, regulatory
guidance, model documents, internal know-how, checklists,
previous analyses, and other forms of institutional expertise.
Their defining characteristic is that the information is not
limited to one individual client matter. It forms part of the
knowledge base from which legal work can repeatedly draw.

Client Cases contain the information belonging to a partic-
ular client matter. This can include facts, contracts, corre-
spondence, pleadings, evidence, meeting notes, emails, pro-
cedural documents, financial information, and other matter-
specific material. The Client Case provides the factual and
documentary environment within which the legal task must
be performed.

Legal work commonly requires both. Consider a workflow
designed to assess a contractual dispute. The relevant agree-
ment, correspondence between the parties, chronology of
events, and evidence of performance may come from the
Client Case. The applicable legislation, relevant case law, in-
ternal precedents, and legal doctrine may come from Knowl-
edge Cases. Neither information source is sufficient on its
own. Legal knowledge without the client facts remains ab-
stract, while client facts without the relevant legal framework
cannot support a proper legal analysis.

This distinction also makes the information architecture
reusable. A precedent stored as reusable knowledge does
not need to be copied manually into every new matter. Con-
versely, confidential client information does not need to be-
come part of a general knowledge repository merely because
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it was used by a workflow. AT Workflows can draw on both
information environments while preserving their different
functions within the Legal AI System.

Retrieval-Augmented Generation

Having access to the necessary information creates another
practical problem. A law firm may possess thousands or
millions of pages of legislation, case law, correspondence,
contracts, pleadings, internal know-how, and client docu-
ments. Providing all of this information to a Large Language
Model for every task is neither necessary nor desirable.

Retrieval-Augmented Generation, commonly referred to as
RAG, addresses this problem by retrieving information rele-
vant to the task before the Large Language Model generates
its output. Instead of expecting the model to work from ev-
erything that is available, the system identifies information
that is relevant to the particular Workflow Step and provides
that information as focused context.

The information needs of each Step are important. Different
steps require different information. A fact extraction step
may primarily require documents from the Client Case. A
legal research step may primarily search Knowledge Cases.
An application step may require both the factual output gen-
erated earlier in the workflow and the legal rules retrieved
from relevant legal sources. A drafting step may additionally
use an internal precedent to guide structure and terminology.

RAG therefore performs more than a technical search func-
tion. Within an AT Workflow, retrieval determines what infor-
mation is brought into the working context for a specific task.
The objective is not to maximize the quantity of information
presented to the model, but to maximize its relevance.

This addresses context overload. An Al Workflow can use re-
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trieval to select the information needed for a particular Step
from the Client Case and its supporting Knowledge Cases,
combining it with the relevant Role, Instruction, and preced-
ing outputs. The model can then perform its task within a
narrower and more purposeful context.

Retrieval does not eliminate the need for careful workflow
design. The system must still determine what sources may be
searched, what type of information is relevant, when retrieval
should occur, and how retrieved information should be used.
RAG is therefore not a substitute for legal process design.
It is one of the mechanisms through which that design can
be implemented; relevant information can also be supplied
directly.

Conclusion

A Large Language Model provides a powerful general capa-
bility for processing and generating language, but a general
capability is not yet a legal product. AI Workflows transform
that capability into a reusable Legal Asset capturing an an-
alytical method by addressing the three practical problems
that arise when Large Language Models are applied to pro-
fessional legal work.

Roles and Instructions address objective ambiguity by defin-
ing what the model is expected to do. Knowledge Cases and
Client Cases address information deficiency by making the
relevant reusable knowledge and matter-specific information
available to the workflow. Retrieval-Augmented Generation
can address context overload by selecting the information
relevant to each particular workflow step. Human involve-
ment can be incorporated wherever input, judgment, review,
or validation is required.

This distinguishes AI Workflows from the Document Tem-
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plates discussed in the previous chapter. Document Tem-
plates encode legal expertise through predefined Content and
Logic applied with predominantly deterministic behaviour:
given defined data and conditions, the system determines
which content should appear and how the document should
be assembled. AI Workflows operate probabilistically. They
use Large Language Models to interpret and generate lan-
guage where the appropriate output cannot be completely
predetermined in advance.

The distinction does not make one mechanism superior to
the other. They solve different forms of legal work and can
also operate together. A Document Template may determin-
istically assemble the structure and standard provisions of a
document while an AI Workflow drafts a fact-specific section.
An AI Workflow may analyze a Client Case and produce struc-
tured information that subsequently populates a Document
Template. Productizing legal expertise therefore requires the
ability to determine which mechanism, or combination of
mechanisms, is appropriate for the work being designed.

The challenge is consequently not simply to build templates
or to write prompts. It is to identify suitable legal work, deter-
mine its requirements, and design the appropriate reusable
legal assets in a systematic manner. Document Templates
and AI Workflows require different implementation mecha-
nisms, but both must emerge from a common design method-

ology.

The next chapter introduces that methodology and its three
phases: Selection, Specification, and Design.
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4 Design Methodology

The previous chapters introduced two complementary forms
of reusable Legal Asset. Document Templates capture draft-
ing knowledge in predefined Content and Logic, allowing
established wording and drafting decisions to be applied con-
sistently across matters. AI Workflows capture analytical
methods in structured Steps that respond to each matter’s in-
formation. Together, they allow legal expertise to be reused
with less recurring lawyer effort, supporting more standard-
ized and scalable legal work.

Creating such assets requires more than identifying a legal
task and automating it. A useful Legal Asset must address
recurring work, satisfy a clearly defined legal need, and be
designed in sufficient detail for implementation. Without a
structured methodology, teams risk developing assets with-
out clear Objectives or moving directly from an initial idea
to implementation without specifying what the asset must
accomplish.

Legal AI Design provides the methodology for this transfor-
mation through three phases: Selection, Specification, and
Design. Selection determines which work warrants invest-
ment. Specification defines what the selected assets must
accomplish and how they will be evaluated. Design speci-
fies how they should work. Together, these phases connect
the business rationale for productization to a defined legal
purpose and an implementation-ready design.
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The V-model

The V-model connects this progression to validation. Its de-
scending side moves from Opportunities through Require-
ments to Architecture and Design. After implementation,
its ascending side evaluates the asset against the decisions
that guided its development. Acceptance Criteria establish
whether the Requirements are met, while Business Valida-
tion evaluates the business value realized through use of the
implemented asset.

Selection connects Opportunity Identification on the defi-
nition side of the V-model with Business Validation on the
validation side. Opportunity Identification establishes which
Opportunities should proceed; Business Validation later eval-
uates the value realized through use of the implemented
assets. Specification defines the Requirements and the Ac-
ceptance Criteria against which the resulting implementation
will be assessed. Design develops Architecture and detailed
specifications that make those Requirements implementable.
The three phases therefore move from the reasons for devel-
oping an asset to the legal result expected and then to the
method for producing it.

Legal AI Design V-Model

Phase Definition Validation

Selection Opportunities Business Validation
(Chapter 5) (Chapter 6)

Specification = Requirements Acceptance Criteria
(Chapter 7) (Chapter 8)

Design Architecture and Design

(Chapters 9-12)

The V-model gives each design decision a purpose and each
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expected outcome a basis for evaluation. A design decision
should respond to the Requirements, and the Requirements
should express the Objective established for the selected Op-
portunity. Acceptance Criteria connect the implemented
asset to its Requirements; Business Validation connects its
use to the business rationale for capturing and reusing the
expertise. These are distinct evaluations: satisfying the legal
Requirements does not by itself establish how much business
value an asset generates in practice.

Selection

Selection connects the identification of work with potential
for reuse to validation of the business value realized after
implementation. Opportunity Identification and Business
Validation occupy the two ends of the V-model within this
phase.

Opportunity Identification examines the firm’s Legal Do-
mains and Processes to reveal recurring work that could be
captured in Document Templates and Al Workflows. Each
Opportunity identifies one asset and states its Objective. A
Process may involve both kinds of asset, with each recorded
as its own Opportunity. Chapter 5 develops Opportunity
Identification and its resulting inventory.

The inventory groups Opportunities by Legal Domain and
Process, listing both kinds of asset together in descending
order of frequency within each Process. This ordering ex-
presses relative priority and provides a basis for selecting
work that proceeds to Specification. Expected value is ex-
cluded from this prioritization because individual assets’
value typically varies less significantly than their frequency
of reuse.

Business Validation evaluates the business value realized af-
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ter implementation. It assesses the revenue attributable to
use of an asset or the cost reduction achieved compared with
equivalent manual work, including assets supporting inter-
nal or non-billable work. Chapter 6 develops this evaluation
and its measures.

The resulting Business Validation record connects the poten-
tial for reuse identified through the Opportunities inventory
to the economic value generated in practice. Together, Op-
portunity Identification and Business Validation establish
why recurring expertise warrants investment and whether
its subsequent use delivers business value.

Specification

Once Opportunities have been selected, Specification defines
what each asset must accomplish and how satisfactory per-
formance will be assessed. Requirements Determination and
Acceptance Criteria Setting provide the targets for Design
and the basis for evaluating the resulting implementation.

Requirements translate the selected Objective into a clearly
defined legal need. They describe the legal work to be per-
formed, the information needed to perform it, and the char-
acteristics expected of the result. This connects the ratio-
nale for developing the asset to the outcome it must produce,
while leaving the mechanism for producing that outcome
open. Chapter 7 develops Requirements Determination.

Acceptance Criteria establish the evidence needed to accept
the result. They connect representative conditions of use to
an expected result, giving the firm an agreed basis for de-
ciding whether the implementation meets its Requirements.
Defining them before Design keeps evaluation anchored in
the intended legal outcome. Chapter 8 develops Acceptance
Criteria Setting.
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Requirements and Acceptance Criteria perform complemen-
tary functions. Requirements describe what the asset must
accomplish; Acceptance Criteria establish how satisfactory
performance will be recognized. Together, they make the
selected Opportunity sufficiently explicit to guide Design
without prescribing the design itself.

This distinction applies to both kinds of Legal Asset, while
their evaluation reflects their different behaviour. Document
Templates are predominantly deterministic, so their results
can generally be assessed against predetermined drafting
expectations. Al Workflows are probabilistic, so their cri-
teria assess the substantive qualities an acceptable result
must demonstrate while allowing variation in wording. The
methodological structure remains the same in both cases.

Design

Design determines how the selected assets will produce the
required results. It distinguishes Architecture from detailed
Design. Architecture identifies shared components and maps
their use across assets; detailed Design specifies the assets
and components in sufficient detail for implementation.

Architecture reveals where several assets can rely on the
same component and which assets will be affected when it
changes. For Document Templates, it identifies shared Snip-
pets and Questions. For AI Workflows, it identifies shared
Roles and Instructions. Chapters 9 and 11 develop these re-
spective forms of Architecture.

Document Template Design and Snippet Design translate
drafting expertise into implementation-ready specifications.
They keep the wording and structure connected to the rules
governing how the document varies with the matter. Their
deliverables combine the source Document with its associ-
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ated components, preserving both the drafting content and
the method needed to reproduce it. Chapter 10 develops this
detailed design work.

Al Workflow Design organizes the analytical method into
connected Steps, supported by Role Design and Instruction
Design. Each Step applies an analytical approach and assign-
ment, with supporting Knowledge Cases identified separately
and matter information supplied during execution. The re-
sulting specifications capture how the parts contribute to
the intended result. Chapter 12 develops this detailed design
work.

Architecture and detailed Design therefore perform com-
plementary functions: one establishes shared structure and
dependencies, while the other defines how the assets and
their components operate. This supports consistent reuse
across the portfolio and allows Document Templates and Al
Workflows to contribute complementary drafting and analyt-
ical methods within a legal Process.

Conclusion

Legal Al Design connects the value sought from productiza-
tion to the legal result expected and the method designed
to achieve it. Selection identifies and prioritizes Opportuni-
ties and, after implementation, validates the business value
realized through use. Specification defines Requirements
and establishes Acceptance Criteria. Design develops shared
component Architecture and implementation-ready specifi-
cations for the assets and their components.

After implementation, Acceptance Criteria establish whether
the Requirements are met, while Business Validation eval-
uates the value realized through use. This completes the
V-model’s connection between development and evaluation,
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keeping the finished asset tied to the reasons for developing
it.

The following chapters develop each part of this methodol-
ogy, beginning with Opportunity Identification: identifying
recurring work that can be transformed into Document Tem-
plates and AI Workflows.
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Part 11

Selection
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5 Opportunities

The foundations established in Part I explain how legal ex-
pertise can be captured in two complementary kinds of Legal
Asset. Document Templates preserve drafting knowledge in
predefined Content and Logic, while AT Workflows capture
analytical methods in structured Steps that respond to each
matter’s information. Legal Al Design provides the method-
ology for transforming that expertise into reusable assets.

Part II develops Selection, which determines which recur-
ring legal work warrants investment in productization. Op-
portunity Identification establishes where Document Tem-
plates and AT Workflows could capture recurring expertise
and which Opportunities should proceed to Specification.
Business Validation completes this connection after imple-
mentation by assessing whether the potential identified dur-
ing Selection has translated into business value.

This chapter develops Opportunity Identification. It moves
from the firm’s Legal Domains and Processes to recurring
documents and analytical tasks, defines an Objective for each
Opportunity, and orders the resulting inventory by frequency
within each Process. The inventory gives the firm a practical
basis for selecting the work that proceeds to Specification.

Concept

An Opportunity identifies recurring legal work whose exper-
tise could be captured in a reusable Document Template or
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Al Workflow. It represents a prospect for productization, ex-
pressed through an Objective and situated within a Legal
Domain and Process.

A Document Template Opportunity arises where established
wording and drafting decisions can be captured for repeated
use. It concerns a recurring document type whose Content
and Logic can be defined in advance and applied to the cir-
cumstances of individual matters. An AI Workflow Oppor-
tunity arises where a recurring analytical task requires a
method that responds to the information in each matter. It
concerns legal work whose approach and assignments can
be structured for repeated execution.

The two kinds of asset can contribute to the same Process. An
AI Workflow may analyse information that informs drafting
or review a document generated from a Document Template.
Each remains a separate Opportunity because each captures
a distinct unit of reusable expertise. Identifying them sepa-
rately makes their intended purposes clear while allowing
their relationship within the Process to remain visible.

Identifying an Opportunity does not commit the firm to de-
veloping it. Opportunity Identification first establishes where
reusable expertise exists, then prioritizes the resulting Op-
portunities according to how frequently that expertise can be
applied. A broad review prevents the firm from overlooking
recurring work, while the ordering directs attention toward
the work with the greatest potential for reuse.

