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HOW I GOT MY START IN AI

Genetic Algorithms





RON’S PERSONAL 
EXPERIENCE









WHY ARE WE HERE?



AUTOMATION



FIRST WAVE OF AUTOMATION
• Gave us standardized processes for 

human laborers

• the Production Line

• Steps in the overall process:

• Measured

• Optimized

• Standardized

• Achieved great efficiencies

• Example:  Ford Motor Co.



SECOND WAVE OF 
AUTOMATION

• Gave us automated processes 
for machines

• IT enabled automation of back-
office tasks

• Emerged in the 1970’s and 
peaked in the 1990’s

• “Business Process 
Reengineering” (BPR) initiative

• Example:  WalMart



THIRD WAVE OF 
AUTOMATION

• Gave us adaptive processes that 
require humans & machines

• Built upon the first two waves

• Driven by real-time data, available 
through a network

• Not standardized or routine

• Processes are constantly changing

• Example: Uber driver using 
Google Maps



THIRD WAVE MAKES USE OF 
ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE



AUTOMATION
OF THE

LEGAL PROFESSION



THE LEGAL PROFESSION

• Why have a profession?

• Particularized knowledge

• Requires extensive 
training

• Requires lots of special 
data

• Does this sound like AI?



NATURAL FOR AI TO HELP 
AUTOMATE THE 

LEGAL PROFESSION



THINGS TO KNOW

• Common Law v. Civil Law

• A lawyer may need to know…

• Any law

• and Any judicial opinion

• in Any jurisdiction

• Then discern the right legal 
advice for that particular client



ONE COUNTRY

• …with 50 States

• …having 3,142 Counties

• …with 19,429 Cities

• 100,000+ Laws, Statutes, 
Rules, Ordinances…

• 3,500,000+ Court Opinions







•Lots of data

•Lots to automate

The Good News…



USE CASE CATEGORIES

• Due Diligence

• Prediction Technology

• Legal Analytics

• Document Automation

• Intellectual Property

• Client Interactions



<examples>





Jack L. Marchand II v. John W. Barnhill, Jr. (Blue Bell Creameries USA, Inc.), CA 2017-0586-JRS (Del. Ch. 2018)





Marchand v. Barnhill, 533, 2018 (Del. 2019)



LOW HANGING (AI) FRUIT
• Back office operations

• e.g., computer security

• e.g., estimating profit of case

• e.g., business intelligence

• Client intake

• Marketing

• NLP tailored to specific niches



AI Chatbots for Client Intake





https://www.slideshare.net/QuintenSteenhuis/creating-a-lawyer-in-a-box-building-user-
friendly-guided-interviews-with-docassemble



https://github.com/GBLS/docassemble-template-builder-addin



http://rossintelligence.com/



https://blog.rossintelligence.com/post/ross-new-coworker-eva





https://secure.watchguard.com/WatchGuard_Cylance_AI_Webinar_Registration.html



https://www.entrepreneur.com/article/325817



https://contraxsuite.com/



https://legal.thomsonreuters.com/en/products/westlaw/edge



https://lexmachina.com/legal-analytics/



THINGS  TO  KNOW









AI is hard (for now)

(But not nearly as hard as it used to be)



https://scikit-learn.org/stable/tutorial/machine_learning_map/



But learning AI yields great benefits



<another example>



NAIVE BAYES

• The problem:  Hundreds of court opinions are 
published each work day.  We want to classify 
them so that we can narrow down what to review

• The solution:  Use Naive Bayes to classify the cases 
into major categories to avoid the uninteresting



NAIVE BAYES
• But Naive Bayes requires training

• How do we get the ML trained?

• Three methods (all require humans)

• Have user-base classify (continually)

• Review blogs/papers to identify the interesting

• Find cites and use that to correlate the practice area



NAIVE BAYES
• Best to make a Bayes filter for each area of law

• Get a percentage for each filter run

• This accommodates those cases that cover more than 
one area of the law

• Once trained, provides good performance (in parallel)

• Can be used as a pre-filter before specialized processing



DISCRIMINATIVE LEARNING

• Linear or Logistic 
Regression

• Often not a good fit for 
legal opinions because the 
method is too simplistic





• Utilizing the law’s own search 
mechanism will yield much better 
results (95+%) without much effort

• PLUS!  Use this technique to train 
the AI and then let the AI identify 
discrepancies in lawyer’s/judge’s 
classification



<things to consider>



TECHNOLOGY IS A TWO-
EDGED SWORD…

… if you don’t own or control it.



WHO OWNS YOUR 
PRACTICE?

• You can develop your own AI

• You will own it (exclusively)

• You can tailor it as needed

• Competitive advantage

• If you don’t own the AI, need to know:

• If permissions will be needed?

• Who will own the training that you 
will do to the AI?

• If others will use your work?



Miranda v. Arizona, 384 U.S. 436 (1966)



MIRANDIZE YOUR AI 
CONTRACT

• Do I have a right to my work?  Will anything that I 
say or do be learned by the AI?  Will what the AI 
learns from me be used against me in a court of 
law?  Will I be remunerated for training your AI?  If 
I cannot afford the AI in the future, will it be used 
by my clients?



The practice of law is (becoming) very 
technology-driven



https://www.canlii.org/en/on/onsc/doc/2018/2018onsc6959/2018onsc6959.html



https://www.canlii.org/en/on/onsc/doc/2018/2018onsc5350/2018onsc5350.html



Most of this stuff is free



Most of this stuff is free



Some NLP is already tailored for Law

(https://contraxsuite.com/lexnlp-features/)



QUESTIONS?



Kurt Vonnegut

If you compete 
with a slave…
…you are a slave.

Kurt Vonnegut, Player Piano (1952)



Ronald Chichester, Esq.
Ron@TexasComputerLaw.com

713-302-1679


