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Executive Summary

Artificial Intelligence (Al) is increasingly being used in the Indian legal sector, including
within courts, often via experimental or “shadow” forms of use. While properly governed Al

systems can improve access to justice, support the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs),
and strengthen institutional performance, their adoption must be underpinned by clear
governance frameworks, transparency, and safeguards rooted in rights-based principles.

Understanding Al in the court context

Al systems operate through data, models and outputs, each of which raises concerns relating to accuracy,
fairness and privacy. As custodians of highly sensitive information, courts must exercise caution in sharing data
with external actors who do not operate under the same ethical mandates or levels of public responsibility. Risks
such as bias, hallucinations, lack of transparency, and limitations in underlying datasets pose specific threats to
judicial legitimacy.

Current landscape in India

India’s eCourts digitisation efforts have been substantial, led by the Supreme Court eCommittee, High Courts,
National Informatics Centre (NIC) and the Department of Justice (DoJ), with Al committees only beginning

to emerge. Despite these efforts, Al deployment remains ad hoc and poorly documented. Translation and
transcription are the most visible use cases, typically implemented through pilots that offer limited transparency
around vendors, data handling, or validation methods. Many courts continue to lack technical capacity and
impact-assessment processes, making it difficult to evaluate whether Al integration is improving judicial efficiency.
Furthermore, the absence of digitised legacy records and accurate metadata leads to data gaps, increasing the
risk that models built on available datasets reflect these gaps.

Al adoption is largely driven by individual champions, making it vulnerable to disruption due to judicial transfers
or retirements. Additionally, it unfolds in a context of already stretched administrative capacity. While concerns
around localisation, security and accuracy are common, the discourse on ethical considerations and mechanisms
for post-deployment monitoring remains underdeveloped. Taken together, these gaps risk eroding public trust in
courts and raise concerns about the legitimacy of the judiciary as Al use expands.
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Global outlook

In countries around the world, from Singapore to the USA, various models of governance of Al use in courts have
emerged. These are generally:

Cautionary:

Policies that either ban specific use cases (like recommendatory systems) or impose rigorous
safeguards and oversight requirements for higher risk contexts.

Neutral:
Policies that lay down guidelines for individual court officers and judges but do not take an
explicit prohibitive stance and generally follow a “wait-and-see” approach.

Enthusiastic:
Policies that encourage or facilitate the piloting and use of Al across the judiciary.

Sources of harm

The use of Al in courts carries the potential for violations of rights. Such harms may arise not only from training
data and model design, but also from the specific institutional and procedural contexts of the legal system such as:

- the nature of the judicial process (e.g., translation vs judgment drafting),
. type of case or proceeding (e.g., privacy issues in sensitive case types), and

« characteristics of litigants (e.g., vulnerable witnesses).
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Proposed frameworks

Given the absence of established processes and the potential for harm, this report proposes a reproducible,
rights-based and risk-sensitive framework for Al adoption in the Indian judiciary. Tailored to the institutional
realities of courts in India, this framework comprises four assessments:

Institutional Readiness:

evaluates human resources, infrastructure
and compliance preparedness before any
adoption.

Technical Assessment:

examines vendor capabilities, data
governance, transparency, security and
accountability at the tool level.

Risk Assessment:
identifies potential harms and safeguards
at the specific use case level.

Ongoing/Continuous Assessment:
monitors real-world impacts, success
metrics and emergent risks throughout
deployment.

In addition to the frameworks proposed for the formal adoption of Al, this report also provides indicative
contractual clauses for inclusion in agreements and MOUs with vendors, along with general good practices for
judicial officers and court staff who may rely on generative Al for their day-to-day work.

Safeguards and good practices

Overall, we recognise the following good practices for courts considering the use of Al tools for judicial work:
« Domain expert consultation during Al tool research & Development

«  Clear public disclosure of Al uses and vendors

« Human-in-the-loop for all substantive outputs

- Mandatory judicial or registry validation before operational use

- Data minimisation and privacy-by-design

. Opt-out opportunities for litigants

« Dedicated complaint and redress mechanisms

«  Cybersecurity and data-security oversight

« Bias and fairness audits

« User-based audit logs to enable accountability and review
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Conclusion

Al can support a more efficient, transparent and accessible justice system, but only if its adoption is guided by
structured, rights-protective frameworks. The proposed assessments and safeguards are designed to ensure that
Al strengthens rather than compromises judicial independence, fairness and public trust. However, assessments
alone are insufficient to prevent unreliable or discriminatory outcomes. Complementary measures, including the
establishment of technical cadres within courts, use case registries, and sandboxing frameworks, are essential to

enable transparency, accountability, and responsible Al integration in India’s judiciary.
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List of Abbreviations & Key Terms

Abbreviations

Al Artificial Intelligence

API Application Programming Interface

CERT-in Indian Computer Emergency Response Team

Cio Chief Information Officer

cis Case Information System

COMPAS Correctional Offender Management Profiling for Alternative Sanctions

CrPC/BNSS Code of Criminal Procedure/Bharatiya Nagarik Suraksha Sanhita
(BNSS), 2023

CTO Chief Technology Officer

DOJ Department of Justice

DPDPA/Rules Digital Personal Data Protection Act, 2023 and associated Rules, 2025

EOI Expression of Interest

HCCC High Court Computer Committees

ICCPR International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights

ICESCR International Covenant on Economic, Social & Cultural Rights

iDEX Innovations for Defence Excellence

IPR/IP Intellectual Property Rights/Intellectual Property
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LLMs
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NIST Al RMF

NLP
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R&D
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SDG
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Information Technology Act, 2000
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Risk Management Framework
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Key Terms

Al agents

Al wrappers

Black box

Data minimisation

Datasheet

Encryption

Gen Al/Generative Al

An Al agent is a software system that acts autonomously (with minimal
human direction or intervention) to carry out a specified task. It interacts
with its environment to gather data, is capable of reasoning, and
executes assigned tasks based on given parameters.

An Al wrapper is a software layer that sits on top of an Al model, like
an LLM, and facilitates user interaction with the model. This could be a
chatbot or a Ul/UX interface that uses APIs or another data exchange
protocol to send prompts to the underlying model.

Black box is a metaphor for a model or system in which the inputs and
outputs are clearly visible to users, but the internal logic, reasoning, or
processes are not understandable.

Data minimisation is a principle under which only limited and
necessary data elements are captured, processed, or shared for a
specified purpose. Non-essential data is not collected, and data is only
kept for as long as necessary for the underlying purpose before it is
deleted or masked.

A datasheet contains information about a dataset, including its
structure, purpose, elements, and potential limitations or biases. It
is considered a crucial piece of documentation and offers users and
developers necessary details to build trust in the dataset. It is an
increasingly expected element under ethical and responsible Al.

Encryption is a cybersecurity process by which information is
scrambled to protect it from unauthorised users and can only be
re-composed with a secure key. End-to-end encryption (E2EE) is a
variation where the message is only visible on an authorised sender
and receiver’s devices and is not accessible to the platform, internet
service providers, regulators, etc.

Generative Al is a variant of Al models that generate new content
based on training from a large dataset of similar material; this may
generate text, images, audio, etc. and stands in contrast to task-
oriented Al.
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Hallucinations

Human-in-the-loop

Impact assessment

ISO 42001

Logs

Model cards

Model drift

[Model] Overfitting

Hallucinations are fabricated content provided by a model due to the
probabilistic nature of generative Al. Hallcuinations may arise due

to limited or biased training data or the model’s training to provide
an answer rather than admitting a prompt is beyond its scope of
knowledge base.

Human-in-the-loop is a process/protocol by which human users review
and refine Al-generated outputs by providing specialised knowledge
or addressing bias. This improves the accuracy and relevance of the
outputs as well as model performance over time.

Impact assessments are structured processes to interrogate the future
consequence of a given intervention and decide whether or not to go
ahead in the present. They are intended to anticipate a wide range

of effects and may be conducted with varying purposes (such as an
ethical impact assessment vs. an environmental impact assessment).

ISO 42001 is an international standard for an Artificial Intelligence
Management System (AIMS) with guidance to establish, implement,
maintain, and continuously improve Al systems to use them responsibly
and effectively.

Logs are detailed records of user- or system-generated events.

Model cards are files that are provided alongside models that contain
information about their training datasets, parameters, intended uses,
limitations or biases and evaluation results".

A model trained on historical data may “drift”, degrade, or become less
relevant or accurate to current patterns over time, leading to prediction
errors; models require continuous retraining and effective monitoring to
remain up to date.

Overfitting occurs when a model is able to perform well on training data
or data it has been exposed to but is unable to generalise its logic and
yield appropriate results when exposed to new data. This occurs when
the model is equally responsive to relevant and irrelevant data (i.e.,
noise).

Al for Justice: Ethical, Fair and Robust Adoption in India’s Courts 13



Reinforcement learning Reinforcement learning is the process of training machines to make
decisions by trial and error. An agent interacts with its environment and
receives feedback in the form of rewards and penalties, maximising
performance for greater rewards.