Frequency provides the basis for prioritization because cap-
turing expertise once has greater potential benefit when that
expertise is used repeatedly. Expected value can also influ-
ence an Opportunity’s attractiveness, but it is excluded from
this prioritization: the value of individual Document Tem-
plates and Al Workflows typically varies less significantly
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than the frequency with which they can be reused. Oppor-
tunity Identification therefore establishes relative priority
through frequency rather than through a forecast of revenue,
costs, or return on investment.

Each Opportunity also needs an Objective that describes what
the asset is intended to accomplish. The Objective states
the document to be generated or the analytical task to be
performed in its legal context. It gives the Opportunity a
clear purpose without specifying the Requirements, Archi-
tecture, or detailed Design through which that purpose will
be achieved.

This distinction keeps the phases connected. Selection iden-
tifies and prioritizes the work; Specification develops the
selected Objective into Requirements and Acceptance Crite-
ria; Design determines how the resulting asset should work.
After implementation, Business Validation assesses the busi-
ness value realized through its use.

Framework

Opportunity Identification begins with the structure of the
firm’s practice and representative matters. Reviewing prac-
tice areas reveals the relevant Legal Domains; examining the
work performed within them reveals recurring Processes,
documents, and analytical tasks. The framework then makes
each Opportunity explicit and orders it within its Process.

The framework consists of five steps.

Step 1 — Identify Legal Domains

A Legal Domain is a practice area or legal niche. It provides
the highest-level grouping for the Opportunities inventory
and preserves the substantive context in which expertise can
be reused.
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The appropriate level of granularity depends on the work
being examined. A broad practice area may provide a use-
ful Legal Domain where the work is relatively homogeneous.
Where it contains substantially different types of legal work,
narrower niches may make recurring expertise easier to iden-
tify. The purpose is to map the firm’s actual legal work rather
than reproduce its departmental structure.

Reviewing the firm’s practice areas and representative mat-
ters helps establish this scope. Matters show how expertise
is applied in practice and can reveal recurring work that a
practice-area description alone would leave implicit. The
result is a set of Legal Domains within which Processes and
Opportunities can be identified consistently.

Step 2 — Identify Processes

A Process is a recurring sequence or category of legal work
within a Legal Domain. It connects the substantive area of
practice to the documents and analytical tasks that lawyers
repeatedly produce or perform.

Depending on the practice, a Process may correspond to a for-
mal legal procedure, a transaction, an advisory engagement,
compliance work, or another recurring category of legal ser-
vice delivery. Examining representative matters reveals the
activities involved and the points at which lawyers repeatedly
apply similar drafting decisions or analytical methods.

The Process provides a practical grouping for comparing Op-
portunities. A single Process can involve several recurring
documents and analytical tasks, each with a different fre-
quency of use. Keeping them within the same group makes it
possible to identify which parts of that work offer the greatest
potential for reuse.

At this step, the aim is to understand where recurring work
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occurs. A Process should not be omitted simply because some
of its work is complex or depends on professional judgment.
The relevant question is which elements contain recurring
expertise that could be captured in one of the two kinds of
Legal Asset.

Step 3 — Identify Document Template and AI Workflow
Opportunities

For each Process, identify the recurring document types and
analytical tasks. These are the sources of Document Template
and AI Workflow Opportunities.

The analysis of documents should focus on recurring types
rather than individual files. A document produced for one
matter provides evidence of drafting knowledge; the Oppor-
tunity lies in capturing the wording and decisions that can be
applied across comparable matters. Where known circum-
stances can determine the document’s wording and structure,
a Document Template can preserve those choices in reusable
Content and Logic.

Analytical tasks provide the corresponding source of Al Work-
flow Opportunities. Lawyers repeatedly analyse information,
assess legal issues, review materials, extract relevant facts,
compare information, classify matters, and prepare legal rea-
soning. Where a recurring task requires contextual analysis,
an AI Workflow can capture the method while allowing the
result to respond to the particular matter.

The distinction rests on the expertise being captured. A Doc-
ument Template applies drafting choices settled in advance;
an Al Workflow applies an analytical method to matter infor-
mation. A task that produces written output may therefore be
an Al Workflow Opportunity where its substance depends on
contextual analysis. Where the work also involves generating
a document from established drafting choices, the Process
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may contain Opportunities for both kinds of asset.

The result is a set of candidate Document Templates and Al
Workflows, each connected to the Legal Domain and Process
in which its expertise can be reused.

Step 4 — Specify Objectives

Specify an Objective for each Opportunity so that its intended
purpose is clear. The Objective identifies the legal work to
be productized and gives the later Requirements a defined
starting point.

For a Document Template, the Objective follows the struc-
ture:

Generate [document type] for [legal context]

This formulation identifies the document to be generated
and the legal circumstances in which it will be used. It states
the purpose of the proposed Document Template without
prescribing its Content, Logic, or component structure.

For an AI Workflow, the Objective follows the structure:
[verb] [noun] for [legal context]

The verb and noun identify the analytical task, while the le-
gal context establishes where that task applies. The wording
should make the intended work understandable without pre-
scribing the Steps or other components through which it will
be performed.

For both kinds of asset, keep the Objective concise and fo-
cused on purpose. Detailed descriptions of inputs, substan-
tive output expectations, and evaluation belong in Specifi-
cation. Choices about components, prompts, models, inte-
grations, and execution belong in Design or implementation.
Making the Objective clear at this stage allows those later
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decisions to remain anchored in the legal work selected for
productization.

Step 5 — Prioritize by Frequency

Within each Process, list Document Template and AI Work-
flow Opportunities together in descending order of frequency.
The more often the underlying document is needed or analyt-
ical task is performed, the greater the potential to reuse the
captured expertise and the higher the Opportunity’s relative
priority.

The review of representative matters provides a practical
basis for comparing recurrence. Consider how often each
document or task arises across the work within scope, rather
than assuming that every Opportunity occurs once in every
matter. Some documents or tasks may be required through-
out a Process, while others arise only under particular cir-
cumstances.

Both kinds of asset belong in the same ordered list because
frequency of reuse is the common basis for prioritization.
Separate lists for Document Templates and AI Workflows
would obscure their relative priority within the Process. The
ordering applies within each Process; it does not establish a
single ranking across all Legal Domains and Processes.

Position in the inventory expresses relative priority. Expected
value is excluded from this ordering because individual as-
sets’ value typically varies less significantly than their fre-
quency of reuse. The method therefore does not require a
financial assessment before an Opportunity can be placed in
the inventory.

The resulting order gives the firm a practical basis for se-
lecting which Opportunities should proceed to Specification.
Selection establishes the work to take forward; Business Val-

54



idation later assesses the value realized through use of the
implemented assets. Anticipated recurrence at this stage
and actual use after implementation serve different purposes
within the V-model.

Resulting Deliverable

The resulting deliverable is the Opportunities inventory: a
structured list grouped by Legal Domain and Process. Within
each Process, Document Template and AI Workflow Oppor-
tunities appear together in descending order of frequency.
Each entry identifies the kind of Legal Asset and states its
Objective.

The grouping preserves the legal and operational context
without repeating it in a separate profile for every Opportu-
nity. The entry makes the proposed asset’s purpose explicit,
while its position communicates relative priority. The inven-
tory takes the following form:

Opportunities

[legal domain]

[process]

[Document Template or Al Workflow] — [objective]

[...]
[...]
[...]

This deliverable brings identification and prioritization to-
gether. It shows where reusable expertise exists, what each
proposed asset should accomplish, and which Opportunities
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have greater potential for repeated use within their Process.
Selected Opportunities proceed to Requirements Determina-
tion and Acceptance Criteria Setting, where their intended
legal results and the basis for evaluating them are defined.

The inventory is distinct from the Business Validation record.
The former establishes potential and relative priority before
Specification; the latter records Value per Use, Annual Fre-
quency, and Annual Value after implementation. Keeping
these purposes clear connects the reasons for developing an
asset to the business results subsequently achieved through
its use.

Conclusion

Opportunity Identification establishes the starting point for
Selection by reviewing the firm’s Legal Domains and Pro-
cesses, identifying recurring documents and analytical tasks,
and defining an Objective for each proposed Document Tem-
plate or Al Workflow. Listing both kinds of asset together in
descending order of frequency within each Process makes
their relative priority explicit.

The Opportunities inventory provides a practical basis for
selecting the work that proceeds to Specification. Require-
ments and Acceptance Criteria then define what the selected
assets must accomplish and how satisfactory performance
will be assessed, before Architecture and detailed Design
specify how they should work.

Chapter 6 develops Business Validation, the corresponding
evaluation on the ascending side of the V-model. After im-
plementation, it assesses whether use of the assets has trans-
lated the potential identified during Selection into realized
business value.

56



6 Business Validation

Chapter 5 identified recurring legal work whose expertise
could be captured in Document Templates and Al Workflows.
It defined an Objective for each Opportunity and ordered
the inventory by frequency within each Process, providing a
practical basis for selecting the work that proceeds to Speci-
fication. Business Validation completes this connection after
implementation by assessing whether the potential identified
during Selection has translated into business value.

An asset’s suitability for reuse does not by itself establish the
economic contribution it makes in practice. A Document
Template may generate documents quickly but be used only
occasionally. An AI Workflow may support frequent inter-
nal analysis without being sold as a separate service. Busi-
ness Validation therefore considers both the value realized
through each use and how often the asset is actually used.

This chapter develops the validation side of Selection in the
V-model. Although presented alongside Opportunity Iden-
tification, Business Validation takes place after the selected
assets have been specified, designed, implemented, and used.
Its result is a record of the business value generated through
repeated use of the captured expertise.

Concept

Business Validation establishes whether reusable legal ex-
pertise delivers business value in practice. Legal Assets can
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contribute to revenue-generating services or reduce the effort
required for internal or non-billable work. Their economic
value is therefore based on the revenue attributable to their
use or the cost reduction achieved compared with equivalent
manual work.

The same approach applies to Document Templates and Al
Workflows. A Document Template captures established draft-
ing decisions so that they can be applied repeatedly across
matters. An Al Workflow captures an analytical method that
responds to each matter’s information. Both can reduce re-
curring lawyer effort, but the business value realized depends
on how the resulting asset is used.

For revenue-generating work, the relevant value is the rev-
enue attributable to use of the asset. A Document Template
may support a fixed-fee drafting service, while an AT Work-
flow may contribute to a paid review or analysis. Where the
asset forms part of a broader service, the assessment must
identify the revenue attributable to its contribution rather
than assign the entire service revenue to every asset involved.

Reduced production effort does not inherently eliminate the
commercial value of legal expertise. A document or analysis
can remain valuable to a client even when the asset allows it
to be produced more efficiently. Pricing and the firm’s value
proposition can therefore affect the revenue realized through
use. Business Validation records that realized contribution; it
does not prescribe a price derived from the cost of automated
production or require every asset to be sold separately.

For internal or non-billable work, the relevant value can in-
stead be the cost reduction achieved compared with equiva-
lent manual work. An asset that reduces the effort required
for internal drafting, knowledge work, or analysis can create
business value even where no client is charged for its use.
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The comparison should concern work of equivalent scope
and quality, including any lawyer review or completion effort
still required when the asset is used.

Value per Use records this economic value each time an as-
set is used, based on attributable revenue or resulting cost
reduction. Annual Frequency records how often the asset is
used during the year. Together, they establish Annual Value:

Annual Value = Value per Use x Annual Frequency

These measures preserve the connection between value and
reuse. An asset with a modest Value per Use can generate
substantial Annual Value through frequent application. An
asset with a high Value per Use may make a smaller annual
contribution if it is rarely used. Annual Value provides a
common basis for evaluating the business value of imple-
mented Document Templates and Al Workflows, including
those supporting internal work.

Business Validation has a different purpose from Opportunity
Identification and Acceptance Criteria. Opportunity Identifi-
cation prioritizes potential reuse through frequency within
each Process; expected value is excluded from that priori-
tization. Acceptance Criteria establish whether the imple-
mented asset meets its Requirements. Business Validation
evaluates the economic value realized through use. Meeting
legal Requirements and generating business value are related
outcomes, but each requires its own evaluation.

Framework

Business Validation brings together three measures for each
implemented asset: Value per Use, Annual Frequency, and
Annual Value. The assessment begins with the Document
Template or AT Workflow and its Objective, preserving the
connection to the Opportunity identified during Selection.
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Step 1 — Determine Value per Use

The first step is to establish the economic value realized each
time the asset is used. The basis is the revenue attributable to
that use or the cost reduction achieved compared with equiv-
alent manual work, according to the asset’s contribution.

For revenue-generating services, evidence can come from
the fees actually charged for work supported by the asset.
If a Document Template generates the document delivered
through a separately priced service, the attributable revenue
can be established from that service. If an AT Workflow sup-
ports one part of a larger engagement, the assessment should
use a defensible allocation of revenue to that contribution.
The same principle applies to either kind of Legal Asset.

The price previously charged for equivalent manual work
can provide commercial context, but it does not establish the
revenue realized by the implemented asset. Productization
may change the service’s price, demand, or delivery model.
Business Validation should therefore use evidence of the
revenue actually attributable to use rather than a proposed
price or an assumption that every use results in a sale.

For work assessed through cost reduction, compare the cost
of performing the equivalent task manually with the cost of
performing it using the asset. The comparison should include
the effort and operating costs relevant to delivering the same
result. For example, if manual work costs 120 monetary units
and equivalent work using the asset costs 40, the resulting
Value per Use is 80 monetary units.

A reduction in drafting or analysis time must be considered
alongside the work still needed to complete the task. Re-
quired review, correction, and completion effort affects the
cost reduction actually achieved. This keeps the measure con-
nected to the delivered legal result rather than to the speed
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of generating an initial output alone.

The assessment should make clear which basis supports the
recorded amount. Attributable revenue and cost reduction
describe different economic contributions; the same benefit
should not be counted twice. Where the value varies across
uses, an average supported by the observed work can provide
the Value per Use for the period assessed.

Step 2 — Record Annual Frequency

The second step is to record how often the Document Tem-
plate or AI Workflow is used during the year. Annual Fre-
quency concerns actual use of the implemented asset, in-
cluding uses supporting internal or non-billable work.

Historical manual volume helped reveal the potential for
reuse during Opportunity Identification. Actual use after im-
plementation shows how much of that potential has been
realized. Productization can affect demand and working prac-
tices: faster delivery, more predictable pricing, or easier ac-
cess may increase use, while limited adoption may leave the
asset used less often than the original manual process.

Annual Frequency should therefore be supported by records
of use rather than copied from the Opportunity’s anticipated
frequency or treated as a forecast of future sales. A consistent
definition of a use should connect the count to the contribu-
tion measured in Value per Use. For a Document Template,
this may be the generation of a document for a matter; for an
AI Workflow, it may be the execution of the defined analytical
task. Technical retries or intermediate Steps should not be
counted as separate completed contributions where Value
per Use refers to the resulting document or overall task.

The value measure and the use count should cover the same
period and scope. If an asset has been in use for less than a
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full year, the available evidence should be identified as partial-
year evidence. An annual projection can inform planning,
but it should remain distinguishable from the business value
already realized.

Step 3 — Calculate Annual Value

The third step is to multiply Value per Use by Annual Fre-
quency:

Annual Value = Value per Use x Annual Frequency

The formula applies to both kinds of Legal Asset and to ei-
ther basis of value. For an asset with attributable revenue
of 200 monetary units per use and 150 uses during the year,
Annual Value is 30,000 monetary units. For an internal asset
achieving a cost reduction of 80 monetary units per use over
150 uses, Annual Value is 12,000 monetary units.

The calculation provides a simple, common measure of the
value generated through repeated use. Its interpretation
follows the basis used for Value per Use: a revenue-based
amount records attributable revenue, while a cost-reduction
amount records the reduction achieved against equivalent
manual work. Annual Value is not, by itself, a calculation of
net profit or a return on development investment.

Reviewing the result connects the implemented asset to the
business rationale established during Selection. Limited An-
nual Value may reflect low use, a small economic contribu-
tion per use, or both. Distinguishing these factors helps the
firm understand whether the captured expertise is delivering
the anticipated benefits and where changes to the asset or its
use may be useful. This evaluation informs subsequent deci-
sions without replacing the frequency-based prioritization
of Opportunities.
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Resulting Deliverable

The resulting deliverable is a Business Validation record
for each implemented Document Template or AI Workflow.
The record identifies the asset by its type and Objective
and brings together Value per Use, Annual Frequency, and
Annual Value. Both kinds of asset use the same structure,
providing a common basis for evaluating the business value
generated through repeated use of the captured expertise.

A generic representation of the record is:

Business Validation

[Document Template or AI Workflow] — [objective]

Value per Use
[amount]

Annual Frequency
[uses per year]

Annual Value
[amount]

Supporting evidence should make the basis of Value per Use
and the period and scope of the use count understandable.
It accompanies the three measures so that the result can be
interpreted consistently, while the record retains the same
structure for revenue-generating and internal uses.

The Business Validation record evaluates an implemented
asset. The Opportunities inventory records potential reuse
and relative priority before Specification. Keeping these de-
liverables distinct allows the firm to connect the reasons
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for developing an asset to the business results subsequently
achieved through its use.

Conclusion

Business Validation completes the connection between the
potential identified during Selection and the business value
realized after implementation. Value per Use captures at-
tributable revenue or cost reduction, Annual Frequency cap-
tures actual use during the year, and Annual Value brings the
two together. The resulting record allows both Document
Templates and AI Workflows to be evaluated on a common
basis.

This completes the treatment of Selection in Part II, covering
Opportunity Identification on the descending side of the V-
model and Business Validation on its ascending side. In the
development sequence, selected Opportunities proceed from
the ordered inventory to Specification; their business value
is validated once the resulting assets have been implemented
and used.

Chapter 7 develops Requirements Determination. It trans-
lates each selected Objective into the Legal Task, Input Scope,
and Output Characteristics. Acceptance Criteria then estab-
lish how satisfactory performance will be assessed, before Ar-
chitecture and detailed Design specify how the assets should
work.
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Part 111

Specification
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7 Requirements

Part I1I develops Specification, which defines what each se-
lected Legal Asset must accomplish and how satisfactory per-
formance will be assessed. Opportunity Identification estab-
lished where Document Templates and Al Workflows could
capture recurring expertise and ordered those Opportunities
by frequency within each Process. Selected Opportunities
now proceed to Specification. Business Validation evaluates
the value realized through use of the resulting assets after
implementation.

Specification comprises Requirements Determination and
Acceptance Criteria Setting. This chapter develops Require-
ments Determination: it translates each selected Objective
into the Legal Task, the circumstances in which it will be
performed, the Input Scope needed to complete it, and the
Output Characteristics that a satisfactory result must demon-
strate. Chapter 8 establishes the Acceptance Criteria against
which the implementation will be evaluated.

The resulting Requirements record connects the value sought
through productization to a defined legal outcome. It gives
Architecture and detailed Design a clear target while leaving
open the mechanism through which that outcome will be
produced.
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Concept

An Objective and Requirements serve different functions
within Legal AI Design. The Objective identifies the legal
work to be productized at a level appropriate for selecting an
Opportunity. Requirements develop that purpose into a suffi-
ciently precise description of what the resulting Document
Template or Al Workflow must accomplish.

The Objective remains the starting point. For a Document
Template, it takes the form “Generate [document type] for
[legal context]”; for an AI Workflow, it takes the form “[verb]
[noun] for [legal context]”. Requirements make the intended
work explicit by defining the Legal Task, Input Scope, and
Output Characteristics under that Objective.

These three elements answer related questions. The Legal
Task defines the work and the circumstances in which it is
required. The Input Scope identifies the matter information,
legal knowledge, and other inputs necessary to perform it.
The Output Characteristics establish what a satisfactory re-
sult must contain or demonstrate. Together, they describe the
intended legal outcome at the level needed to guide Design
and establish Acceptance Criteria.

Requirements define what the asset must accomplish while
leaving decisions about how it should work to Design. They
may establish that particular information is needed, that
specified content must appear, or that a conclusion must be
supported by the available sources. The component struc-
ture, automation rules, analytical Steps, and implementation
mechanisms through which those outcomes are achieved are
developed later.

For a Document Template, Requirements describe the docu-
ment generation needed and the essential characteristics of
the resulting document. Established drafting decisions will
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subsequently be captured in Content and Logic, with Doc-
ument Automation applying them through predominantly
deterministic behaviour. Requirements provide the target
for those decisions without yet specifying the Document,
Fields, Questions, or Snippets through which they will be
implemented.

For an AT Workflow, Requirements describe the legal work
to be performed or supported, the information it requires,
and the qualities of its result. Design will subsequently orga-
nize the analytical method into Steps, each applying a Role
and an Instruction, with supporting Knowledge Cases iden-
tified where needed. Requirements establish the purpose
and boundaries of that method before its components are
designed.

AI Workflows also require attention to the probabilistic be-
haviour of Large Language Models. Equivalent inputs need
not produce identical wording. Precise Requirements remain
possible because they define the substantive characteristics
that an acceptable result must demonstrate. Different for-
mulations can satisfy the same Requirements where they
address the required issues, reflect the relevant information,
and support the intended legal outcome.

Requirements also have a distinct place in the V-model. They
establish what the asset must accomplish on its descending
side; Acceptance Criteria provide the basis for evaluating
whether the implementation meets those Requirements on
its ascending side. Business Validation addresses the sepa-
rate question of whether use of the asset realizes business
value. Defining the required legal result therefore supports
validation without treating legal performance and business
value as the same assessment.
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Framework

Requirements Determination proceeds through three steps
for each selected Document Template or AT Workflow. The
selected Objective provides the common reference through-
out: each step develops an aspect of the capability needed to
fulfil it.

Step 1 — Define the Legal Task

Define the legal work that the asset must perform or sup-
port and the circumstances in which that work is required.
The Legal Task makes the Objective sufficiently precise to
establish the scope of the asset.

For a Document Template, the Legal Task describes the docu-
ment generation to be supported. It identifies the kind of doc-
ument to be produced and the legal circumstances in which
it will be used. Where different circumstances materially
affect the required document, the description should make
those boundaries clear without prescribing the automation
rules that will implement them.

For an Al Workflow, the Legal Task defines the analytical work
to be performed or supported. This may involve analysing,
reviewing, extracting, comparing, classifying, or preparing
legal information. The description should explain what the
work must achieve in its legal context, leaving the sequence of
Steps and the allocation of Roles and Instructions to Design.

The Legal Task should be specific enough to prevent different
designers from assuming different intended capabilities. A
broad Objective may leave questions about which matters,
issues, or activities are included. Resolving those questions
here establishes a common understanding of the work and
limits implicit scope expansion during Architecture and de-
tailed Design.
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The resultis a bounded description of the required legal activ-
ity and its circumstances. It provides the basis for identifying
the information needed to perform that activity and the char-
acteristics its result must demonstrate.

Step 2 — Define the Input Scope

Define the information needed to complete the Legal Task.
The Input Scope identifies the relevant matter information,
legal knowledge, and other necessary inputs, making explicit
the informational basis on which the asset is expected to
operate.

For a Document Template, the Input Scope identifies the
relevant Client Case information and any additional informa-
tion needed to generate the document. This may include the
parties’ details, relevant dates, agreed terms, factual circum-
stances, and choices that affect the required document. The
description establishes the categories of information that
must be available without yet defining individual Fields or
Questions.

Design subsequently determines how that information is
used. Fields identify variable information to be inserted into
the Document, Questions request required user input, and
Logic governs inclusion, selection, calculation, and repeti-
tion. Requirements establish the information need that those
design decisions must address.

For an Al Workflow, the Input Scope identifies the matter
information and supporting legal knowledge needed for the
analysis, including relevant information from Client Cases
and Knowledge Cases where applicable. It may also identify
other necessary inputs, such as material produced by related
legal work. The description should make clear which infor-
mation the method needs and the scope of the knowledge on
which it must rely.
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Identifying the required legal knowledge does not yet allo-
cate particular Knowledge Cases to Workflow Steps. That
allocation belongs to AI Workflow Design, which connects
supporting knowledge to each Step’s Role and Instruction.
The Input Scope first establishes what information is neces-
sary for the overall Legal Task.

The scope should be complete enough to support the required
work while remaining independent of the mechanisms used
to obtain or process the information. Retrieval, data entry,
information transfer, and other implementation decisions
follow from the need defined here. Information outside the
stated scope should not silently become a dependency; if
additional inputs prove necessary, the Requirements should
be revised accordingly.

Step 3 — Define the Output Characteristics

Define what a satisfactory result must contain or demon-
strate. The Legal Task establishes the work to be performed,
and the Input Scope establishes its informational basis. The
Output Characteristics give Design a clear target for the re-
sulting legal work product.

For a Document Template, these characteristics describe the
generated document. They may address required content,
the treatment of relevant circumstances, document struc-
ture, and necessary presentation qualities. Where particular
circumstances require different content, the Requirements
should state the resulting document’s required characteris-
tics. The Content, Logic, and formatting that produce those
results are specified during detailed Design.

This allows drafting expectations to be precise without pre-
maturely designing the template. A requirement that the doc-
ument reflect the applicable terms, for example, establishes
an outcome. Selecting the wording, defining the conditions
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under which it appears, and determining whether a shared
Snippet should contain it are later design decisions.

For an Al Workflow, the Output Characteristics define the
substantive qualities of the required analysis or other legal
result. Depending on the Legal Task, they may identify issues
to be addressed, information to be extracted, distinctions
to be made, sources to be connected to findings, or uncer-
tainties to be acknowledged. They should describe what sat-
isfactory completion of the work requires rather than rely
on broad statements that the output must be “correct” or
“professional”.

These characteristics should allow variation in wording
where it is compatible with the required legal outcome.
Different executions may express or organize the analysis
differently while satisfying the same Requirements. Varia-
tion remains acceptable only where the result demonstrates
the substantive qualities defined for the Legal Task.

Output Characteristics provide the basis for Acceptance Crite-
ria. The next stage of Specification pairs Test Conditions with
an Expected Result for each criterion, establishing the rep-
resentative inputs and legal circumstances under which the
asset will be assessed and what the evaluator must observe.
Requirements first define the intended result; Acceptance
Criteria establish the evidence needed to accept it.

Together, the three steps produce a coherent statement of
the required capability. The Legal Task defines the work, the
Input Scope identifies what is needed to perform it, and the
Output Characteristics define satisfactory completion. Re-
viewing them together helps reveal gaps, such as an expected
result that depends on information absent from the Input
Scope or a characteristic that falls outside the Legal Task.
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Resulting Deliverable

The deliverable is a Requirements record for each selected
Document Template or AI Workflow. It retains the asset type
and Objective from the Opportunities inventory as its heading
and brings together three elements: Legal Task, Input Scope,
and Output Characteristics.

The record uses the same structure for both kinds of Legal
Asset. Its substance reflects the document generation or
analytical work concerned, while its common form makes
the intended outcome clear before Architecture and detailed
Design begin.

Requirements

[Document Template or AI Workflow] — [objective]

Legal Task
[description]

Input Scope
[description]

Output Characteristics
[description]

For a Document Template, the Legal Task describes the re-
quired document generation and its circumstances, the Input
Scope identifies the necessary matter information and other
inputs, and the Output Characteristics describe the document
that must result. For an AI Workflow, the same elements de-
scribe the analytical work, its informational basis, and the
substantive qualities the result must demonstrate.
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The heading preserves the connection to the selected Op-
portunity. The three elements develop that Opportunity into
a defined legal purpose and make its intended outcome ex-
plicit. The record can therefore guide the development of the
asset while remaining focused on what it must accomplish.

Conclusion

Requirements Determination translates each selected Ob-
jective into a Legal Task, Input Scope, and Output Charac-
teristics. The resulting Requirements record defines the in-
tended legal outcome and gives Design a clear target, while
preserving the distinction between the required result and
the method used to produce it.

Chapter 8 develops Acceptance Criteria Setting. Each crite-
rion pairs Test Conditions with an Expected Result to estab-
lish how satisfactory performance will be assessed. Together,
Requirements and Acceptance Criteria complete Specifica-
tion, providing the targets and evaluation standards that
guide Architecture and detailed Design and support valida-
tion after implementation.
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8 Acceptance Criteria

Specification defines what each selected Legal Asset must ac-
complish and how satisfactory performance will be assessed.
Chapter 7 developed Requirements Determination, translat-
ing each selected Objective into the Legal Task, Input Scope,
and Output Characteristics. This chapter develops Accep-
tance Criteria Setting: establishing the evidence needed to
accept the resulting implementation.

Requirements describe the intended result; Acceptance Crite-
ria establish how that result will be evaluated. Each criterion
pairs Test Conditions with an Expected Result, specifying the
representative inputs and legal circumstances under which
the asset is assessed and what the evaluator must observe.
Together, Requirements and Acceptance Criteria provide the
targets and evaluation standards that guide Architecture and
detailed Design.