Risk assessment Risk assessments for Al involve identification and analysis of potential
deviations, harms, or unintended consequences, forecasting areas from
which they may accrue, and outlining how they will be managed across
the lifecycle of Al.

Safety stop mechanisms Safety stop mechanisms are ways to quickly halt functioning of Al
systems when triggered, isolate harmful elements/processes and
correct them before allowing them to resume. They can include kill
switches for emergency intervention, blinding techniques to prevent
learning from sensitive variables, and boxing techniques to isolate
systems from external networks.

SOC 2 System and Organisation Control 2 is a data security compliance
framework and audit process that reviews how cloud-based service
providers maintain and protect customer data; it can be conducted by
a third-party to provide assurance to a client and build trust that the
software has adequate controls.

Shadow Al Shadow Al is the use of Al by employees without the knowledge or
authorisation of their supervisors or employers.

[Model] Underfitting Underfitting occurs when a model is too simplistic and is neither able
to perform well on training data or new data. It does not adequately
identify logical patterns due to poor training and is not fit-for-purpose.

Unsupervised learning Unsupervised learning occurs when a model is trained by detecting
patterns in unlabelled data.

List of Abbreviations & Key Terms « Endnotes

1. Model Cards. Huggingface. https://huggingface.co/docs/hub/en/model-cards
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Introduction

In July 2025, Harvey Al announced plans to open its first office in Bengaluru, India’s technology capital®. Given its
role as a global Al platform for law firms, Harvey Al's expansion in India naturally aligns with the country’s position
as the world’s second-largest legal-tech market®. Across the legal ecosystem, Al is increasingly viewed as a “force
for good”*, with Al-enabled tools being rolled out not only at the enterprise level but also in courts. In October
2025, the Kerala High Court directed all courts in the state to adopt Adalat Al, an automated transcription tool, for
recording witness depositions®.

Al’'s promise of convenience, time saving, and enhanced support is particularly compelling in a system as
overburdened as the Indian judiciary. As of 15 December 2025, nearly five and a half crore cases were pending
in India’s district and High Courts, strengthening the case for Al use in courts®. As in other workplaces, the use of
“shadow Al is also rising in courts®. A 2024 global UNESCO survey revealed that 44% of judicial operators had
used Al tools for work-related tasks®. In the absence of expertise, training or guidelines for use, many judges and
court staff are experimenting with primarily free tools, often unaware of the associated risks, such as the potential
for Al tools to hallucinate precedents.

In November 2025, the Centre for Research and Planning at the Supreme Court of India published a white
paper on Al and the judiciary, highlighting the need for responsible adoption of Al in courts®. The paper outlines
potential judicial use cases as well as significant risks, raising rights concerns, including threats to due process,
equality before the law, and the right to a fair
trial. It also proposes guidelines for Al use
among court users, lawyers and law clerks.

This caution is warranted: when Al influences
judicial adjudication, it can affect individual
rights and, consequently, erode the credibility
of the judicial system. The rule of law is
compromised if judicial decision-making is
not genuinely independent, if proceedings
are not fair to all parties, or if emergent
technologies impose discriminatory burdens
on citizens trying to understand and engage
with judicial institutions. Indeed, many of these
risks are yet to be fully understood and have
implications for institutional credibility and
natural justice principles. The use of black
box Al tools, whose internal decision-making
processes cannot be readily examined, may
further undermine the transparency of courts,

Al for Justice: Ethical, Fair and Robust Adoption in India’s Courts 15



contravening Sustainable Development Goal 16, which calls on states to “provide access to justice for all” and
“build effective, accountable and inclusive institutions at all levels™.

While jurisdictions around the world are adopting guidelines for the use of Al in the judiciary™, designated a
high-risk category by the EU Al Act®, the regulatory landscape in India remains underdeveloped. In relation to the
storage, processing, and sharing of litigant data collected by courts, the Digital Personal Data Protection Act is
being enforced in a phased manner following the notification of the Rules in November 2025". Beyond the recent
Supreme Court white paper, the Kerala High Court is the only High Court to have issued a bare-bones policy

for Al use in courts™. While the white paper prescribes punitive action for law clerks found using generative Al
applications, it does not address the consequences or liabilities arising from court applications, which could have
broader implications for litigants™. As India’s legal-tech market expands and courts increasingly experiment with
Al in judicial processes, it is an opportune time to develop decision-making models for designing and adopting Al
systems in courts.

141 Structure of the report

This report contains the following sections:

- Brief on approach and methodology (Chapter 1.3)

- The current state of Al adoption in India, with a brief about the eCourts project, existing models for Al
adoption, their limitations, and the contextual subtleties that impact Al adoption processes (Chapter 2)

- A global judicial Al policy outlook and prominent types of use cases (Chapter 3.1)
« The rationale for the proposed rights and risk-based approach to Al adoption (Chapter 3.2)

- Explanations for the assessment tools: risk assessment, institutional readiness, technical and ongoing/
continuous monitoring (Chapter 4)

« Annexures:

1. Indicative Contractual Clauses; and

2. Court User Guidance for Al

1.2 What is Al and how does it work?

Given the fast-evolving nature of the field, public sector definitions of Al are intentionally broad in scope, covering
a wide range of systems from “basic rule-based algorithms”” to “complex learning systems”®. They emphasise Al
systems’ ability to mimic human intelligence, both in the kinds of cognitive tasks they perform and in the diversity
of outputs they generate, including text, images, audio, video, predictions, recommendations, or task outcomes
performed by Al agents.

16 Al for Justice: Ethical, Fair and Robust Adoption in India’s Courts



“Al is a constellation of technologies that enable machines to act with higher levels of intelligence
and emulate the human capabilities of sense, comprehend and act. Thus, computer vision and
audio processing can actively perceive the world around them by acquiring and processing
images, sound and speech. The natural language processing and inference engines can enable
Al systems to analyse and understand the information collected. An Al system can also take
action through technologies such as expert systems and inference engines or undertake actions
in the physical world. (NITI Aayog, 2018: 12)™

... the ability of the software systems to carry out tasks that usually require human intelligence:
vision, speech, language, knowledge, and search” (World Bank, 2021: 2)%°

Computational systems that can “process data and information in a way that resembles intelligent
behaviour, and typically includes aspects of reasoning, learning, perception, prediction, planning
or control” (UNESCO 2024: 7)*

Natural
age

£ssing

PROCESSING
DATA TO ENABLE
INTELLIGENT

BEHAVIOUR

L

Emulating human intelligence through mac

An Al system rests on three building blocks: data, model, and output.??

Regardless of medium, Al models are trained on large volumes of data, which they analyse to identify
relationships or patterns. Processes such as cleaning, labelling, and enrichment of datasets are essential to
facilitate accuracy, broader applicability, and innovation. To ensure outputs that are accurate, fair, and unbiased,
training data must be sufficiently representative, capturing socio-cultural, linguistic, demographic, and geographic
diversity.
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Limitations of judicial data for training Al

In the Indian judicial context, case-level data is often paper-based or marked by significant quality
gaps?®. Despite initiatives such as IndiaCode?*, there is still no single, authoritative database that
consolidates all sources of law, from primary legislations and judgments, to delegated legislation and
subsequent amendments and repeal, in a consistent, machine-readable format2®.

In 2018, the Ministry of Electronics and Information Technology (MeitY), drawing on literature
identifying “big data” as a strategic resource in Al development, called on the government to create
“high quality datasets” to facilitate individual and collaborative solution-building across domains2®. As
courts play a role in providing such datasets, it is essential to ensure that they adequately represent
the diversity of litigants, disputes, processes, and vocabulary that appear before the judiciary. Doing
so reduces the risks of biased or inaccurate Al outputs.

During model training and development, the system iteratively evaluates possible logical pathways and reinforces
those that yield the most accurate results. In simpler systems, developers can set parameters and adjust the
model when outputs require correction. However, once techniques such as unsupervised or reinforcement
learning?” are introduced, the model adapts to new data and refines its internal logic without explicit instructions.
This dynamic and iterative learning process is a key reason Al requires procurement, governance, or regulatory
approaches distinct from those used for conventional software.

To ensure robust outputs, models can be evaluated for factors such as accuracy, efficiency, and fairness. The
metrics and thresholds applied (e.g., <1% error rate in transcription) must be grounded in the specific context of
use. Outputs may be delivered through a chat interface, where human interaction can refine or iterate results, or
may feed directly into task execution, such as in automated case-scheduling tools. Assistive systems and those
that function autonomously require different protocols for acceptable use and oversight.