The criteria are defined during Specification and applied after
implementation. In the V-model, they provide the basis for
evaluating whether the implemented Document Template
or AI Workflow meets its Requirements. Business Validation
addresses the separate question of whether use of the asset
realizes business value.

Concept

Acceptance Criteria allow quality to be assessed against
agreed expectations. A Requirements record defines the
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work through its Legal Task, identifies the necessary infor-
mation through its Input Scope, and describes a satisfactory
result through its Output Characteristics. Acceptance
Criteria make those expectations testable under defined
circumstances.

This distinction matters because a description can be clear
enough to guide Design while leaving uncertainty about what
evidence would establish satisfactory performance. An Out-
put Characteristic might require a generated document to
include the applicable payment deadline or an analysis to
identify the relevant contractual obligations. Acceptance Cri-
teria specify the inputs and circumstances used to assess
those expectations and the result that must be observed.

Each criterion therefore connects a testing situation to an
observable result. The Test Conditions establish the represen-
tative inputs and legal circumstances. The Expected Result
states what the evaluator must find in the resulting document
or analysis. Reviewing the criteria alongside the Require-
ments record makes clear which expectations they assess
and reveals any material expectations that remain untested.

The criteria reflect how each kind of Legal Asset produces its
results. Document Templates capture established drafting
decisions in Content and Logic. Document Automation ap-
plies those decisions through predominantly deterministic
behaviour, so criteria can address the generated document’s
content, drafting logic, and formatting. Structure, calcula-
tions, numbering, and references may also be assessed where
they form part of the required result.

A required clause, for example, can be assessed under cir-
cumstances in which it must appear and circumstances in
which it must be omitted. A required calculation can be
assessed by supplying defined values and comparing the
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amount produced with the expected amount. Required doc-
ument structure can be assessed by checking that specified
sections appear in the appropriate sequence. These observa-
tions evaluate the outcome of the drafting method without
prescribing its implementation.

AI Workflows capture analytical methods applied by Large
Language Models with probabilistic behaviour. Their con-
clusions and wording can vary in response to the matter’s
information, and equivalent inputs need not produce identi-
cal formulations. Acceptance Criteria therefore define the
substantive qualities an acceptable result must demonstrate
while allowing variation in wording where it is compatible
with the Requirements.

For an AI Workflow analysing contractual obligations, those
qualities might include identifying the obligations repre-
sented in the test material, distinguishing the parties to
whom they apply, connecting findings to the relevant sources,
and acknowledging uncertainty where the information does
not support a conclusion. Different formulations can satisfy
the same criterion when they demonstrate the required
qualities. Permissible variation does not remove the need
for a precise basis for acceptance.

Both kinds of asset can thus be assessed against their Require-
ments using standards suited to their behaviour. Defining
those standards before Design gives the firm a practical basis
for deciding whether the completed implementation fulfils
its legal purpose.

Framework

Acceptance Criteria Setting proceeds through three steps for
each selected Document Template or Al Workflow. First iden-
tify the Acceptance Criteria from its Requirements record.
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Then, for each criterion, define the Test Conditions and the
Expected Result. The asset’s Objective remains the common
reference connecting the criteria to the selected Opportunity
and its Requirements.

Step 1 — Identify the Acceptance Criteria

Review the Legal Task, Input Scope, and Output Characteris-
tics to identify the aspects of satisfactory performance that
need to be assessed. Each Acceptance Criterion should ad-
dress a specific expectation grounded in the Requirements.
Give it a descriptive name that makes the focus of the assess-
ment clear.

For a Document Template, criteria may address required con-
tent, the treatment of particular legal circumstances, calcu-
lations, or formatting. For an Al Workflow, they may address
the identification of relevant issues, attribution of obligations,
support for findings, or acknowledgement of uncertainty. Se-
lect the criteria according to the required legal outcome.

One expectation may require several criteria where materi-
ally different circumstances call for different results. Con-
versely, related observations may belong together where they
establish whether one expectation has been met. There need
not be one criterion for each statement in the Requirements
record; the criteria together should cover all material expec-
tations at a level that permits clear assessment.

The result of this step is a set of named criteria, each with
a defined focus. The following steps make each criterion
testable by pairing representative Test Conditions with an
observable Expected Result. If developing that pair reveals
distinct assessment needs, refine or separate the criteria
accordingly.
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Step 2 — Define the Test Conditions

Define the representative inputs and legal circumstances
under which the asset will be assessed. The Legal Task estab-
lishes the work and its boundaries, the Input Scope identifies
the information available, and the Output Characteristics in-
dicate which aspects of the result need to be observed. Test
Conditions turn these descriptions into a sufficiently specific
situation for evaluation.

Depending on the expectations being assessed, the condi-
tions may include particular input values, available source
documents, factual circumstances, agreed terms, user
choices, or other relevant information. They should make
clear what is supplied and which circumstances apply, so
that an evaluator can interpret the result against a common
testing situation.

For Document Templates, Test Conditions often identify the
matter information and choices that affect document gener-
ation. These may include a party type, a monetary amount,
a relevant date, or circumstances requiring an optional pro-
vision. Where the expected document differs according to
those inputs, the conditions should specify the combination
being assessed.

Materially different circumstances may require separate cri-
teria. If a provision must appear when a condition is present
and be omitted when it is absent, testing only its inclusion
would leave the omission unassessed. Separate criteria can
establish the evidence needed for both outcomes. Calcula-
tions can similarly require more than one scenario where
different ranges of input affect the required result.

For Al Workflows, Test Conditions identify the matter infor-
mation, source material, and legal or factual circumstances
relevant to the analysis. These may include information from
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Client Cases and supporting legal knowledge from Knowl-
edge Cases where applicable. The conditions establish the
informational basis for assessment without allocating Roles,
Instructions, or Knowledge Cases to particular Steps; those
decisions belong to Design.

Different information may call for different substantive re-
sults. One criterion might assess an analysis where the sup-
plied material establishes an obligation, while another as-
sesses a situation where the material is incomplete or ambigu-
ous. If the Requirements call for uncertainty to be acknowl-
edged, the latter situation provides evidence of whether the
implemented Workflow does so.

The aim is to cover material distinctions in the Requirements
through representative conditions. The criteria need not enu-
merate every conceivable factual variation. Their coverage
should be sufficient to assess the intended Legal Task, us-
ing information within the Input Scope, against the required
Output Characteristics.

Step 3 — Define the Expected Result

Define what the evaluator must observe under the Test Condi-
tions. The Expected Result establishes the evidence needed
to accept the result produced in that situation. It should be
precise enough to support a decision about whether the cri-
terion is met.

For Document Templates, the Expected Result can specify
required content, the presence or absence of a clause, the
sequence of sections, a calculated value, or formatting and
numbering. Where the criterion assesses drafting logic, it
states the observable document outcome under the defined
circumstances. The rules that produce that outcome are
subsequently specified during Design.
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A statement that a document must be “correct” or “profes-
sional” provides little basis for acceptance because review-
ers may interpret it differently. A statement that a specified
section must follow another section under the defined condi-
tions provides an observable standard. Similarly, an expected
calculation should state the result required for the supplied
values, rather than merely require an accurate calculation.

For Al Workflows, the Expected Result specifies the substan-
tive qualities the output must demonstrate. Depending on
the Requirements, it may identify issues to be addressed, in-
formation to be extracted, distinctions to be made, sources
to be connected to findings, or uncertainties to be acknowl-
edged. The defined test material should give the evaluator a
concrete basis for assessing those qualities.

A criterion concerning contractual obligations, for example,
can specify which obligations in the supplied material must
be identified and attributed to each party. Where source
support is required, it can establish which provisions must
support the findings. If the material leaves an issue unre-
solved, the Expected Result can require that limitation to be

expressed without presenting an unsupported conclusion as
established.

Exact wording is appropriate only where the Requirements
call for it. Otherwise, the Expected Result should allow dif-
ferent formulations that demonstrate the same substantive
qualities. Precision comes from specifying what the result
must establish, not from requiring every acceptable analysis
to reproduce a predetermined paragraph.

One Expected Result may describe several related observa-
tions needed to assess a criterion. Where materially differ-
ent conditions or independently assessable outcomes would
make the criterion unclear, separate criteria make the basis
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for acceptance easier to apply. Their number follows the
expectations being assessed rather than a fixed rule.

Review the completed criteria against the Legal Task, Input
Scope, and Output Characteristics. Each criterion should
have a clear basis in the Requirements, and the criteria to-
gether should provide evidence for all material expectations.
If a proposed criterion introduces a new capability or re-
quires information outside the Input Scope, resolve that issue
in the Requirements before using it as a basis for acceptance.

Resulting Deliverable

The deliverable is an Acceptance Criteria record for each
selected Document Template or AI Workflow. Its heading
retains the asset type and Objective used in the Opportunities
inventory and Requirements record. Under that heading,
each named criterion pairs Test Conditions with an Expected
Result.

The same structure applies to both kinds of Legal Asset. For
Document Templates, its substance can address content,
drafting logic, and formatting. For AI Workflows, it defines
the substantive qualities an acceptable result must demon-
strate while allowing appropriate variation in wording.
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Acceptance Criteria

[Document Template or AI Workflow] — [objective]

[acceptance criterion]

Test Conditions
[description]

Expected Result
[description]

[...]

The heading preserves the connection to the selected Op-
portunity and its defined legal purpose. The criteria make
the evidence for acceptance explicit, so the record can guide
Design and later evaluation. Read alongside the Require-
ments, it establishes what satisfactory performance must
demonstrate without prescribing the component structure
or implementation mechanism.

Conclusion

Acceptance Criteria Setting completes Specification by es-
tablishing how satisfactory performance will be assessed.
Each criterion pairs Test Conditions with an Expected Result,
connecting representative inputs and legal circumstances to
the evidence needed for acceptance. The resulting record
provides standards suited to the predominantly determinis-
tic behaviour of Document Templates and the probabilistic
behaviour of AI Workflows.

Requirements and Acceptance Criteria together guide Ar-
chitecture and detailed Design and provide the basis for
evaluating the implementation against its intended legal out-
come. Business Validation subsequently evaluates the busi-
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ness value realized through use of the implemented asset,
maintaining the connection to Selection on the validation
side of the V-model.

Part IV develops Document Automation Design. Chapter 9
begins with Document Template Architecture, comparing
the selected templates’ Requirements to identify shared Snip-
pets and Questions and map their dependencies. Detailed
Document Template Design and Snippet Design then specify
how the required results will be produced. Legal Intelligence
Design follows the same progression from Requirements to
Architecture and detailed Design for AI Workflows.
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PartlIV

Document Automation
Design
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9 Document Template Architec-
ture

Selection identified which Opportunities should proceed to
Specification. Requirements Determination then defined
each selected Legal Asset’s Legal Task, Input Scope, and
Output Characteristics, while Acceptance Criteria Setting
established the Test Conditions and Expected Results against
which its implementation will be assessed. Together, these
decisions establish what each asset must accomplish and
how satisfactory performance will be evaluated.

Part IV develops Document Automation Design. For Doc-
ument Templates, Design begins with Document Template
Architecture: identifying shared Snippets and Questions and
mapping them to the templates and Snippets that use them.
Detailed Document Template Design and Snippet Design then
specify how those components will operate. Architecture
provides the common structure through which drafting deci-
sions and information needs can be addressed consistently
across documents.

This connection matters for productization. A Document
Template captures established drafting decisions in reusable
Content and Logic. Where several templates require the same
drafting or user input, shared components allow that exper-
tise to be developed and maintained together. Document
Template Architecture makes those opportunities for reuse
and their dependencies explicit before detailed design be-
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gins.

Concept

Requirements describe the intended legal result while leav-
ing the mechanism for producing it open. The Legal Task
establishes the work to be performed, the Input Scope iden-
tifies the necessary information, and the Output Characteris-
tics describe what a satisfactory document must contain or
demonstrate. Acceptance Criteria provide the corresponding
basis for evaluation after implementation.

Document Template Architecture compares the selected tem-
plates’ Requirements to identify recurring drafting decisions
and user input needs. Recurring Content, Logic, and format-
ting can become reusable Snippets. Questions identify the
user input needed by the templates and their Snippets. Map-
ping these components to their uses shows which documents
depend on the same decisions and which components must
be designed together.

The Architecture therefore connects Specification to detailed
Design. Its focus is the shared components and their depen-
dencies. The complete wording, drafting rules, formatting,
variable Fields, and use of answers are specified subsequently
in Document Template Design and Snippet Design.

Snippets are reusable components containing Content, Logic,
and formatting. They capture a coherent part of the firm’s
drafting method that can be used wherever the same legal
and documentary needs recur. A Snippet may represent a
clause, definition, party identification block, signature block,
notice, or standard explanatory passage.

Content supplies the predetermined text. Logic specifies
the rules governing its inclusion, selection, calculation, and
repetition. Formatting preserves the presentation needed for
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the resulting document. A reusable party identification block,
for example, may combine established wording, alternatives
for different party types, repetition for multiple parties, and
a consistent presentation. Its reuse preserves the drafting
decisions governing the text as well as the text itself.

At the architectural stage, the designer identifies the Snip-
pet and the templates that need it. Its complete Content,
Logic, and formatting are developed during Snippet Design.
Where variable information must be inserted, Fields identify
that information; where user input is needed, Questions are
associated with the Snippet.

Sharing a Snippet allows the same legal expertise to be devel-
oped, reviewed, and maintained together across documents.
Whether drafting can be shared depends on the legal func-
tion and required behaviour as well as the wording. Similar
passages may require different treatment in different legal
contexts, while different examples may reflect the same un-
derlying drafting method. The comparison must therefore
consider the Requirements of every template that will use
the component.

Questions request the user input needed to generate doc-
uments. They identify information or choices that a user
must supply for a Document Template or Snippet to operate
as intended. Examples include a payment period, a choice
between contractual alternatives, or confirmation of a cir-
cumstance that determines whether a provision applies.

Questions and Fields have distinct functions. Fields identify
variable information to be inserted into the document from
the Client Case. Questions request user input and connect
that input to its use in the Document during detailed Design.
Information already available in the Client Case does not,
merely because it is needed for generation, create a need for
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a Question.

An answer may supply information for a Field or inform Logic
that includes a provision, selects an alternative, performs a
calculation, or repeats content. At the architectural stage, the
concern is to identify the user input need, give the Question a
consistent name, and establish which templates or Snippets
use it. Its final wording and the precise rules governing the
use of its answer belong to detailed Design.

Questions can serve Document Templates directly and can
also serve their Snippets. If a payment clause is shared across
several templates, a Question requesting its payment period
may belong to the design of that Snippet. Recording the Ques-
tion’s association with the Snippet makes this dependency
visible alongside any direct use by templates. It also allows
the same user input need to be recognized consistently wher-
ever it recurs.

Shared components extend the value of each design deci-
sion across the portfolio. Without them, equivalent drafting
and information needs may be addressed separately in every
template. Repeated design effort can then produce diver-
gent wording, rules, formatting, or requests for the same
information.

Document Template Architecture makes those common
needs visible. Consistent names identify the same Snippet or
Question wherever it is used. Mapping Snippets to template
Objectives shows which documents rely on shared drafting.
Mapping Questions to template Objectives and Snippets
shows where user input is required and which components
depend on it.

These relationships also support maintenance. A change to a
shared Snippet requires consideration of the templates that
use it. A change to a Question may affect both templates and
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Snippets, with consequences for the documents incorporat-
ing those Snippets. The Architecture gives the designer a
basis for assessing these effects against the relevant Require-
ments and Acceptance Criteria.

Framework

Document Template Architecture begins with the Require-
ments of the selected Document Templates and produces a
common record of Snippets, Questions, and their uses. The
following steps identify recurring needs, name the compo-
nents consistently, and make their dependencies explicit
before detailed Design.

Step 1 — Compare the Selected Templates’ Requirements

Review the Legal Task, Input Scope, and Output Characteris-
tics of the selected Document Templates together. Identify
recurring drafting needs and the information needed to ad-
dress them. Acceptance Criteria help clarify the legal circum-
stances and observable results that the eventual design must
support.

The comparison should consider Content, Logic, and format-
ting together. Two documents may require the same clause
wording but different conditions for its use. Conversely, a
common drafting method may support several documents
through defined alternatives. The aim is to identify where
a shared component can satisfy the relevant Requirements
consistently.

Also distinguish information available from the Client Case
from input that must be requested from a user. This keeps
Questions connected to actual user input needs and leaves
variable information to be specified through Fields during
detailed Design.
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Requirements and components need not have a one-to-one
relationship. A single Snippet may address several required
outcomes, while one outcome may depend on several Snip-
pets and Questions. Some Content remains specific to an
individual template. The comparison establishes the appro-
priate opportunities for reuse without requiring every part
of a document to become a shared component.

Step 2 — Identify and Name Snippets and Questions

Identify the recurring combinations of Content, Logic, and
formatting that should be developed as Snippets. Give each
Snippet a consistent, descriptive name that expresses its draft-
ing purpose. Use that name wherever the component appears
in the Architecture and subsequent Design records.

Identify the user input needed by the templates and their
Snippets, and give each Question a consistent name. The
same Question should be recognizable wherever the same
input need recurs. Similar wording alone does not establish
that two Questions can be shared: the information requested
and its meaning must be appropriate for each use.

Naming components consistently prevents equivalent needs
from being treated as unrelated design tasks. It also dis-
tinguishes components that serve different legal purposes
even where their wording is similar. Resolve material differ-
ences in intended use before treating a Snippet or Question
as shared, so that detailed Design can take account of all its
dependencies.

Step 3 — Map Components to Their Uses

For each Snippet, list the Objectives of the Document Tem-
plates that incorporate it. The Objective established during
Selection and carried into Specification provides the refer-
ence linking the component to the relevant template and its
Requirements.
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For each Question, list the template Objectives and Snippets
that use it. Record direct template use and use within Snip-
pets as applicable. A Question used within a shared Snippet
need not be represented as a separate direct use by every
template incorporating that Snippet; the Snippet-to-template
mapping makes the wider dependency visible.

Review the mappings against the selected templates’ Require-
ments to confirm that the identified components serve the
intended legal results. Check that shared components can
accommodate the needs of all their uses and that Questions
needed by Snippets have been included. These checks retain
the connection to Specification while keeping the deliverable
focused on components and dependencies.

The resulting map shows which components require coor-
dinated design and which documents may be affected by a
later change. It gives Document Template Design and Snip-
pet Design a common structure for developing the detailed
drafting method.

Resulting Deliverable

The resulting deliverable is the Document Template Archi-
tecture. It is a common record mapping named Snippets
and Questions to their uses across the selected templates.
Each Snippet is followed by the template Objectives that use
it. Each Question is followed by the template Objectives and
Snippets that use it, as applicable.
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Document Template Architecture

[snippet]
[template objective]
[...]

[question]
[template objective]
[...]
[snippet]
[...]

Repeat the Snippet and Question entries as needed. List
only the uses that apply to each component: a Question may
serve templates directly, Snippets, or both. Keep component
names consistent with the names used in subsequent De-
sign records, and retain the template Objectives used in the
Requirements and Acceptance Criteria records.

This record makes reuse explicit before detailed Design be-
gins. It shows where drafting decisions must serve several
documents and where user input supports a shared compo-
nent. Reviewing a component’s listed uses gives the designer
the context needed to develop it consistently and to assess
the effect of later changes.

Conclusion

Document Template Architecture establishes shared Snip-
pets and Questions by comparing the selected templates’ Re-
quirements, naming recurring components consistently, and
mapping them to their uses. It connects the legal results de-
fined during Specification to a common structure for detailed
Design, extending the value of the firm’s drafting expertise
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across the portfolio.

Chapter 10 develops Document Template Design and Snippet
Design. Each template and Snippet has a Document: the
source file containing the Content, formatting, and Logic to
which automation will be applied. The accompanying De-
sign record identifies its Fields and Questions; a Document
Template also identifies the Snippets it incorporates. The
Document specifies where those Snippets are inserted and
when they apply. Together, the source file and record trans-
late the Architecture into instructions for implementation,
with the completed asset subsequently assessed against its
Acceptance Criteria.
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10 Document Template Design

Chapter 9 established Document Template Architecture by
comparing the selected templates’ Requirements, identify-
ing shared Snippets and Questions, and mapping those com-
ponents to their uses. Snippets capture recurring Content,
Logic, and formatting. Questions identify the user input
needed by the templates and their Snippets. The Architecture
makes these dependencies explicit before detailed Design
begins.

Document Template Design and Snippet Design now specify
how the drafting method will operate. Each Document Tem-
plate and Snippet has a Document: the source file containing
the Content, formatting, and Logic to which automation will
be applied. Fields identify variable information drawn from
the Client Case, while Questions connect required user in-
put to its use in the Document. Document Templates also
identify the Snippets they incorporate.

These designs preserve the lawyer’s drafting choices as they
are translated into automation. The source Document keeps
the wording and structure connected to the conditions, se-
lections, calculations, and repetitions governing the text. A
record accompanying that source file identifies its associated
components. Together, the Document and record give the im-
plementer the instructions needed to reproduce the intended
drafting method.
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Concept

Requirements establish the Legal Task, Input Scope, and Out-
put Characteristics. Acceptance Criteria define the Test Con-
ditions and Expected Results used to evaluate the completed
implementation. Architecture identifies shared components
and their uses. Detailed Design specifies how the templates
and Snippets will produce the required documents within
that common structure.

A legal document combines several forms of drafting knowl-
edge. Some wording is predetermined, some information
varies with the matter, and some provisions depend on par-
ticular circumstances. Formatting organizes the resulting
text, while rules govern which alternatives appear and how
calculations and repetitions operate. Making this knowledge
explicit allows established drafting decisions to be applied
consistently across matters.

Document Automation applies Content and Logic through
predominantly deterministic behaviour. A provision appears
when a defined condition is satisfied, a controlled alternative
is selected according to specified information, or a section
repeats for each relevant party. The lawyer defines these re-
lationships during Design so the implementer can reproduce
them without reconstructing the underlying legal reasoning.

The Document is the source file containing the Content, for-
matting, and Logic to which automation will be applied. Each
template and each Snippet has its own Document. It pre-
serves the intended wording and presentation while specify-
ing how the text must respond to the matter’s information.

Content supplies the predetermined text: headings, introduc-
tory language, contractual provisions, definitions, notices,
signature wording, and other controlled passages. Where
approved wording embodies the firm’s legal expertise, the
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Document preserves that wording for repeated use. A provi-
sion can have predetermined Content even when its inclusion
depends on Logic.

Formatting specifies the presentation of that Content. It can
include heading styles, paragraph layout, numbering, lists,
tables, emphasis, and the presentation of repeated sections.
These choices form part of the intended document and must
remain appropriate when optional text is omitted, alterna-
tives are selected, or sections are repeated.

Logic defines the rules governing inclusion, selection, calcu-
lation, and repetition. Keeping those rules connected to the
affected text makes the drafting method understandable in
context. The source file should make clear which passage a
condition governs, which alternatives belong together, and
what structure is repeated. For a Document Template, it also
specifies where each Snippet is inserted and when it applies.

Fields identify variable information drawn from the Client
Case for insertion into the Document. Typical examples in-
clude party names, addresses, dates, references, amounts,
and identifiers. Identifying a Field connects a location in the
Document to the matter information required there. The
design should make the intended information and its use
unambiguous, including any necessary presentation such as
a date format or currency representation.

Questions request user input needed to generate the docu-
ment. They can supply information for a Field, determine
whether a provision applies, select an alternative, or pro-
vide an input for a calculation. Their purpose extends to
any required user input; it is not limited to decisions about
document structure.

The design connects each Question to the place where its
answer is used. It specifies what is requested, the permitted
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form of the answer, and the consequence for the Document.
Information already reliably available in the Client Case can
be reused, avoiding unnecessary requests for the same infor-
mation. Rules deriving a value from available inputs belong
to Logic in the Document.

Document Template Design and Snippet Design use the same
core elements: a Document, Fields, and Questions. A Snip-
pet’s Document contains its reusable Content, formatting,
and Logic, while its associated Fields and Questions identify
the variable information and user input it needs. A shared
clause can therefore retain both its controlled wording and
the rules governing its behaviour wherever it is incorporated.

Document Template Design additionally identifies the Snip-
pets incorporated into the template. The template’s Docu-
ment specifies their locations and the circumstances in which
they apply. The Snippet’s own design specifies its internal
drafting method. This division keeps shared decisions to-
gether while allowing the template to define how each com-
ponent contributes to the complete document.

The Architecture supplies the common names and depen-
dencies used in both designs. A shared component must be
developed with all its uses in view. If detailed Design reveals
a need to change a component or its uses, the Architecture
and affected Design records should remain consistent so that
the same name continues to identify the same component.

Framework

Document Template Design and Snippet Design develop the
source Document and its associated components together.
Begin with the Requirements, Acceptance Criteria, and Archi-
tecture, then work through the Document, Fields, Questions,
and, for templates, incorporated Snippets. The design is com-
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plete when these elements provide coherent instructions for
implementation.

Step 1 — Develop the Document

Prepare the source Document for each template and Snippet.
Specify the required Content and formatting, preserving the
intended legal wording and organizing it into the appropriate
document structure. Place shared drafting in the Snippet
identified by the Architecture and identify its insertion point
in the template’s Document.

Make the Logic explicit alongside the text it governs. Four
forms typically recur in Document Automation: conditions,
selections, calculations, and repetitions. Their treatment
should be precise enough for an implementer to determine
the required behaviour from the design.

Conditions determine whether something is included or ex-
cluded. Specify the condition and the affected passage, head-
ing, or Snippet, including the result when the condition is
not satisfied. Where a Question is relevant only in defined
circumstances, make that dependency clear as well.

Selections determine which predetermined alternative is
used. Identify the alternatives and the circumstances select-
ing each one. The Document should preserve the wording
of the alternatives and make their relationship clear so they
can be implemented consistently.

Calculations derive a value from other information. Specify
the inputs, formula, and any necessary treatment of units,
rounding, or dates. Amounts, percentages, deadlines, pe-
riods, totals, and instalments can be calculated where the
governing rule is defined in advance.

Repetitions apply a passage or structure to a collection of
matter information. Specify what is repeated and which col-
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lection supplies the entries, such as parties, items, transac-
tions, or claims. The associated formatting should remain
appropriate as the number of entries changes.

These forms of Logic can operate together. A repeated party
identification block may select wording according to party
type and include additional text only under a defined con-
dition. Specify each rule at the level where it applies, keep-
ing the inputs, affected text, and required result clear in the
source Document.

Step 2 — Identify the Fields

Identify the Fields used in each Document and list them in
its Design record. For each Field, make clear what variable
information is drawn from the Client Case and where it is
inserted. Use consistent names so repeated uses of the same
information are recognizable.

Check the Fields against the Input Scope and the text requir-
ing them. A reference to a party name, for example, must
make clear which party is intended. Where a Field occurs
within a repeated structure, its use must correspond to the
relevant entry in the collection. Specify the presentation
required for values such as dates and amounts in the Docu-
ment.

Where user input supplies required information, connect
that need to the relevant Question. Where a value is calcu-
lated, specify the calculation in the Document’s Logic. These
connections give the implementer a clear route from avail-
able information to its use in the generated text.

Step 3 — Specify the Questions

List the Questions needed by each template or Snippet using
the names established in the Architecture. Specify the infor-
mation requested and the permitted answer form, such as a
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selection, date, amount, or text. Identify how each answer is
used in the Document.

An answer may populate a Field, activate a Snippet, select a
provision, determine whether another Question is relevant,
or supply a calculation input. Make the corresponding rule
explicit in the Document so that the request for information
and its drafting consequence remain connected.

For Questions used by shared Snippets, consider the needs of
all templates incorporating those Snippets. The Question and
its use must remain consistent with the component’s purpose.
This preserves the benefit of shared information needs and
prevents different templates from silently assigning different
meanings to the same Question.

Step 4 — Identify the Snippets

For each Document Template, list the incorporated Snip-
pets in its Design record. Check that the Document specifies
where each is inserted and when it applies, using the same
names as the Architecture and the corresponding Snippet
Design records.

Review each Snippet’s Document, Fields, and Questions
alongside the templates that use it. Shared wording, Logic,
and formatting must support the relevant Requirements in
every use. Check that formatting, numbering, and references
remain consistent as the document’s content changes.

Resulting Deliverables

The deliverables are Document Template Design and Snippet
Design. Each brings the source Document and its associated
components together in a record accompanying the source
file. The Document contains the Content, formatting, and
Logic; the record identifies that Document and lists the Fields,
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Questions, and, for a template, Snippets.

A Document Template Design record identifies the template
by its Objective, preserving the connection to the selected
Opportunity, Requirements, and Acceptance Criteria. It iden-
tifies the source Document and the Fields, Questions, and
Snippets used by that template.