Notably, while simple or rule-based Al systems may be developed independently, more complex systems may
sometimes be developed as “Al wrappers”, applications built on top of existing commercial or open-source Al
models?®. Solution providers choosing among pre-built elements, models, or Application Programming Interfaces
(APIs) available online typically weigh factors such as cost, performance, and ease of integration. Courts may
wish to examine issues such as the representativeness of training data, the ethical development of models, or
the uptime of APIs. However, when underlying core Al models are maintained by large global companies such as
Meta, Google, OpenAl, or Anthropic, key design choices, training processes, and guardrails are often proprietary,
limiting transparency and ethical scrutiny®®.
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1.3 Research Approach and Methods

Although some guidelines for Al use in the judiciary have adopted a risk-based approach®®, this approach

may prove inadequate when anticipated risks fail to capture broader or systemic rights violations. Risk-based
approaches in Al governance have been criticised for overlooking various categories of risks, creating a false
sense of finality while obscuring the centrality of rights®'. For instance, a scheduling tool designed to reduce

case disposal times by prioritising matters based on factors such as a litigant’s gender, age, or profession may
inadvertently disadvantage those not belonging to these groups. Even so, risk assessments remain valuable tools
to anticipate and mitigate foreseeable harms arising from the use of Al systems. Recognising both the limitations
and the value of such frameworks, this report proposes an approach for Al governance in the Indian judiciary that
is anchored in both rights and risks.

The UNESCO Global Toolkit on Al and the Rule of Law for the Judiciary adopts a human rights approach to

Al governance, identifying specific rights that may be affected by Al deployment®2. In its recent report on Al
procurement and deployment, the United Nations (UN) likewise emphasises the centrality of human rights
protection to regulatory developments in AI*3. In addition, the UNESCO Guidelines for the use of Al systems in
Courts and Tribunals®* and the Recommendations on the Ethics of AI*® highlight several key principles relevant to
our current work, including but not limited to:

> Proportionality and do no harm: Al technologies adopted by the judiciary should mitigate any
potential harms to human rights, fundamental freedoms, and the environment.

> Fairness and non-discrimination: Al technologies in judicial processes must adhere to equality
before the law and not discriminate on the basis of class, caste, gender, religion or sexual
orientation.

> Safety and security: Safety risks and system vulnerabilities must be addressed throughout the Al
lifecycle.

> Privacy and data protection: Given the sensitive nature of court data, data management protocols
must be established before data is shared with third parties.

} Human oversight and accountability: Where there is a possibility of harm, there must be clear
pathways for demonstrating human responsibility across the system’s lifecycle.
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> Transparency: Transparency is an essential prerequisite to the protection of human rights and
fundamental freedoms, but it must be balanced against considerations of safety and privacy.

> Explainability: The availability of intelligible insights into the working of an Al system. A system is
explainable if its inputs, outputs and functioning can be traced by humans. Explanations must go
beyond generic or static explanations and take into account varying information and contextual
needs. They should be offered in plain language and supported by supplemental resources
(text, visual, audio, video), accessible without technical expertise, and available in multiple Indian
languages.

> Accuracy and reliability: Adopt Al systems that perform consistently and correctly across differing
inputs, contexts, and situations.

> Awareness and literacy: In judicial contexts, responsible Al adoption hinges on capacity-building
within the ecosystem to evaluate and recognise both the potential and limitations of Al.

> Judicial independence: Given the role of courts in upholding the rule of law and the Constitution,
ultimate decision-making must remain human-led to safeguard judicial independence.
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BN 1.3.1 Methodology

The research for this report employed a combination of of desk research and stakeholder interviews. The
literature review examined Al-use guidance documents in other jurisdictions, Al risk assessment frameworks, and
Al procurement guidelines for the public sector. The authors conducted semi-structured interviews with sitting
and retired judges, members of the registry, representatives from civic-tech and legal-tech companies, civil-
society actors, and academics. Interviewees have been anonymised in all citations. The authors also visited courts
where some of these tools are in use. A draft of the report and proposed framework was circulated for feedback,
and comments received have been incorporated into this version.

B 1.3.2 Limitations
While the research team has made every effort to capture the current state of Al adoption in Indian courts and

develop a risk assessment framework within six months, the study has certain limitations:

« The framework has been tested internally for different use cases but will require refinement when applied
across court levels and geographies.

« The assessment tools are not proposed as stand-alone pathways to realise responsible Al adoption, they
need to be accompanied by more research and action on a whole-of-system approach, including considering
formal procurement processes
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> While digital infrastructure is robust, Al governance in courts remains underdeveloped.
The eCourts project has created a nationwide digital backbone, through CIS, NIC infrastructure,
and the NJDG, enabling access to standardised case data across courts. However, this
infrastructure was designed for digitisation, not for governing Al use, leaving gaps as Al tools
begin to rely on this data.

> Though growing, Al use in courts remains fragmented and opaque.
Al adoption has largely focused on translation and transcription, supported by human review,
alongside limited use of summarisation and research tools. Beyond visible uses, many Al
applications operate with little public disclosure, making it difficult for litigants to know when Al
affects court processes.

» “Pilots” dominate Al adoption, often without structure or exit criteria.
Courts use the term “pilot” broadly, covering proofs-of-concept, co-development, and limited
deployment. Many pilots lack clear objectives, timelines, evaluation metrics, or feedback loops,
resulting in prolonged experimentation without evidence of impact.

> Multiple actors build Al tools, but coordination is weak.
Al tools are developed through in-house teams, NIC partnerships, academic collaborations, and
private vendors. Courts increasingly prefer legal-tech startups for performance and customisation
but lack consistent standards to evaluate accuracy, bias, or rights impacts.

» Adoption processes prioritise security over rights and accountability.
While courts emphasise data localisation, encryption, and human oversight, existing processes
rarely assess algorithmic bias, systemic harms, or long-term accountability. Informal vendor
engagement and individual decision-making further weaken transparency.

> Institutional constraints heighten risk.
Limited technical capacity, reliance on individual champions, frequent transfers, and informal
use of generative Al by staff increase the risk of automation bias, errors, and erosion of trust,
underscoring the need for a structured, rights-based Al framework for courts.
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2.1 How courts digitised: The eCourts project

Technology adoption in Indian courts has been largely driven by the eCourts project, a Mission Mode Project
funded by the Union Government that enabled the digitisation of district courts®. Launched in 2005, the eCourts
mission aims to leverage technology to improve judicial productivity both qualitatively and quantitatively, and
make the justice delivery system affordable, accessible, cost-effective, transparent, and accountable. It has
digitised judicial administration across roughly 8,300 court establishments in India via a system known as the
Court Information System (CIS). To ensure uniformity and integration, infrastructure design and specifications
were centralised, including a central cloud architecture and common services. At the same time, implementation
was decentralised under the core and periphery model¥, allowing courts to respond to local needs and exercise
autonomy in areas such as vendor selection.

The following institutions are involved in the project:

« Supreme Court eCommittee: responsible for the policy planning, strategic direction, high-level design,
specifications and certifications,

« National Informatics Centre (NIC): responsible for the development of technology and provision of support
to the High Courts,

« High Court Computer Committees: responsible for implementing the project at the state level, and
« The Department of Justice (DoJ): responsible for financing®.

In addition, the Supreme Court and some High Courts have also set up dedicated Al Committees to identify
opportunities for the use of Al, with an emphasis on process automation, case management, and holistic justice
dispensation®®. As part of Phase 3 of the eCourts project, Rs. 53.57 crore has been earmarked explicitly for Future
Technological Advancement, including Al and blockchain, across High Courts in India“°.

The High Courts and Supreme Court run on NIC software (except in Kerala, Delhi, and Madhya Pradesh). The

NIC also maintains the National Judicial Data Grid (NJDG). This online dashboard aggregates and displays real-
time data from all district courts, High Courts and the Supreme Court. From a data standpoint, one of the most
significant outcomes of the eCourts project is the availability of “unified and standardised” data on cases across
courts in India. Various research organisations, such as DAKSH, Vidhi Centre for Legal Policy, XKDR, and Enfold
Proactive Health Trust*, have utilised eCourts data to analyse pendency, delays, and related issues in courts. This
data is also valuable to legal-tech firms developing Al tools for courts, and for the legal sector more broadly.
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2.2 How Al tools are currently used

So far, Al integration in the administration of justice in courts has been ad hoc and difficult to track. However, the
clearest and best-documented use case of Al is in document translation, particularly that of reportable judgments
across Indian languages®. This is overseen by Al committees and supported by robust human review, with High
Courts engaging retired judges and legal experts to vet the Al-generated translations**. The Supreme Court
developed SUVAS (Supreme Court Vidhik Anuvaad Software) with technical support from MeitY)*, while the NIC
has created Al Saransh?, a tool for summarisation. Private company ManCorp Innovation Labs has developed
SUPACE, an Al-enabled tool designed to help Supreme Court judges examine large volumes of legal material
more efficiently*®. However, despite the proliferation of these tools, there is limited information on whether they
are being used and if user feedback informs further improvement.

In parallel, private vendors have begun developing tools specifically for judges and courtroom use. One such
example is Adalat Al, an Al-based transcription and translation service, currently deployed in courts across nine
states (as of 8 December 2025)%. This use is based on MOUs signed by Adalat Al with various High Courts®.
Some Al tools are also being piloted in courts on a non-commercial basis.

What is a pilot?