Document Template Design

Document Template — [objective]

Document
[Content, formatting and Logic]

Fields
[field]

[...]

Questions
[question]

[...]

Snippets
[snippet]
[...]

The Snippets listed in the record are developed through their
own Snippet Design records. Their insertion locations and
applicability are specified in the template’s Document, keep-
ing the assembly of the complete document connected to its
drafting rules.

A Snippet Design record uses the component name estab-
lished in the Architecture. It identifies the Snippet’s own
source Document, Fields, and Questions. Its Content, format-
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ting, and Logic are specified in that source file, allowing the
drafting method to be maintained consistently wherever the
Snippet is used.

Snippet Design

[snippet]

Document
[Content, formatting and Logic]

Fields
[field]

[...]

Questions
[question]

[...]

The records can be supplemented with the detail needed to
clarify Fields and Questions, while the source Documents
preserve the actual wording, formatting, and drafting rules.
The implementer should be able to follow their connections
without reopening the legal analysis to decide what a pro-
vision should say, where information comes from, or how
alternative outcomes are selected.

Conclusion

Document Template Design and Snippet Design complete
the design of reusable drafting expertise. The Architecture
identifies shared components and dependencies; the source
Documents and their accompanying records make the opera-
tion of those components explicit. Implementation can then
apply the specified Content, Logic, formatting, Fields, Ques-
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tions, and Snippets to generate matter-specific documents.

After implementation, Acceptance Criteria establish whether
the Requirements are met. Business Validation subsequently
evaluates the business value realized through use of the as-
set. These connections retain the V-model’s link between the
implemented drafting method, its intended legal results, and
the reasons for developing it.

Part V turns to Legal Intelligence Design for AI Workflows.
Chapter 11 develops AI Workflow Architecture by identifying
reusable Roles and Instructions and mapping them to the
Workflows that use them. AI Workflow Design then organizes
those components into connected Steps, while Role Design
and Instruction Design specify their operation.
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PartV

Legal Intelligence
Design
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11 AI Workflow Architecture

Selection identified which Opportunities should proceed to
Specification. Requirements Determination then defined
each selected Legal Asset’s Legal Task, Input Scope, and
Output Characteristics, while Acceptance Criteria Setting
established the Test Conditions and Expected Results against
which its implementation will be assessed. Together, these
decisions establish what each asset must accomplish and
how satisfactory performance will be evaluated.

Part V develops Legal Intelligence Design. For Al Workflows,
Design begins with Al Workflow Architecture: identifying
reusable Roles and Instructions and mapping them to the
Workflows that use them. AT Workflow Design then organizes
those components into connected Steps, while Role Design
and Instruction Design specify their operation. Architecture
provides the shared structure through which analytical ap-
proaches and assignments can be developed consistently
across Workflows.

This connection matters for productization. An AI Workflow
captures a legal analytical method that can be applied re-
peatedly across matters. Where several Workflows require
the same analytical approach or assignment, shared compo-
nents allow that expertise to be developed and maintained
together. Al Workflow Architecture makes those opportuni-
ties for reuse and their dependencies explicit before detailed
Design begins.
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Concept

Requirements describe the intended legal result while leav-
ing the mechanism for producing it open. The Legal Task
establishes the work to be performed, the Input Scope iden-
tifies the necessary matter information and reusable legal
knowledge, and the Output Characteristics describe what
a satisfactory result must contain or demonstrate. Accep-
tance Criteria provide the corresponding basis for evaluation
after implementation, allowing variation in wording while
requiring the substantive qualities defined for the Workflow.

Al Workflow Architecture compares the selected Workflows’
Requirements to identify the analytical approaches and as-
signments they need. Roles capture reusable analytical ap-
proaches, while Instructions specify reusable assignments.
Mapping these components to the Workflows that use them
shows which components should be developed together and
which assets depend on the same expertise.

A Role defines the approach associated with a Legal Function:
the professional activity performed by the model. Examples
include identifying legally relevant issues, evaluating argu-
ments, reviewing compliance, or synthesizing legal informa-
tion. The Role establishes how the model should approach
its work, giving different assignments a common analytical
basis where appropriate.

At the architectural stage, the designer identifies the Role
and the Workflows that need it. Role Design subsequently
specifies its Legal Function, Reasoning Perspective, and Be-
havioural Constraints. These elements define the activity, the
approach to interpreting and evaluating information, and
the boundaries within which the work is performed.

An Instruction describes a Legal Assignment: the legal work
to be performed. It gives substantive direction to the model’s
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work, such as identifying relevant contractual obligations,
assessing them against a legal framework, or preparing a
structured account of the findings. The Instruction estab-
lishes what the assignment must accomplish and how its
result should be expressed.

At the architectural stage, the designer identifies the Instruc-
tion and the Workflows that need it. Instruction Design sub-
sequently specifies its Legal Assignment, Applicable Rules,
and Required Output. These elements define the work, the
rules guiding its performance, and the result it must produce.

Separating Roles and Instructions supports reuse in two direc-
tions. The same analytical approach may support different
assignments, and the same assignment may be needed in
several Workflows. A Role used to review compliance, for
example, may support different Instructions for examining
different legal obligations. An Instruction for identifying
contractual obligations may contribute to both a compliance
review and a broader contractual risk analysis, where its
assignment and required result suit both uses.

Reuse depends on the substance of the work. Similar names
or broadly related topics do not establish that two Workflows
need the same component. A Role must provide an appro-
priate analytical approach for every use, and an Instruction
must describe an assignment that meets each Workflow’s
needs. Material differences in legal context, analytical pur-
pose, or expected result may require distinct components.

This shared structure supports the broader objective of trans-
forming legal expertise into reusable Legal Assets. Roles and
Instructions are components of AI Workflows, one of the two
kinds of Legal Asset addressed by Legal AI Design. Capturing
expertise in named components allows improvements to an
analytical approach or assignment to benefit every Workflow
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that uses it.

The Architecture remains grounded in Specification. Each
component must contribute to the legal work required by the
Workflows to which it is mapped. A single component may
support several required outcomes, while one outcome may
depend on several components. Reviewing the mappings
against the Requirements makes omissions and unsuitable
reuse visible without requiring a separate component for
every Requirement.

Al Workflow Design develops the execution structure from
this common set of components. It distinguishes changes in
assignment, analytical function, or required output through
numbered Steps, each applying a Role and an Instruction
from the Architecture. It also connects the results of those
Steps: an intermediate result may inform a later analysis,
and several results may contribute to the final output. This
preserves the value of decomposing complex legal work into
defined units while placing their organization in detailed
Design.

Knowledge Cases are also identified for each Step during
Al Workflow Design. They supply reusable legal knowledge
such as legislation, case law, precedents, and internal guid-
ance. Recording them at Step level allows the same Role
and Instruction to be used with different knowledge sources.
Matter information is supplied during execution. The Ar-
chitecture maps the reusable analytical components to their
Workflow uses; the subsequent Design records establish their
operation and supporting knowledge.

Framework

Al Workflow Architecture begins with the Requirements of
the selected Al Workflows and produces a common record
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of Roles, Instructions, and their uses. The following steps
identify recurring needs, name the components consistently,
and make their dependencies explicit before detailed Design.

Step 1 — Compare the Selected Workflows’ Requirements

Review the Legal Task, Input Scope, and Output Character-
istics of the selected AI Workflows together. Identify the
professional activities and legal assignments needed to pro-
duce the intended results. Acceptance Criteria help clarify
the legal circumstances and substantive qualities that the
eventual design must support.

Consider which analytical approaches recur and which as-
signments are required by more than one Workflow. Identify-
ing relevant facts, applying a legal framework, evaluating an
issue, and preparing findings may each reveal reusable exper-
tise. The comparison should establish where that expertise
can serve several Workflows consistently.

Assess the legal context and expected result as well as the
general activity. Two Workflows may both involve reviewing
contracts while requiring different analytical perspectives or
different assignments. Conversely, a common assignment
may serve Workflows with different overall Objectives. The
comparison establishes where sharing a Role or Instruction is
appropriate and where the legal work requires a distinction.

The Requirements remain the basis for these decisions. Com-
ponents should have a clear contribution to the intended
legal results. A component may be needed by only one se-
lected Workflow, while others may already have several uses;
identifying the common structure does not require every
component to be shared immediately.
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Step 2 — Identify and Name Roles and Instructions

Identify the Roles needed to provide the analytical ap-
proaches revealed by the comparison. Give each Role a
consistent, descriptive name that expresses its professional
activity. Identify the Instructions needed to capture the
legal assignments, and give each a name that makes its
assignment recognizable.

Consider existing components before introducing new ones.
Where an existing Role provides the required analytical ap-
proach, reference it consistently. Where an existing Instruc-
tion captures an assignment suited to the Workflow’s needs,
use that Instruction. Review the component’s intended oper-
ation to establish whether reuse is appropriate.

Resolve material differences before treating components as
shared. Broadly similar activities may require different Rea-
soning Perspectives or Behavioural Constraints, while simi-
larly named assignments may require different rules or out-
puts. These differences inform the decision to share a com-
ponent, with its complete content subsequently specified
through Role Design or Instruction Design.

Keep Roles and Instructions distinct when naming them. A
Role should be recognizable as an analytical approach that
can support appropriate assignments. An Instruction should
be recognizable as the work to be performed. Consistent
names allow the same component to be referenced wherever
it appears in the Architecture and subsequent Design records.

Step 3 — Map Components to Their Workflow Uses

For each Role, list the Objectives of the Al Workflows that
use it. For each Instruction, list the Workflow Objectives
that use it. The Objective established during Selection and
carried into Specification provides the reference linking each
component to the relevant Workflow and its Requirements.
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Review these mappings against the selected Workflows’ Re-
quirements. Confirm that the identified Roles and Instruc-
tions collectively address the analytical approaches and as-
signments needed for the Legal Task, taking account of the
Input Scope and Output Characteristics. Check that each
shared component can serve all its listed uses consistently.

The mappings provide traceability through the Workflow
Objective without adding Step purposes, Requirement iden-
tifiers, or sequencing fields to the Architecture record. De-
tailed Design uses the identified components to organize the
work into connected Steps and to specify how those Steps
will produce the required results.

The resulting map also supports maintenance. A change to a
Role or Instruction requires consideration of every Workflow
that uses it. Its listed uses give the designer a basis for review-
ing the consequences against the relevant Requirements and
Acceptance Criteria, so that improvements remain appropri-
ate across the portfolio.

Resulting Deliverable

The resulting deliverable is the AI Workflow Architecture.
It is a common record mapping named Roles and Instruc-
tions to their uses across the selected Workflows. Each Role
is followed by the Workflow Objectives that use it. Each In-
struction is followed by the Workflow Objectives that use
it.
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AT Workflow Architecture

[role]

[workflow objective]

[...]
[...]
[instruction]

[workflow objective]

[...]
[...]

Repeat the Role and Instruction entries as needed. List each
component’s applicable Workflow uses, keeping names con-
sistent with the names used in subsequent Design records.
Retain the Workflow Objectives used in the Requirements
and Acceptance Criteria records so that each dependency
can be traced to its legal purpose.

This record makes reuse explicit before detailed Design be-
gins. It shows where an analytical approach or assignment
must serve several Workflows and which components re-
quire coordinated development. Reviewing a component’s
listed uses gives the designer the context needed to develop
it consistently and to assess the effect of later changes.

Conclusion

AI Workflow Architecture establishes reusable Roles and In-
structions by comparing the selected Workflows’ Require-
ments, naming the components consistently, and mapping
them to the Workflow Objectives that use them. It connects
the legal results defined during Specification to a shared struc-
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ture for detailed Design, extending the value of the firm’s
analytical expertise across the portfolio.

Chapter 12 develops AI Workflow Design, Role Design, and
Instruction Design. Al Workflow Design organizes the com-
ponents into connected, numbered Steps and records the
Role, Instruction, and Knowledge Cases for each Step un-
der the Workflow’s overall Objective. Role Design specifies
Legal Function, Reasoning Perspective, and Behavioural Con-
straints. Instruction Design specifies Legal Assignment, Ap-
plicable Rules, and Required Output. Together, these records
turn the shared Architecture into an implementation-ready
design, with the implemented Workflow subsequently as-
sessed against its Acceptance Criteria and its realized busi-
ness value evaluated through Business Validation.
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12 Al Workflow Design

Chapter 11 established AI Workflow Architecture by identi-
fying reusable Roles and Instructions and mapping them to
the Workflows that use them. Roles capture analytical ap-
proaches, while Instructions capture legal assignments. The
Architecture makes their shared uses explicit and provides a
common structure for detailed Design.

AI Workflow Design now organizes those components into
connected, numbered Steps. Each Step applies a Role and an
Instruction from the Architecture and identifies the Knowl-
edge Cases needed to support its work. Role Design and
Instruction Design specify the analytical approach and as-
signment in separate records, allowing both to be reused
across Steps and Workflows.

Together, these designs translate the firm’s analytical method
into instructions for implementation. The Workflow record
establishes how the work is divided and connected; the Role
and Instruction records specify how each part of that work
should be performed. Making these decisions explicit allows
legal expertise to be applied repeatedly across matters while
preserving the approach, rules, and output expectations that
give it value.

Concept

Requirements establish the Legal Task, Input Scope, and Out-
put Characteristics. Acceptance Criteria define the Test Con-
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ditions and Expected Results used to evaluate the completed
implementation. Architecture identifies reusable Roles and
Instructions and their Workflow uses. Detailed Design spec-
ifies how those components will work together to produce
the intended legal results.

An AT Workflow captures an analytical method for work that
must respond to the particular matter. Large Language Mod-
els apply that method with probabilistic behaviour, so conclu-
sions and wording may vary with the information supplied.
Design gives the analysis a defined purpose and structure,
while Acceptance Criteria establish the substantive qualities
an acceptable result must demonstrate.

A Step is an individual unit of Workflow execution. Sepa-
rating complex work into Steps gives each assignment the
analytical approach, instructions, and knowledge it needs.
A Step may identify relevant facts, apply a legal framework,
evaluate an issue, prepare an intermediate analysis, or syn-
thesize findings. Changes in assignment, analytical function,
or required output provide the basis for distinguishing Steps.

Al Workflow Design determines the sequence of those Steps
and connects their results. An earlier Step may identify in-
formation needed by a later analysis; several intermediate
results may contribute to a final assessment. These connec-
tions make the progression of the legal work explicit and
allow each Step’s Required Output to support the work that
follows.