Interviewees used the term “pilot” to refer to a variety of engagements including:

. proofs of concept, where court users were given test logins or court APIs were connected to
validate tools against judicial expectations,

« collaborative development with courts, in which legal-tech developers were given access to
judges and/or staff over long periods to understand court processes and develop solutions
customised to their needs or pain points, and

- limited deployment in assigned courtrooms or for specified case types to seek feedback and
iterate software, design, or model performance.

In practice, any involvement short of full-scale deployment was referred to as a “pilot”. In this section,
we use the term broadly to cover this full spectrum. However, we recommend that a structured pilot
must include clear documentation, indicators they seek to measure, causal attribution, feedback
loops, and ideally a fixed timeframe. Without these elements, pilots fail to generate meaningful
insights into implications or corrections and can become a drain on resources. We observed
instances of pilot phases continuing for months without any agreed-upon end date, effectively
becoming “perpetual pilots”.
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In addition to Kerala, Adalat Al transcription and translation tools are available in district courts in Delhi, Karnataka,
and Odisha. The Supreme Court uses Technology Enabled RESolution (TERES) transcription and validation
services for Constitution bench cases*, while Karnataka uses TERES services without the human validation
component. These examples show that Al tools are being integrated into the judicial system rapidly, but in ways
that are piecemeal and often opaque.

While uses such as live transcription, real-time translation, and automation of court documents are visible to
litigants and the public, others, like Al-based summarisation or legal research, are less apparent to those outside
the system. Public disclosure on where or how Al is being used in courts, or what litigant or case data may be
shared with developers, remains minimal. Although case status information, orders and judgments available on
eCourts are publicly accessible, courts also hold personal, identifiable, and sensitive data, including pleadings and
other documents that are not available to the public®°.

There is also limited transparency around how courts select vendors, the criteria used to approve experimental
technology for use in live court contexts, and how an Al system may be deemed suitable for a specific task or
whether it poses technical and ethical risks.

The Computer and/or Al Committees in the Supreme Court and High Courts, tasked with making decisions on
Al adoption, often comprise judges who may not have the technical expertise to identify risks or stay abreast
of measures to evaluate Al tools®'. In the absence of prescribed technical assessment frameworks, courts risk
deploying Al systems that contain biases, produce inaccurate outputs, or compromise privacy and security.

Moreover, different courts use different tools with uneven levels of integration into court management systems. In
the absence of comprehensive impact assessments, courts cannot effectively measure whether Al tools actually
improve judicial efficiency, accuracy, or access to justice. The opacity surrounding Al deployment also raises
concerns about due process and the right to a fair trial. Litigants and their legal representatives may be unaware
when Al tools are being used in their cases, limiting their ability to challenge Al-generated outputs.
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Even as Al adoption accelerates, the transition to fully digital processes remains incomplete. Despite nearly 20
years of the eCourts project, much of the day-to-day judicial work still relies on physical files, paper registers, and
manual processes. The COVID-19 pandemic forced courts to allow e-filing and hold virtual hearings, but courts
are yet to become natively digital institutions. Case files in many courts are still maintained in physical form, hard
copies still need to be filed even where e-filing is permitted, and extensive physical registers are used to track the
movement and storage of documents. While paperless courts gain momentum, the absence of end-to-end digital
workflows limits the ability of digital case files to serve as a reliable single source of truth. Although the Phase 3
eCourts Vision Document envisages open, interoperable digital infrastructure allowing for unified, evolutionary
systems, this is far from being realised®2.

For judges and court staff accustomed to physical processes, the introduction of Al tools represents not merely

a technological upgrade but a profound shift in understanding, workflow, and capacity. Effective adoption of Al

in courts requires a foundational understanding of Al models’ functions and limitations. Without this knowledge
about the capabilities, ethical boundaries, limitations and potential sources of bias in Al tools, courts risk misusing
tools, making uninformed decisions on where and how to deploy Al, and failing to detect errors or rectify unfair
outcomes.

2.3 Who builds Al tools for Indian courts?

To understand the promises and limits of judicial Al®3, it is essential to examine how problems are identified
and who develops the solutions. In recent years, a variety of use cases have emerged for use by judges and
court staff, with transcription and translation tools seeing the most widespread adoption. The availability of
infrastructure, including web cameras, microphones and desktops for virtual court proceedings, has further
enabled the uptake of transcription technologies®.

Across different levels of courts, a range of collaborations support Al development, with courts partnering
with third-party organisations to compensate for limited institutional technical capacity. Some models for Al
development include:

> In-house development: The Kerala High Court built in-house tech capacity by creating an IT
Directorate to develop and customise tools for the High Court and the district courts.

> Co-development with the National Informatics Centre (NIC): The NIC, under the MeitY, is
the technology partner of the Government of India. The Supreme Court developed SUVAS in
association with the NIC®®. In Odisha, a scrutiny tool is being developed in collaboration with NICS®.
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> Partnerships with academic institutions: The Supreme Court has partnered with IIT Madras to
develop an Al-enabled scrutiny®” tool®8. In Manipur, the High Court is partnering with NIT Imphal to
develop a translation tool in the local Meiti language®®.

} Private vendors: Given the burgeoning legal-tech sector in India, courts are exploring partnerships
with startups to acquire and, in some cases, co-develop relevant tools. These organisations exist
across categories with varying revenue models. For example, Adalat Al is a non-profit supported
by grants, with an objective of “building India’s end-to-end Justice Tech Stack”®. TERES is a for-
profit startup with global clients from Singapore to Dubai, and offers a range of services in addition
to transcription—e-discovery, document management, electronic evidence presentation and legal
analytics®'. Jhana, a for-profit startup that raised USD 1.6 million in seed funding in 2024%2, offers
products to parse through documents and provide stenographer support, and is working with the
Karnataka High Court to develop summarisation tools®. Nyaay Al is another startup developing
“Al-powered case management tools” incubated by PanScience Innovations in 2022%.

Our interviews revealed a growing interest for Al tools created by legal-tech startups, seen as offering greater
reliability and accuracy. Some stakeholders noted, for instance, that SUVAS has not yet reached the accuracy
levels offered by third-party vendors’ tools®®.

2.4 How courts acquire Al today

When it comes to technology adoption, the judiciary has several options. Formal procurement processes may rely
on model Request for Proposals (RFPs) and Expressions of Interests (EOIs) drafted by the Executive and adapt
them for the provision of hardware or software licenses (goods)®®, managed service contracts or transformation
through consultancy basis®, or co-development under a variety of PPP models®.

At present, Al adoption in courts is often ad hoc and relationship-based, with pilot phases lasting long periods,

or even involving the personal procurement of technology. As courts engage vendors for transcription and
translation tools, the pilot phase may extend for many months; Adalat Al, for instance, has been piloting its tool
across courts for at least a year. Courts generally prefer vendors approved or originated by the Executive; for
instance, they would opt for Bhuvan over Google Maps®®. However, as private companies’ tools increasingly

offer better performance for customised use cases, courts are gravitating towards them, particularly when their
teams and governing boards include lawyers with strong litigation experience and an awareness of court-specific
challenges.
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Our interviews also revealed a relational approach to Al integration, with vendors approaching judges, registrars
and other court staff to present their tools and offer demonstrations. While this informal approach to procurement
may seem barrier-free, the reliance on personal preferences for Al adoption increases the risk of overlooking

a variety of concerns, which can be prevented with selection processes involving objective criteria based on
performance and the protection of rights. Such informal processes also create an uneven playing field, restricting
access to courts for some vendors.

Where courts have engaged in a formal process, they have relied on established public sector procurement
processes. For instance, in May 2023, the Supreme Court published a RFP for the design and development
of Al-based transcription tools’. This process involved multiple stages, including bid meetings with numerous
companies, shortlisting, and demonstrations. The bid document restricts the data used for the model or
transcriptions from being shared with any third party and requires human oversight supported by adequate
human resource staffing. In addition, the document mandates annual training of staff, technical support and
maintenance, including bug fixes and upgrades.

In a second example, the Karnataka High Court published an Expression of Interest (EOI) in November 2024 for
tools to translate judgments from English into Kannada. This one-page document invites concept notes for the
proposal and mandates accuracy checks by comparing translated output with the source text, to be undertaken
by translators or linguistic experts”.

Re-imagining procurement for Al tools

In addition to formal procurement methods such as traditional RFPs and EQOIs, courts may consider
innovative models such as challenge-based procurement or co-development arrangements. These
approaches are especially useful when commercial, off-the-shelf solutions may be inadequate for
certain use cases.

One such method is the Ministry of Defence’s Innovations for Defence Excellence (or iDEX) scheme,
introduced in 2018 to “provide financial support to startups/MSMEs/individual innovators” developing
prototypes and specialised technologies for hyper-specific and confidential defence needs’. While
the Supreme Court has previously engaged with hackathons, a clear pipeline from idea identification
to procurement and deployment remains underdeveloped. For iDEX winners, the Defence Acquisition
Procedure 2020 provides this pathway, allowing emerging technologies to be legally procured.