The Role establishes how the model approaches its work.
Role Design specifies three elements: Legal Function, Rea-
soning Perspective, and Behavioural Constraints. The Legal
Function defines the professional activity performed by the
model. The Reasoning Perspective specifies how it should
interpret and evaluate information. Behavioural Constraints
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establish the boundaries within which that activity is per-
formed. Together, they give every Step using the Role a com-
mon analytical basis.

The Instruction establishes what the assignment must ac-
complish and how its result should be expressed. Instruction
Design specifies three elements: Legal Assignment, Appli-
cable Rules, and Required Output. The Legal Assignment
describes the legal work to be performed, Applicable Rules
guide its performance, and Required Output specifies the
result to be produced.

The Workflow’s overall Objective and an Instruction’s Legal
Assignment operate at different levels. The Objective iden-
tifies the intended result of the reusable AT Workflow and
preserves its connection to Selection and Specification. A
Legal Assignment describes the work performed whenever a
Step applies that Instruction. Several assignments can con-
tribute to one Workflow Objective, and the same assignment
can support different Workflows where their needs corre-
spond.

Knowledge Cases identify the reusable legal knowledge
needed by each Step, such as legislation, case law, prece-
dents, or internal guidance. They are recorded at Step level,
separately from the Role and Instruction. This allows the
same analytical approach and assignment to be used with
different knowledge sources where appropriate. A Step
that needs no supporting Knowledge Cases records that
explicitly.

Matter information is supplied during execution from the
Client Case. It may include facts, documents, correspon-
dence, structured matter data, and previous work product
within the Input Scope. The design must take account of what
each assignment needs, while the reusable records retain
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the distinction between the method and the information for
a particular matter. Outputs developed during the Workflow
can also inform subsequent Steps.

Legal Intelligence supports this contextual work using in-
formation from Client Cases and Knowledge Cases. A clear
design identifies the supporting knowledge and the way each
assignment uses its inputs, so the implementation can make
the relevant information available. The method should not
depend on an assumption that the model will independently
possess all necessary facts or legal sources.

Separate Workflow, Role, and Instruction records preserve
reuse. Each Step references its named Role and Instruction;
their detailed designs are maintained in their own records.
An improvement to a shared approach or assignment can
therefore benefit every Workflow using it. The designer must
consider all uses mapped in the Architecture when changing
a shared component.

Framework

Al Workflow Design, Role Design, and Instruction Design
develop the execution structure and its reusable components
together. Begin with the Requirements, Acceptance Criteria,
and Architecture. Organize the work into Steps, assign the
components and supporting Knowledge Cases, and specify
the Roles and Instructions until the records provide coherent
instructions for implementation.

Step 1 — Organize and Connect the Workflow Steps

Retain the Workflow Objective established during Selection
and used in its Requirements and Acceptance Criteria
records. Review the Legal Task, Input Scope, and Output
Characteristics to determine what work must occur to
achieve that Objective.
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Separate the work where the assignment, analytical function,
or required output changes. Number the Steps in the order in
which the work should proceed. A single Step may contribute
to several required outcomes, while one required outcome
may depend on several Steps. The decomposition should
follow the structure of the legal work.

Determine how each result contributes to the subsequent
work. A factual extraction may supply information for a
legal assessment, and that assessment may support a final
account of findings. Where a Step combines earlier results,
make that use clear in its Instruction. Specify intermediate
results through the relevant Instruction’s Required Output so
that each connection has a usable result.

Check that every Step contributes to the Workflow’s Require-
ments and that the sequence collectively addresses the in-
tended result. This gives each unit a defined purpose and
retains traceability to Specification.

Step 2 — Assign Roles, Instructions, and Knowledge Cases

For each Step, identify the Role and Instruction from the Ar-
chitecture, using the same component names. Check that the
Role’s analytical approach suits the Instruction’s assignment
and that the combination serves the Step’s contribution to
the Workflow.

Identify the Knowledge Cases needed to perform that assign-
ment. Select the supporting legal knowledge in light of the
Input Scope and the work required, and record the relevant
Knowledge Cases or state that none are needed. Keep these
references at Step level so that the Role and Instruction re-
main reusable with appropriate knowledge in other contexts.

Consider the matter information supplied during execution
and any earlier Step results used by the assignment. Make
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their intended use clear when specifying the Instruction,
taking account of the Required Output needed by subsequent
Steps. This connects the reusable method to its execution
without incorporating the facts of an individual matter into
the component designs.

Step 3 — Design the Roles

Develop a Role Design record for each named Role. Consider
all its Workflow uses in the Architecture so the intended
analytical approach can be applied consistently wherever
that Role is assigned.

Specify the Legal Function: the professional activity per-
formed by the model, such as identifying issues, evaluating
arguments, reviewing compliance, or synthesizing legal in-
formation. Describe the activity precisely enough to orient
the analysis while keeping the particular assignment in the
Instruction.

Specify the Reasoning Perspective: how the model should
interpret and evaluate information when performing that
function. This may establish the standpoint for assessing
relevance, weighing competing interpretations, recognizing
uncertainty, or examining a legal position. The perspective
should support the professional activity and remain appro-
priate across the Role’s intended uses.

Specify the Behavioural Constraints: the boundaries govern-
ing that work. They may restrict assumptions, require gaps
or uncertainty to be identified, limit the scope of conclusions,
or establish how unsupported propositions must be treated.
Express the intended behaviour clearly so the implementer
can reproduce the lawyer’s analytical approach.

Together, Legal Function, Reasoning Perspective, and Be-
havioural Constraints define the approach applied by each
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Step using the Role. Review their consistency with the In-
structions that the Role will support.

Step 4 — Design the Instructions

Develop an Instruction Design record for each named In-
struction. Consider all its Workflow uses in the Architecture
so that its assignment, rules, and expected result suit every
use.

Specify the Legal Assignment: the legal work to be performed.
Describe the assignment with enough precision to direct the
model’s work, including how it should use the relevant mat-
ter information or previous results. The assignment should
contribute clearly to the Workflow’s Legal Task and be com-
patible with the Role applied by the Step.

Specify the Applicable Rules: the legal, professional, method-
ological, or Workflow rules guiding performance of the as-
signment. They may establish the analytical sequence, rel-
evant standards, treatment of conflicting information, or
conditions governing conclusions. Keep the rules distinct
from the supporting Knowledge Cases, which are identified
separately for each Step.

Specify the Required Output: the nature and structure of
the result to be produced. It may be intended for a lawyer,
contribute to another Step, or constitute the Workflow’s fi-
nal result. Define the substantive content and presentation
needed to make that result usable. Where later analysis de-
pends on an intermediate result, ensure the Required Output
provides what that analysis needs.

Required Output describes the result to be produced dur-
ing execution. It is part of the reusable Instruction design;
the completed matter-specific analysis is produced when the
Workflow runs. Its design must allow the substantive quali-

121



ties required by Specification to be evaluated while accom-
modating the variation inherent in language-based analysis.

Resulting Deliverables

The deliverables are AI Workflow Design, Role Design, and
Instruction Design. Together, these records describe the
execution structure, analytical approaches, and assignments
needed to implement the reusable Workflow. Component
names remain consistent with the Architecture so that each
reference identifies the corresponding detailed design.

AI Workflow Design

The AI Workflow Design record identifies the Workflow by
its overall Objective. Under each numbered Step, it records
the Role, Instruction, and Knowledge Cases, or states that
no Knowledge Cases are needed. The record shows how
the method and its supporting knowledge contribute to the
intended result.
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Al Workflow Design

Al Workflow — [objective]

Step1
[role]
[instruction]

[knowledge cases or none]

Step 2
[role]
[instruction]

[knowledge cases or none]

[...]

Repeat the Step entries as needed, retaining their execution
order. Use the names of the Roles and Instructions identified
in the Architecture and specified in the corresponding Design
records. The Step’s Knowledge Cases identify its supporting
reusable legal knowledge; matter information is supplied
during execution.

Role Design

Each Role Design record identifies a named Role and specifies
its Legal Function, Reasoning Perspective, and Behavioural
Constraints. It provides the common analytical basis for
every Step that applies that Role.
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Role Design

[role]

Legal Function
[description]
Reasoning Perspective
[description]

Behavioural Constraints
[description]

Maintain a separate record for each Role. Review its content
with all its mapped Workflow uses in view so that changes
remain appropriate for the assignments it supports.

Instruction Design

Each Instruction Design record identifies a named Instruc-
tion and specifies its Legal Assignment, Applicable Rules, and
Required Output. It makes the assignment reusable while
leaving the choice of supporting Knowledge Cases with the
individual Workflow Step.

Instruction Design

[instruction]

Legal Assignment
[description]
Applicable Rules
[description]

Required Output
[description]
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Maintain a separate record for each Instruction. Its Required
Output must support the use made of that result in every
Workflow applying it. Where assignments require materially
different rules or results, keep the component designs and
Architecture mappings consistent with those differences.

Together, the records should allow an implementation spe-
cialist to configure the Workflow without reconstructing the
underlying legal method. Technical decisions about models,
retrieval, orchestration, interfaces, and integrations remain
part of implementation. The design supplies the legal ap-
proach, assignments, supporting knowledge references, and
output expectations those decisions must realize.

Conclusion

AI Workflow Design completes the execution structure by
organizing reusable Roles and Instructions into connected,
numbered Steps and identifying each Step’s supporting
Knowledge Cases. Role Design specifies Legal Function, Rea-
soning Perspective, and Behavioural Constraints. Instruction
Design specifies Legal Assignment, Applicable Rules, and
Required Output. These separate records make both the
analytical approach and assignment reusable across matters
and Workflows.

This completes the Design progression for AI Workflows. Se-
lection identified the Opportunities worth pursuing; Specifi-
cation defined their Requirements and Acceptance Criteria;
Architecture identified reusable components and mapped
their uses; detailed Design specified how those components
perform the work. After implementation, Acceptance Crite-
ria establish whether the Requirements are met, while Busi-
ness Validation evaluates the business value realized through
use.
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The Conclusion brings these phases together as the Legal
Al Design methodology. Document Templates preserve es-
tablished drafting decisions in Content and Logic, while AI
Workflows capture analytical methods that respond to each
matter. Together, these Legal Assets allow the firm’s exper-
tise to be applied repeatedly, maintained as an institutional
resource, and improved over time.
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Conclusion

The promise of artificial intelligence in legal practice is often
framed as a question of technology. Which model should a
law firm use? Which tasks can be automated? Which plat-
form should it buy? These questions matter, but they are not
the central challenge. Technology does not determine which
legal expertise should be captured, what a reusable legal solu-
tion must accomplish, how its quality should be evaluated, or
how it should be structured for reliable repeated use. Those
are design questions.

Legal AI Design addresses that design problem. It provides
a methodology for transforming professional expertise that
ordinarily resides in lawyers, documents, cases, and working
practices into reusable legal assets. The objective is not au-
tomation for its own sake. It is the systematic productization
of legal expertise.

Legal Al Design

Legal work contains substantial amounts of expertise that
lawyers apply repeatedly. They identify relevant facts, select
appropriate legal positions, determine which information
matters, structure documents, formulate arguments, assess
risks, and communicate conclusions. Much of this expertise
remains implicit. It is embedded in experience, precedent
documents, personal working methods, and the accumulated
practices of individual lawyers and teams.
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Legal AI Design provides a disciplined way to make that ex-
pertise explicit enough to be implemented as reusable legal
assets. Its concern is therefore broader than the configura-
tion of a particular technology. It addresses the decisions
required to determine which applications of legal expertise
deserve to become reusable assets, what those assets must
accomplish, how their performance can be assessed, and
how they should be structured and designed.

The V-model developed in this book provides the conceptual
framework for that discipline. It brings together Selection,
Specification, and Design while preserving the relationships
between them. Selection concerns the reasons for devel-
oping a reusable legal asset in the first place. Specification
makes its expected behaviour and quality explicit. Design
translates those expectations into an implementable struc-
ture. The corresponding relationship between Requirements
and Acceptance Criteria ensures that what is designed can
ultimately be evaluated against what was required.

Within this framework, Opportunities make potentially
reusable applications of legal expertise visible. Their fre-
quency of reuse determines their relative priority within
each Process and provides the basis for selecting which
proceed to Specification. Business Validation assesses
the business value realized through use of the assets after
implementation.

Requirements express what a selected legal asset must accom-
plish, while Acceptance Criteria establish how satisfaction
of those requirements can be assessed. Architecture defines
the overall structure of the asset and the responsibilities of
its constituent parts. Design provides the detailed specifica-
tion required to implement its behaviour. These elements
serve different purposes, but together they create the disci-
pline needed to move from an idea about automation to an
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implementation-ready design for a reusable legal asset.

Defining these elements before implementation is impor-
tant because legal technology projects can otherwise move
too quickly from perceived opportunity to development. A
lawyer recognizes a repetitive task, a technology appears ca-
pable of performing it, and development begins. The result
may function technically while solving the wrong problem,
automating work with insufficient value, or producing out-
puts whose quality was never adequately specified. Legal
AT Design places the design of the legal solution before its
implementation.

The methodology applies to both forms of reusable legal as-
sets examined throughout this book: Document Templates
and Al Workflows. For predominantly deterministic Docu-
ment Templates, designers can specify with considerable
precision how particular inputs should affect the resulting
document. For probabilistic Al Workflows, they must define
the substantive qualities an acceptable result should demon-
strate while allowing variation in wording.

Legal Al Design provides a common design discipline while
allowing the resulting assets to be designed and evaluated
according to their different characteristics. This makes it
possible to approach legal automation as a coherent field of
professional design rather than as a collection of unrelated
technologies.

Productizing Legal Expertise

Legal AI Design produces implementation-ready designs for
reusable Document Templates and AI Workflows, which be-
come operational Legal Assets through implementation. To-
gether, they provide two complementary mechanisms for
capturing legal expertise that would otherwise have to be
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repeatedly reconstructed in individual matters.

Document Templates capture predominantly deterministic
applications of legal expertise. A well-designed template con-
tains more than reusable text. It embodies decisions about
document structure, required information, alternative pro-
visions, conditional content, calculations, repetitions, and
the relationships between these elements. Expertise that
previously depended on a lawyer knowing which precedent
to select, which clauses to include, and how to adapt them
can instead be represented through predefined content and
logic.

AI Workflows extend this principle to applications of exper-
tise that cannot readily be expressed through deterministic
rules alone. Much legal work depends on interpreting lan-
guage and context. Lawyers summarise documents, iden-
tify relevant facts, compare positions, classify information,
analyse arguments, transform unstructured material, and
produce drafts from complex source information. AI Work-
flows make it possible to capture the instructions, context,
constraints, and expected outputs associated with these activ-
ities so that generative Al can assist in applying that expertise
repeatedly.

The distinction between deterministic and probabilistic legal
assets is therefore not merely technical. It defines two com-
plementary ways of making professional expertise reusable.
Document Templates are particularly suitable where the re-
lationship between information and output can be specified
in advance. Al Workflows are particularly suitable where the
application of expertise depends on language, interpretation,

or contextual reasoning. Many areas of legal work contain
both.

This changes the location of legal expertise within the firm.
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Traditionally, much of a firm’s expertise is distributed. Part
of it resides in the minds of experienced lawyers. Part of it
exists in precedent documents. Part can be reconstructed
from previous matters. Another part survives as informal
knowledge about how particular tasks are usually performed.
Even when that expertise is repeatedly applied, it does not
necessarily exist as a reusable asset in its own right.

Productization changes this relationship. Expertise is delib-
erately captured in a form that can be repeatedly applied. A
carefully designed Document Template does not merely pre-
serve the output of previous legal work; it preserves relevant
aspects of the logic required to produce future outputs. An
AI Workflow does not merely preserve a useful prompt; it
specifies a repeatable application of legal expertise within a
defined context and for a defined purpose.

The consequence is cumulative. Each application of Legal
Al Design can add another reusable asset to the firm’s capa-
bilities. Existing assets can be maintained as law, practice,
client requirements, or technology change. Their Require-
ments and Acceptance Criteria provide a basis for assessing
modifications. Their Architecture and Design make their
internal structure explicit enough to support controlled im-
provement. New assets can be developed where additional
valuable applications of legal expertise are identified.

Over time, the result is an expanding body of productized
expertise. Instead of repeatedly rebuilding the same profes-
sional knowledge within individual matters, the firm increas-
ingly applies, maintains, and improves assets in which that
knowledge has already been captured.

This is the meaning of productizing legal expertise at the core
of this book. Productization does not require turning every
legal service into a standardized commodity, nor does it im-
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ply removing lawyers from legal work. It means identifying
professional expertise that is repeatedly applied and trans-
forming appropriate parts of that expertise into reusable
legal assets. Document Templates and AI Workflows make
that transformation technically possible. Legal AI Design
makes it systematic.

Commercial and Strategic Advantage

Reusable legal assets have consequences beyond operational
automation. Once legal expertise can be repeatedly applied
through Document Templates and Al Workflows, those assets
can become the foundation for productized legal services.

The immediate benefits are consistency, efficiency, and pre-
dictability. Reusable assets can reduce unnecessary recon-
struction of work that the firm has effectively performed
before. They can help ensure that established knowledge
and working methods are applied more consistently across
matters. They can also make the resources required for recur-
ring work more predictable because part of the professional
effort has been transferred from repeated execution into the
design and maintenance of the underlying asset.

This changes the economics of legal work. Traditional legal
services often maintain a close relationship between profes-
sional time spent and revenue generated. Increasing effi-
ciency can therefore create an uncomfortable commercial
tension: performing the same work in less time may reduce
the amount that can be billed when price remains directly
tied to hours worked.

Productized legal services create the possibility of weaken-
ing that relationship. When a meaningful part of the value
delivered to a client comes from reusable assets developed
in advance, the professional time required for an individual
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matter no longer represents the full productive input behind
the service. The client benefits from accumulated expertise
that can be applied efficiently and consistently, while the
firm can explore pricing models that reflect the value of the
service rather than only the time required to execute it.

For clients, this can mean more predictable service delivery,
greater consistency, faster execution, and clearer relation-
ships between needs, outputs, and price. Productization can
make recurring legal work easier to understand and procure
without requiring the underlying legal expertise to become
simplistic.

For law firms, the significance is deeper. Expertise that ex-
ists only in individual lawyers is difficult to scale. Expertise
embedded in reusable assets can be applied across lawyers,
teams, matters, and clients. Professional knowledge begins
to acquire some of the characteristics of organizational capi-
tal: it can be retained, deployed, maintained, and improved
independently of the individual matter in which it was origi-
nally developed.

As this organizational capital accumulates, it becomes a
source of strategic advantage. Most law firms can acquire
access to similar foundation models, document automation
systems, and other legal technologies, so technology itself
provides a limited basis for sustainable differentiation.
What competitors cannot acquire as easily is another firm’s
accumulated body of productized legal expertise.

A mature collection of Document Templates and AI Work-
flows reflects years of substantive knowledge, client experi-
ence, drafting choices, quality standards, working methods,
and design decisions. Each asset may represent a relatively
narrow application of expertise, but their combined value
can become substantial. As the collection grows and im-
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proves, the firm develops a proprietary capability that is in-
creasingly embedded in reusable assets rather than remain-
ing dependent entirely on individual execution.

The strategic question for law firms is therefore not simply
how much artificial intelligence they use. It is how much of
their valuable, repeatedly applied expertise they have suc-
ceeded in turning into assets.

The opportunity is to make that expertise scalable by system-
atically capturing it: combining professional judgment with
reusable assets and building firm-specific capabilities that
grow with each application of the methodology.

Technology can be purchased. Productized expertise must
be built.

Legal AI Design provides the methodology for building it.
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Glossary

Acceptance Criteria. Standards used to assess whether an
implemented Legal Asset meets its Requirements. Each cri-
terion pairs Test Conditions with an Expected Result.

Acceptance Criteria Setting. The activity within Specifica-
tion that defines the evidence needed to accept an asset’s
performance, using criteria suited to its behaviour.

AI Workflow. A reusable Legal Asset that captures an ana-
lytical method in structured Steps. It uses Large Language
Models to perform contextual analysis and language-based
legal work using the information available for a matter.

AI Workflow Architecture. The shared structure identifying
reusable Roles and Instructions and mapping them to the Al
Workflows that use them.

Al Workflow Design. The detailed design that organizes an
AI Workflow into numbered Steps and identifies the Role,
Instruction, and supporting Knowledge Cases for each Step.

Annual Frequency. The number of times a Legal Asset is
used during a year, recorded as part of Business Validation.

Annual Value. The economic value a Legal Asset generates
through use during a year, calculated as Value per Use x
Annual Frequency.

Applicable Rules. The rules specified in an Instruction that
guide the performance of its Legal Assignment.
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Architecture. The structure that identifies shared compo-
nents and maps their dependencies before detailed Design.
Document Template Architecture identifies Snippets and
Questions; AI Workflow Architecture identifies Roles and
Instructions.

Behavioural Constraints. The boundaries established in a
Role for how the model performs its work.

Business Validation. The evaluation, after implementation,
of the business value realized through a Legal Asset’s use.
It records Value per Use, Annual Frequency, and Annual
Value, connecting results to the potential identified during
Selection.

Case. A unit within Case Management that brings together
either matter-specific information and work in a Client Case
or reusable legal knowledge in a Knowledge Case.

Case Management. The part of a Legal AI System that orga-
nizes legal work and information in Client Cases and Knowl-
edge Cases.

Client Case. A Case containing the information and work
associated with an individual client matter. It supplies matter-
specific information for Document Automation and Legal
Intelligence.

Content. The predetermined text captured in a Document
Template or Snippet, whose use is governed by Logic.

Design. The phase of Legal Al Design that specifies how
Legal Assets will meet their Requirements and Acceptance
Criteria through Architecture and detailed designs ready for
implementation.

Deterministic Behaviour. Behaviour in which predefined
Content and Logic determine the result from the supplied
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information. Document Automation operates predominantly
in this way.

Document. In Document Template Design and Snippet De-
sign, the source file containing the Content, formatting, and
Logic to which automation will be applied. It specifies how
the wording and structure depend on conditions, selections,
calculations, and repetitions.

Document Automation. The part of a Legal AI System that
applies a Document Template’s Content and Logic to Client
Case information to generate a matter-specific document.

Document Automation Design. The design of Document
Templates and their reusable components, covering Archi-
tecture and the detailed specification of Content, Logic, for-
matting, Fields, Questions, and Snippets.

Document Template. A reusable Legal Asset that captures es-
tablished drafting decisions in predefined Content and Logic,
enabling documents to be generated for the circumstances
of individual matters.

Document Template Architecture. The shared structure
identifying reusable Snippets and Questions and mapping
them to the Document Templates and components that use
them.

Document Template Design. The detailed specification of
a Document Template’s Document, Fields, Questions, and
incorporated Snippets. The Document specifies where Snip-
pets are inserted and when they apply.

Expected Result. The outcome an evaluator must observe
under the Test Conditions of an acceptance criterion. For Al
Workflows, it can specify substantive qualities while allowing
variation in wording.
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Field. An element identifying variable information drawn
from a Client Case for insertion into a Document.

Formatting. The presentation and layout specified alongside
Content and Logic in a Document Template or Snippet. It
can also be assessed through Acceptance Criteria.

Input Scope. The matter information, legal knowledge, and
other inputs required to complete the Legal Task defined in
the Requirements.

Instruction. A reusable assignment applied within an Al
Workflow Step. It specifies the Legal Assignment, Applicable
Rules, and Required Output.

Instruction Design. The detailed specification of what an
assignment must accomplish and how its result should be
expressed, through its Legal Assignment, Applicable Rules,
and Required Output.

Knowledge Case. A Case containing reusable legal knowl-
edge for use across matters, such as legislation, case law,
precedents, or internal guidance. Supporting Knowledge
Cases are identified separately for each AI Workflow Step.

Large Language Model. An AI model that processes and
generates language. Al Workflows use these models to apply
structured analytical methods with probabilistic behaviour.

Legal AI Design. The methodology for transforming legal
expertise into reusable Document Templates and AI Work-
flows through Selection, Specification, and Design, linked to
evaluation through the V-model.

Legal AI System. The environment connecting Case Manage-
ment, Document Automation, and Legal Intelligence so that
matter information, resulting work, and reusable assets can
support the application and refinement of legal expertise.
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Legal Asset. A reusable embodiment of legal expertise. The
two kinds addressed by Legal AI Design are Document Tem-
plates and AT Workflows.

Legal Assignment. The legal work an Instruction requires
the model to perform.

Legal Domain. A practice area or legal niche used to group
recurring Processes and identify Opportunities for producti-
zation.

Legal Function. The professional activity the model per-
forms, defined as part of a Role.

Legal Intelligence. The part of a Legal AI System that sup-
ports contextual analysis and language-based legal work us-
ing information from Client Cases and Knowledge Cases. It
can also help develop reusable assets.

Legal Intelligence Design. The design of Al Workflows and
their reusable analytical components, covering Al Workflow
Architecture, Al Workflow Design, Role Design, and Instruc-
tion Design.

Legal Task. The work an asset must support and the cir-
cumstances in which it will be performed, defined in the
Requirements by translating the selected Objective into a
legal need.

Logic. The predefined rules governing the inclusion, selec-
tion, calculation, and repetition of Content in a Document
Template or Snippet.

Objective. A concise statement of an Opportunity’s intended
purpose: “Generate [document type] for [legal context]” for
a Document Template, or “[verb] [noun] for [legal context]”
for an Al Workflow.

Opportunity. An identified prospect for capturing recurring
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legal expertise in a Document Template or AT Workflow, ex-
pressed through an Objective and grouped by Legal Domain
and Process.

Opportunity Identification. The activity within Selection
that identifies recurring legal work suitable for reusable
assets and prioritizes Opportunities by frequency of reuse
within each Process.

Output Characteristics. The qualities that a satisfactory re-
sult must contain or demonstrate, specified in the Require-
ments to guide Design and provide a basis for Acceptance
Criteria.

Precedent. Earlier wording preserved for reuse. A Document
Template additionally captures the decisions governing how
wording should change to suit a matter.

Probabilistic Behaviour. Behaviour in which conclusions
and wording can vary as a model applies instructions to con-
textual information. AI Workflows exhibit this behaviour
through their use of Large Language Models.

Process. A recurring sequence or category of legal work
within a Legal Domain, used to group and prioritize Oppor-
tunities.

Productization. The transformation of legal expertise into
reusable Legal Assets that allow it to be applied across mat-
ters with less recurring lawyer effort, supporting more stan-
dardized and scalable legal work.

Question. A component requesting user input needed to
generate a document and connecting that input to its use in
a Document Template or Snippet.

Reasoning Perspective. The element of a Role specifying
how the model should interpret and evaluate information.
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Required Output. The result an Instruction specifies must
be produced, including how that result should be expressed.

Requirements. The specification of what a Legal Asset must
accomplish, comprising its Legal Task, Input Scope, and Out-
put Characteristics.

Requirements Determination. The activity within Specifica-
tion that translates a selected Objective into the Legal Task,
Input Scope, and Output Characteristics needed to guide De-
sign and evaluation.

Role. A reusable analytical approach applied within an Al
Workflow Step, defined by its Legal Function, Reasoning Per-
spective, and Behavioural Constraints.

Role Design. The detailed specification of a Role’s Legal Func-
tion, Reasoning Perspective, and Behavioural Constraints so
that its analytical approach can be applied consistently across
assignments.

Selection. The phase of Legal Al Design that determines
which recurring legal work warrants investment in produc-
tization. Opportunity Identification establishes priorities;
Business Validation later evaluates the value realized through
use.

Snippet. A reusable drafting component containing Content,
Logic, and formatting that can be incorporated into Docu-
ment Templates.

Snippet Design. The detailed specification of a Snippet’s
Document, Fields, and Questions, preserving its drafting
choices as instructions for implementation.

Specification. The phase of Legal Al Design that defines
what selected assets must accomplish and how satisfactory
performance will be assessed, through Requirements Deter-
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mination and Acceptance Criteria Setting.

Step. An individual unit of AT Workflow execution that ap-
plies a Role and an Instruction. Steps distinguish changes
in assignment, analytical function, or required output and
identify any supporting Knowledge Cases.

Test Conditions. The representative inputs and legal circum-
stances under which an asset is assessed against an accep-
tance criterion.

V-model. The framework connecting definition and design
decisions to validation. Its descending side moves from Op-
portunities through Requirements to Architecture and De-
sign; after implementation, Acceptance Criteria assess ful-
filment of Requirements and Business Validation evaluates
realized business value.

Value per Use. The economic value realized each time a
Legal Asset is used, based on attributable revenue or the cost
reduction achieved compared with equivalent manual work.
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About the Book

Legal expertise typically depends on lawyer time, limiting
how much legal work can be delivered with the

professionals available.

Legal AI Design shows how to capture that expertise in
reusable Document Templates and AI Workflows that can

be applied across matters with less recurring effort.

This can increase revenue or reduce costs while building a
growing portfolio of the organization’s own expertise as a

lasting strategic advantage.
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