Where courts consider co-development, they (or the DOJ) may need to perform “incubation functions”
such as facilitating access to mentorship, financial support, and accurate, representative datasets.
Courts should also proactively invite vendor demonstrations and stay informed about emerging trends
and best practices from other sectors and jurisdictions.
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However, neither of the above processes addresses broader ethical considerations, including the potential of
the tool to violate fundamental rights like fairness, equality and protection from non-discrimination. There are no
explicit requirements for safeguards to ensure that training datasets are free from bias, to assess the scope and
extent of model vulnerabilities, or to specify the risk mitigation measures in place.

Financial sustainability is also a concern. We identified an instance, reported in an interview, in which a judicial
officer independently procured and adopted an Al tool using funds allocated under the “computer equipment”
budget head. Beyond the obvious risk posed by use of a tool that has not been vetted or approved by the court,
individual subscription-based purchases may not be a financially viable option for multiple junior staff across
courts.

Risks also accompany the unsanctioned use of Large Language Models (LLMs) like ChatGPT for daily work by
judicial officers and court staff. For example, a city civil judge in Bengaluru cited “two non-existent Supreme Court
judgments” in a 2025 judgment. When this was challenged during the appeal, the appellants’ counsel pointed out
that the use of Al may have influenced the reliance on “fictitious case laws””3.

It is important to also examine how technology adoption is financed. In the case of High Courts and district courts,
the state government approves the budget for technology adoption under the judicial head”. For the Supreme
Court, a budget of more than Rs. 50 crores has been allocated under the eCourts project specifically for Al’5, to
be directed by the eCommittee.

In many instances, courts have piloted tools on a non-commercial basis. Some courts explicitly prefer such
financial models, noting that vendors may commercialise their tools by selling to lawyers and law firms’®. While
this approach is understandable given the need to demonstrate a tool’s effectiveness before large-scale
adoption, it does carry risks. Companies may use free tools to create dependencies. A common business practice
is to provide baseline services for free but then charge a premium for upgrades, enterprise customisation, or
additional security. Experience in other contexts suggests that the free version sometimes relies on opaque data
collection practices or ad revenue, offers lower quality, or uses deceptive design practices (also known as “dark
patterns”) to pressure users into upgrading”’.

However, the lack of process on paper does not mean that courts are not cautious in their approach to Al
adoption. We observed several good practices during our research such as:
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} Data protection: Judges and registrars are concerned about the scope of data access, storage and
use under the Digital Personal Data Protection Act, 2023 especially around huge fines in case of
data breaches’®. Vendors are expected to provide assurances that data is stored within India.

} Translation validation: Various High Courts’ have published notices to recruit retired judicial
officers, advocates, and court translators to validate Al-generated translation of judgments.

} Disclosure of Al use: In a pilot court in Delhi, litigants and lawyers are informed that a transcription
is being undertaken by a software tool and requires signatures from the person deposing and the
Presiding Officer, as well as a check by the stenographer before it becomes part of the case file®.

I 2.4.1 Gaps in existing Al adoption processes

For courts adopting Al, data governance is a primary concern. This includes data localisation, deployment on
secure or dedicated servers, user-level access controls, encryption, and the removal of sensitive information.
Courts also emphasise that data shared for Al deployment should not be used for training models for unrelated
purposes®. In general, courts desire ownership over data, although the implications of this ownership
(management, systems, third-party support) remain unclear. The emphasis on data localisation is strong enough
for some courts to consider establishing their own data centres®.

While data protection is critical, this narrow focus risks obscuring other critical algorithmic harms. An insistence

on checklist factors like data encryption and localisation has meant that considerations like errors and bias from
datasets, and the accuracy of outputs receive less attention in existing discourse. For example, for pilots and R&D,
vendors may access documents like pleadings that are not public when the case is ongoing®. It remains unclear if
these datasets are being used to train other models, and even where vendors provide guarantees, courts lack the
mechanisms to verify their claims.

Relationship-based approaches to acquiring new technologies can also disrupt court work by creating
dependencies without adequate safeguards. If a vendor withdraws a free pilot after many months of usage,
judicial processes may be disrupted, subtly coercing courts to continue using the tool. For a public institution

like the court, such approaches also risk undermining trust and transparency. For example, the details of bid
documents can be influenced by the existing offerings of successful pilot tools, constraining open competition
and disadvantaging vendors without access to courts. Moreover, the current system lacks a framework for
monitoring contract stipulations after adoption, requiring additional human resources and assessment frameworks
to evaluate the technology’s impact on overall court functioning.

A key caveat in this discourse, however, is that procurement guidelines and monitoring frameworks alone cannot

guarantee responsible technology adoption. This would require stronger institutional scaffolding and a sustained
commitment to protecting fundamental rights.
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B 2.4.2 Institutional challenges to Al adoption

Beyond the absence of clear guidelines on responsible Al adoption in courts, institutional factors also impact the
pace and certainty of decision-making regarding technology integration.

Technology adoption and terms of adoption are driven by individuals. Individual judges maintain relationships
with vendors and articulate the institutional vision for acquiring new technology. Judge-centric digital
transformation pathways thus impact the pace at which High Courts and district courts adopt technology. In the
event of the transfer of a judge who champions a certain technology, procurement processes already underway
can stall. Additionally, individuals in charge of procurement may also develop their own criteria for testing the
efficacy of Al tools, leading to inconsistent and non-replicable standards across courts.

Variability in judicial tenures and the fact that Registrars in charge of administration are district judicial officers on
deputation creates significant administrative flux. In the absence of stable institutional scaffolding, the identification
and evaluation of Al tools will be disrupted each time a Registrar in charge is transferred.

Judicial officers are not best placed to make technical decisions. While the creation of technology cadres has
been discussed?®*, with some courts already seeking approvals for instituting such cadres, there are concerns
that a) long-term cadre employees might be unable to keep pace with rapidly evolving technologies, making
contractual employees appear more suitable, and b) career growth remains uncertain for long-term cadres.

Stretched institutional capacity is fostering informal Al use. The promise of Al to save time and improve
productivity attracts adoption by staff, who already use freely accessible generative Al tools®. This is not unique
to India; a survey of approximately 1400 judges in Colombia showed that 80% reported using free Al tools®. This
risks creating an over-reliance on Al, potentially leading to automation bias. For example, in the U.K., an automated
software miscalculated spouses’ financial worth, leading to errors in alimony calculations®. This went undetected
for many months, illustrating the human tendency to defer to machine-generated outputs.

2.5 Why courts need a structured Al framework

Stakeholder interviews reveal that ad hoc, personality-driven decisions guide Al adoption in Indian courts. Existing
approaches tend to prioritise basic data security protocols, with limited attention to concerns around rights
violations and documented harms arising from Al use in other sectors and jurisdictions. This includes insufficient
consideration of risks associated with accuracy, reliability, and bias that may emerge from (i) limitations of training
data and (ii) the probabilistic nature of Al.

As public institutions entrusted with the delivery of justice, with direct consequences for people’s liberty and
freedom, it is imperative that courts subject any Al deployment to rigorous and systematic review.
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Governing Al in courts:
A rights-and-risk-based framework

Key Takeaways

> Risk assessment must precede Al deployment in courts. Before adopting any Al tool, courts must
identify potential harms, assess their likelihood and severity, and define safeguards to protect
fundamental rights.

> Risk and harm are distinct but related. Risk refers to the probability and scale of negative
outcomes from an Al use case, while harms describe actual individual, collective, societal, or
systemic consequences.

» Judicial Al directly affects constitutional rights. Al use in adjudication and administration can
implicate rights to a fair trial, liberty, privacy, equality, free expression, and effective remedy,
requiring rights-centred evaluation.

> Binary risk classifications (high and low) are insufficient. Treating some judicial Al uses as “low
risk” primes users to be less cautious and can lead to omissions during oversight. These may

compound into systemic harms over time.

» Context matters. Al risks vary by use case, case type, and litigant type, with heightened stakes in
criminal justice, family law, and cases involving vulnerable groups.

> India needs a rights-based, risk-sensitive framework. Uneven digital readiness across courts
makes safeguard-focused assessments essential for maintaining judicial legitimacy.
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When it comes to Al in courts, there is wide divergence between countries on where and how the use of Al is
acceptable. Courts’ responses can be categorised into three broad approaches:

Cautionary:
Policies that outline institutional governance structures and safeguards across higher and
multiple risk levels.

Neutral:

Policies that offer broad guidance for individual court officers and judges, but do not take an
explicit stance, typically adopting a “wait-and-see” approach.

Enthusiastic:
Policies that encourage the use of Al across the judiciary.

These approaches are outlined below, with examples from select jurisdictions. Policies in this space are evolving
rapidly and may fluctuate between various positions on the spectrum over time.

Table 1: Regulatory variations to governing Al in courts

Governance structures and Colombia’s policy outlines three risk levels for use cases
safeguards for multiple risk- - prohibited, high and low-risk, and a framework for Al
levels deployment by courts®.

. The EU’s Al Act classifies the judiciary as a high-risk sector®®,
Very few activities, including administrative tasks such as
communication between court personnel, anonymisation of
judicial decisions, etc., are seen as non-high risk®.

Governance structures and - InIndia, the Kerala High Court released a policy governing
safeguards for high-risk Al Al use in the district judiciary®'. This policy prohibits the use
of Al for judicial decision-making, requires district courts to
use High Court authorised Al tools, and recognises the High
Court’s IT committee as an oversight body.
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General guidance - Different provinces within Australia have issued guidance

documents for court staff documents to judges, seeking to outline a list of dos and
and judges; no specific don’ts. For example, guidelines for New South Wales
governance structure offer minimal prohibitions (using commercial and general
mentioned purpose LLM tools for analysis of evidence, or reasons for
judgments)®2.
Governance structure - The United Kingdom’s Al Action Plan for Justice®® offers a
to encourage wide Al roadmap for the widespread incorporation of Al in various
deployment with few or judicial functions, both in administration and in criminal
discretionary safeguards justice risk assessments. Judicial guidance for courts is

restricted to a list of dos and don’ts for judges®.

- Policies adopted across different states in the United
States (US) vary. While policy and legal interventions have
attempted to limit how tools such as predictive algorithms
may be used by the judiciary®®, tools like Correctional
Offender Management Profiling for Alternative Sanctions
(COMPAS), which assesses risk of recidivism in offenders
have not been banned®.

Different jurisdictions offer lessons on how to manage Al deployment in judicial settings. The National Centre for
State Courts (NCSC) in the US, for example, provides guidance to judges on how Al can help assess evidence
and verify authenticity®”. As Indian courts consider regulatory approaches, they will need to weigh the benefits of
speed, processing, and automated validation against possible harms to citizens.

One regulatory approach for Indian courts is to undertake structured risk assessment. Such assessments
involve identifying and analysing potential harms, anticipating areas in which harms may accrue, and outlining
how they will be managed®®. While risk assessments should occur throughout the Al lifecycle®, it is particularly
crucial before deployment. Under this framework, decisions about Al adoption are not solely aimed at technical
efficiency, but also at embedding safeguards to minimise and prevent violation of rights.
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In this section, we use the terms:

A Risk: In judicial contexts, Al use can lead to a range of outcomes, positive, negative, neutral,
or a combination thereof. Here, risk refers to the composite potential of an Al system to
produce negative consequences in a specific use case, the likelihood of its occurrence, and the
expected magnitude of harm'™®,

6;” Harms refer to the negative consequences arising from the use of Al in a given use case.
These include consequences for individuals or collectives/groups of individuals™'. Negative
consequences can extend beyond immediate impact and be societal (for example, where there
is a harm caused to a specific societal interest), and systemic (occurring in patterns cumulatively
over a period of time)"°2,

Al use may pose risks to human rights and democratic values':. In the context of the judiciary (an institution
entrusted with upholding the rule of law and enabling justice for rights violations)'®4, the incorporation of Al has
direct implications for fundamental rights. Any risk assessment undertaken before deploying Al in court must be
grounded in a framework which is informed by the potential impact of automation on these rights. The use of Al
in both adjudication and administration can impact the rights to a fair trial and appeal, personal liberty, privacy,
equality, and even the rights to freedom of speech and expression'®.

3.1 Issues with binary approach to risk

Across sectors and countries, Al regulation and policy have largely centred on risk assessments of potential
and future-facing harms'®®. These approaches typically classify Al systems as “high-risk” and “low-risk” (and
sometimes, prohibited); identify certain sectors/activities as “high-risk” scenarios for Al use; and prescribe
safeguards for such uses. “Low-risk” Al systems are subject to minimal regulatory oversight'?’.

This binary division of Al tools by risk and the limited safeguards attached to “low risk” uses have attracted
significant criticism. Risk-first approaches are criticised for being short-sighted, as they fail to account for the long-
term or cumulative impact of certain Al tools™®. A rights-based approach to Al impact assessments broadens the
scope of inquiry by capturing both immediate and enduring harms to human rights.

To counter these criticisms, we propose a risk assessment framework to be undertaken by courts before Al
deployment that is cognisant of the need to manage Al risk throughout its lifecycle'™®. This framework measures
risk not only in terms of likelihood or scale of harm, but also by examining the presence or absence of institutional
safeguards to mitigate risk. Such a framework is especially important in the context of the Indian judiciary, where
digital readiness is uneven across courts.

40 Al for Justice: Ethical, Fair and Robust Adoption in India’s Courts



3.2 Arights-based framework for courts

A rights-based perspective accounts for the varying degrees of harm that Al may cause to individuals’ rights,
including the ways in which adoption in different use cases may reinforce or perpetuate graded inequalities™.
This is particularly important given the centrality of the protection of fundamental rights to the Indian judiciary’s
constitutional mandate. The subsections that follow thus propose a broader categorisation of elements to capture
the impact of Al uses in court.

Al can adversely impact rights due to multiple reasons, including gaps and biases in training data, choices around
parameter selection, the open or closed nature of models, and data breaches. In the Indian judicial context,

rights violations may emerge from 1) use case scenario and how Al is integrated into the process, 2) case type or
proceeding type, and 3) litigant type.

-. a) Use case: Proposed use cases in Indian courts include translation, speech detection, case

scheduling, administrative analytics and legal research assistance. Each use case has its own
implications for rights™. In addition, not every use case requires Al intervention. This framework
proposes having a clear rationale before introducing Al for a use case.

/"/ b) Case or proceeding type: Certain types of cases and proceedings are prone to severe and
— even irreversible harm. Errors and bias arising in cases concerning —
- life (end-of-life care cases, health emergencies, abortion petitions under the Medical
Termination of Pregnancy Act, 1971, death penalty cases and others),

- liberty (criminal justice decisions such as bail, sentencing and premature release,
immigration detention),

. privacy (cases pertaining to family law and divorce, mental health records, juvenile justice,
testimonies of survivors of sexual violence),

« proceedings under the Official Secrets Act, 1923

and other related rights can be violated, causing irreversible harm. Case types can be
categorised by the rights they can engage as shown in the table below".

T c) Litigant type: It is impossible to prescribe a hard-and-fast rule for classifying Al risk levels

Y based solely on specific impact on a litigant. Committees within courts responsible for procuring
Al tools must recognise that risks arising from Al use vary based on the litigant type, making
such risks highly context-specific and qualitative. To account for this variability, the proposed
framework measures use and safeguards for Al for certain vulnerable groups of litigants.
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Table 2: Mapping rights to case and litigant types

Rights group

Framework in India

lllustrative case/litigant types

P

L Jd

Right to privacy

In 2017, a nine-judge Bench of the

Supreme Court of India found that the

right to privacy was a constituent of

various fundamental rights under the

Constitution of India™. The decision

found that the right to privacy covered
family life, personal autonomy, sexual

autonomy, communications, data

privacy, an individual’s medical records,

and more.

Family and marital law proceedings
Domestic violence cases

Cases under the Information
Technology Act, 2000

Healthcare records

Identification of party in
proceedings involving reproductive
rights, including Medical
Termination of Pregnancy Act, 1971,
Human Immunodeficiency Virus
and Acquired Immune Deficiency
Syndrome (Prevention and Control)
Act, 2017, Surrogacy (Regulation)
Act, 2021, etc.

Identifying information of survivors
of sexual violence

Identifying information of parties
to a case, including identifiers,
addresses, e-mail IDs, financial
records and details, etc.

N

Free speech,
expression,
association and
protest

Article 19 of the Constitution of India
enumerates a number of liberties,
including the freedom of speech
and expression, the right to peaceful
assembly, the right to association,
freedom of movement, and the
freedom of occupation. These rights
come into play in various contexts,
including publications on print and
digital media, access to the Internet,
defamation cases, and magisterial
powers to prohibit gatherings.

Proceedings under Section 144
Code of Criminal Procedure, 1973/
Section 163 Bharatiya Nagarik
Suraksha Sanhita, 2023

Directions to individuals or
intermediaries to block/remove
content on the Internet

Defamation suits or prosecutions
for criminal defamation
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Rights of
protected
groups and
minority rights

1. Article 15 of the Constitution
enumerates that no person shall
be discriminated against on the
ground of race, religion, caste,
gender, sex, place of birth. Article
17 also prohibits the practice of
untouchability.

2. Article 26 guarantees freedom of
religion for religious denominations
or any section thereof to establish
institutions for religious and
charitable purposes, acquire and
administer property.

3. Article 29 offers the right to
preserve distinct language, script
or culture.

Litigation under special legislation
designed for protection of
vulnerable groups including
Scheduled Castes and Scheduled
Tribes (Prevention of Atrocities)
Act, 1989, Rights of Persons with
Disabilities Act, 2016, Mental
Healthcare Act, 2017, Juvenile
Justice (Care and Protection of
Children) Act, 2015, Protection of
Children from Sexual Offences Act,
2012 etc.

Prosecutions under Sections 196 of
the Bharatiya Nyaya Sanhita, 2023

12/

Article 21, which protects the right
to life and personal liberty, requires

Rights of an accused in criminal
procedure (framing of charge,

rights to be done through a “procedure
established by law”. Article 22 offers a
framework for preventive detention.

Procedural a court of law to follow “procedure examination and cross-examination
rights established by law” in matters that may of evidence, the right to rebut
concern these rights. The Supreme incriminating evidence, and the
Court of India has established that right to a sentencing hearing)
such procedure includes within its Right to be heard in writ petitions
ambit a right to a fair trial (including filed under Article 32 or Article 226
requirements like a fair and impartial of the Constitution
hearing, sufficient notice, reasoned
decisions, etc.).
&t Article 21 of the Constitution protects Habeas corpus petitions
- the right to life and personal liberty, Criminal law proceedings and
Liberty requiring measures that deprive such challenges to exercise of criminal

justice powers

Proceedings under state and
central preventive detention laws
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Al use cases: Potential risks, rights violations and their causes

As Al is adopted in judicial processes, limitations of training data, model design, and the nature of human-
computer interaction risk the violation of the rights listed above. These rights violations manifest differently
depending on how and where Al is deployed in the court system. In the table below, we map emerging Al use
cases against potential benefits, anticipate their impact on rights and identify some sources of risks.

W USE CASE: Case scheduling

Current state: Registry/Judicial Officer dependent; the cause list is prepared by the
administrative Registry of the court.

ﬁ Potential Al use
« Optimisation: Support predictive analytics that prioritise cases for cause list generation
based on user needs.

- Data analytics: Process weighted parameters such as case types, previous history of
|)!

adjournments or number of hearings to estimate case timeframe, and build “optima
schedules, and ensure cases are included in the cause list.

« Reduce discretion of the Registry in listing cases.

- Increase effective hearings by optimising the listing process.

A Types of Risk
« Output errors: Incomplete data and subjective weights in models can lead to errors of
omission; this can lead to de-prioritisation or exclusion of certain case types, litigants or older
cases.

« Al modelling errors: Errors and hallucinations.

'Aic Rights implications
« Right to equality before law: Compound systemic inequalities if variables like case type,
gender, caste and access are not factored into model training (A.14, Constitution of India; A.7,
UDHR; A4, ICCPR).

« Non-discrimination: Unintentional discriminatory scheduling (A.15, Constitution of India).

¢ Sources of Risk
- Data limitations: Data entry errors may arise from gaps in data, including non-representative
data.
+ Model limitations: The model may be limited by overfitting or underfitting.
« User-level risk such as manipulation, or gaming by advocates.

Al for Justice: Ethical, Fair and Robust Adoption in India’s Courts 45



B8 USE CASE: Transcription and note-taking

Current state: Manual process by stenographer; lawyers’ arguments are not always transcribed;
witness depositions are always transcribed.

Courts are sometimes using free tools for transcription.

The manual process is prone to errors, and is time-intensive, particularly in noting, verification
and approval.

ﬁ Potential Al use
« Comprehensive transcripts: Error-free transcriptions of the entire hearing, including
arguments and depositions.

. Timesaving and resource-efficiency: Saves time and resources for court and litigants.

A Types of Risk
« Inaccurate outputs: Transcription tools may not accurately capture certain dialects and

accents; Hallucinations fill in gaps and pauses.

"ié Rights implications
« Equality: Compound systemic inequalities if variables like region, gender and caste are not
factored into training for different accents and dialects (A.14, Constitution of India; A. 7, UDHR;
A4, ICCPR).

« Right to liberty and fair trial: Errors in transcription can impact the right to a fair trial (A.21,
Constitution of India; A10, UDHR; A4, 17 and 26, ICCPR).

G Sources of Risk
- Data limitations: Absence of training data representative of diverse accents and dialects
in Indian languages may cause their continuous neglect. In the long term, this may lead to
systemic exclusion of certain communities.

« Model limitations: Model may fail to account for pauses in the deposition or arguments. This
may prejudice the record against litigants and witnesses who lack fluency and confidence in
court.

« Privacy and data misuse risk: Risks of data breaches and unauthorised access to non-public
data.
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B8 USE CASE: Translation between Indian languages

Current state: Empanelled translators translate documents on request. This process can be
slow, expensive, with limited capacity.

ﬁ Potential Al use
. Time efficiency: Automated translations are faster.

» Diversity-enhancing: Documents can be made available to litigants and the public at large in
multiple Indian languages.

A Types of Risk
» Inaccurate translations: Linguistic mistranslations, failure to translate complex legal language

accurately, as well as potential for loss of nuance and context.

- Exclusions of languages, accents and dialects: Al-generated translations are easier for
resource-rich languages, thereby excluding others.

_AI¢ Rights implications
« Equality: Compound systemic inequalities faced by communities speaking resource-scarce
languages (A14, Constitution of India; A.7, UDHR; A4, ICCPR).

« Discrimination: Discriminatory outcomes from lack of representation in training data (A15,
Constitution of India; A.2, UDHR).

Q Sources of Risk
- Data limitations: Non-representative data that does not capture legal jargon, rules of
interpretation, and colloquialisms.

USE CASE: Case law research

Current state: Online keyword-based search on legal databases.

« Granularity and speed: Extract relevant information, including pointed summaries, at faster
speeds, yielding more accurate and comprehensive results.

$ Potential Al use

Types of Risk
« Hallucinations: Language models can make up case details in summaries.

- Bias: Self-learning algorithms can bias results based on user patterns, as an outcome of
efficiency improvement.
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Rights implications
« Right to fair trial: Inaccurate or incomplete research can impact the right to a fair trial (A.21,
Constitution of India; A10, UDHR; A4, 17 and 26, ICCPR).

Sources of Risk
- Data limitations: From annotation stage and gaps from archival non-digitised reportable
judgments.

« Model limitations: Overfitting and underfitting results.

USE CASE: Scrutiny of filings

Current state: Conducted manually by court administration based on established rules and

guidelines. This is time-consuming.

Automated scrutiny is being used for certain case types in Kerala.

Potential Al use
«  Productivity improvements: Rule-based scrutiny can be completed by Al with human
oversight to verify accuracy.

» Fast-track listing: By improving scrutiny timelines, cases can be listed faster.

Types of Risk
« Lack of clarity: Documented rules and guidelines may not cover all local variations. This may
confound the model.

Rights implications
« Right to fair trial: Delays caused by disputed defects can impact the right to a fair trial under
procedure of law (A.21, Constitution of India; A10, UDHR; A14, 17 and 26, ICCPR).

Sources of Risk

- Data limitations: Incorrect labelling or annotation in training data can limit defect
identification accuracy.
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B® USE CASE: Case-level research support: verification of case facts, summarisation, relevant data

extraction from large case files.

Current state: Conducted manually by judges and/or law clerks.

ﬁ Potential Al use
- Time-efficiency: Reduces time spent on sense-making of large, complex, unstructured case
files.

« Comprehensive analysis: Avoid human errors of omission when parsing through documents
and cross-verify recorded facts.
A Types of Risk

« Inaccurate outputs: Incorrect identification of facts, and hallucinations in extracts.

« Interpretation errors: Limitations of training the machine to make sense of complex legal
documents, loss of context and nuance.

« Privacy: Risk of non-public data breach.
_;T_ Rights implications

« Right to fair trial: Incorrect, inaccurate outputs can impact the right to a fair trial (A.21,
Constitution of India; A10, UDHR; A4, 17 and 26, ICCPR).

» Privacy: Data breaches involving non-public data will violate the right to privacy (A.21,

Constitution of India; A12, UDHR).

Q Sources of Risk
- Data limitations: Challenges in extracting data from non-machine-readable documents with
handwriting or abbreviations.

- Training on limited case types which are digitised.

« Model limitations: Training limitations for use cases where models are unable to correctly
interpret nuances in case documents.

- Models would need additional training and processing power to make human-like inferences
around complex legal questions.
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B8 USE CASE: Evidence review and analysis

Current state: Conducted manually with inputs from subject-matter experts.

$ Potential Al use
« Assess quality of evidence: Verify evidence provenance and run automated checks for
tampering.

- Time-efficiency: Reduce time spent on obtaining validation certificates from individual
experts and Forensic Science Laboratories.

A Types of Risk
« Incorrect outputs: Where reliability of forensic science methods are often questioned, there
is possibility of the machine making inference errors.

_,\F Rights implications
« Right to fair trial: Incorrect inferences can impact the right to a fair trial (A.21, Constitution of
India; A10, UDHR; A4, 17 and 26, ICCPR).

Q Sources of Risk
- Data limitations: From non-contextual training data.

« Model limitations: Errors in inferences and lack of explainability; overfitting and underfitting.

USE CASE: Drafting: Al enabled drafting of orders, decrees and judgments.

Current state: Drafting is done manually by judicial officers with support from law clerks and

secretarial staff.

Some possible shadow Al use by judicial officers, law clerks and secretarial staff.

$ Potential Al use
- Time-efficiency: Faster orders and judgments with less manual work to retrieve and support.

« Standardisation: Al can pre-fill in templates with relevant info (for specific case types or
stage/purposes).

« Productivity gains: Machine-enabled dictation and drafting can reduce dependence on
stenographers.
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A Types of Risk
. Al hallucinations and inaccuracies

+ Reduced scope for application of mind: Standardisation and drafting with generative Al risks
eroding cognitive skills for legal reasoning.

« Inadequate reasoning skills: Judicial decision-making is also guided by human consideration
of mitigating factors and reasoning that may not be entirely captured in previous decisions.

_/ic Rights implications
« Right to fair trial: Incorrect, inaccurate outputs can impact the right to a fair trial. (A.21,
Constitution of India; A10, UDHR; A4, 17 and 26, ICCPR).

Q Sources of Risk
- Data limitations: Gaps brought on by missing citations and lack of contextual data reflecting
Indian law.

« Model limitations: Incorrect weighted parameters or lack of adequate parameters for training.

USE CASE: Calculation support for compensation, fines and costs

Current state: Manual
With support of spreadsheet formulae and calculators developed by individual judicial operators.

ﬁ Potential Al use
« Time-efficiency: Automated calculations can save time, by extracting relevant factors for
speedier calculations and pre-populating formula.

A Types of Risk

« Incorrect outputs: Errors in calculation if incorrect data extracted for calculation.

« Automation bias: An over-reliance on Al can lead to a tendency to not monitor for errors.
_;T_ Rights implications

« Right to fair trial: Incorrect, inaccurate calculations can impact the right to a fair trial (A.21,
Constitution of India; A10, UDHR; A4, 17 and 26, ICCPR).

G Sources of Risk
- Data limitations: Incomplete extraction or scoring of relevant factors.

« Model limitations: Poor inference training.
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USE CASE: Predictive or recommendatory systems for judicial decision-making

Current state: Not in practice.

Potential Al use

Reduction in bias: Reduces scope for human bias in decision-making.

Time efficiency: Potential for faster decision-making and disposal of cases.

Types of Risk

Lack of explainability: For complex tasks like decision-making in courts, which are not mere
decision trees, modelling reasoning behind each output is nearly impossible.

Discriminatory outcomes: Potential for recommendations that are influenced by
demographic factors and reinforce systemic biases.

Rights implications

Right to equality: Bias and discrimination embedded in the system will violate the right to
equality before the law (A14, Constitution of India; A. 7, UDHR; A4, ICCPR).

Right to fair trial: Inaccurate reasoning in judgments can impact the right to a fair trial (A.21,
Constitution of India; A10, UDHR; A4, 17 and 26, ICCPR).

Sources of Risk

Data limitations: Historic biases in judgment data like conservative gender norms and
identity-based biases can impact outputs.

Model limitations: Model’s inability to embody legal reasoning, ethics, or contextual judgment
means that Al-generated judicial recommendations must not replace human judges.

This mapping highlights a key limitation of Al systems: because they are trained on past patterns, they lag behind
evolving legal scenarios. When new guidelines are issued, priorities for case scheduling shift, or cases arise in
emerging areas of law, both technical systems and oversight protocols require time to adjust. This gap reinforces
the need to confine Al use in the judiciary to assistive functions, rather than extending it to substantive or

determinative activities.
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Al adoption in courts is a governance decision, not just a technical one: Decisions to deploy Al
affect judicial processes, fundamental rights, and public trust and hence require transparent and
accountable evaluation frameworks.

A stage-wise assessment framework is essential across the Al lifecycle: Courts should assess
(i) institutional readiness, (ii) rights-based risks at the use case level, (iii) technical robustness and
vendor practices, and (iv) post-deployment performance and harms through continuous monitoring.

Institutional capacity is foundational: A permanent IT and data cadre, headed by CIO/CTO-level
leadership, is essential to ensure continuity, institutional memory, vendor accountability, and rights-
based Al governance.

Readiness must precede adoption: Courts must assess regulatory preparedness, infrastructure,
data quality, staff capacity, and safeguards before deploying Al, recognising Al as a structural shift
in justice delivery.

Problem-first, not tool-first: Al should only be adopted where clearly justified; courts must avoid
“shiny object syndrome” and assess alternatives before automation.

Risk assessment must be rights-centred: Evaluations should account for use case, case type, and
litigant vulnerability, recognising that harms may be irreversible in liberty, privacy, or life-affecting
cases.

Technical scrutiny is non-negotiable: Vendors must disclose ownership and funding, document
model design and performance, enable plain-language explanations, maintain audit trails, allow
human override, and support third-party audits to protect judicial independence and open justice.

Strong data governance and risk controls are essential before deployment: Courts require clear
data ownership rules, strict privacy and security safeguards, bias testing and harms modelling, and
sandbox testing with defined thresholds to prevent inaccurate, discriminatory, or rights-violating
outcomes.
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» Oversight must be continuous: Ongoing monitoring, KPIs, human override mechanisms, and
safety stops are critical to prevent automation bias and systemic harm over time.

As Indian courts explore Al tools for various functions, it is essential that they adopt a structured framework to
evaluate these technologies. The following questions are designed to guide courts through their journey of Al
adoption, including assessing the court’s readiness, the suitability of Al tool for judicial use, and oversight after
adoption. Importantly, seeing as Al deployment is not merely a technical decision, but one that impacts court
processes, citizens’ rights, and pubilic trust in the judiciary, these questions are designed to support informed,
cautious, and accountable decision-making.

Drawing from established practices in Al adoption lifecycles, we organised questions across three critical stages:
« pre-adoption assessment of (a) institutional readiness and (b) functional needs,

« adoption-stage evaluation of vendors and their tools, and

. post-adoption testing and monitoring.
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Table 4: Assessment Frameworks

::’6\: A set of questions to help the court decide whether This assessment should
-~ its current human resources, infrastructure and be conducted by the court
Institutional finance considerations are adequate for the at a generic level prior to
readiness successful design, deployment, and monitoring of Al adoption

assessment tools.

a A mechanism for courts to identify the potential risks This assessment should be
A of Al use in judicial processes. The assessment will conducted by the court at
Risk help courts determine whether or not to proceed a functional use case level
assessment with deploying Al for the intended purpose and if so, prior to adoption

with what safeguards.

An assessment by the court and the vendor to help This assessment should be

the court to understand the proposed Al tool. completed by a solution
Technical provider at a specific tool
assessment This detailed vendor assessment questionnaire that level as part of adoption/

systematically examines vendor credentials, technical
capabilities, data governance practices, transparency
measures, safety protocols, and accountability
mechanisms.

pilot planning

s

Questions for the court and vendor to continuously
monitor impact and determine success metrics of the

This assessment should be
periodically conducted by

Ongoing and tool once adopted. the court (with information
Continuous provided by the solution
assessment

provider) at a project level
after adoption of Al

The next sections outline the structured assessment frameworks designed to guide courts through critical
evaluation stages of Al adoption, building on the themes discussed above. The report is accompanied by
downloadable spreadsheets that will enable courts to adapt or conduct these as self-assessments to identify
both safeguards and mitigation strategies.

Each section uses a scoring matrix that translates qualitative responses into quantitative metrics, yielding
classification recommendations and guiding next steps. This structured approach allows courts to move from
abstract principles to concrete assessments, ensuring that Al adoption decisions are transparent, systematic, and
grounded in documented evaluation of institutional readiness, project needs, and vendor capabilities.
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How to use the assessment tools

The assessment tools may be used either when a single vendor is under consideration for a particular use case or
when the court is choosing among multiple vendors. They are intended to help courts evaluate their institutional
capacity, assess potential risks to rights arising from use of the Al tool, and identify mitigation strategies to be put
in place by the vendor.

We recommend courts begin with the institutional readiness assessment. Courts that score optimally, reflected in
positive response to all essential questions a score of at least 60%, may proceed to the next step. If the score falls
below this threshold, the court must remedy limitations before proceeding to the risk assessment.

The risk assessment enables courts to classify the intensity of risk associated with the tool. The subsequent
action should be calibrated accordingly. For low-risk tools, deployment may proceed with basic safeguards in
place. Medium-risk tools should trigger non-negotiable assurances from vendors in the technical assessment. In
the case of high-risk tools, we recommend that courts undertake the full technical assessment and proceed only
in case of a reasonably high score (>=60%). In case of high risk with prohibition, courts should refrain from use Al,
as the risks outweigh potential benefits.

Finally, once Al is deployed and ready for adoption, the monitoring assessment tool provides supervisory
questions to keep the Al system in check and mitigate harms over time.

Implement safeguards and proceed:

. Public Disclosure

. Data minimisation

. Privacy-by-design

. Data and system security
Institutional Readiness . Grievance redressal mechanism

. Activity log

Under

Minimum - : >
threshold ch'mT]uE ~ Low risk Technical In case of
resho Assessment single vendor,
for medium risk proceed if score
> Medium risk meets minimum Ongoing
threshold. assessment
In case of multiple post
— High risk vendors, proceed adoption
Technical with highest score
Remedy Assessment above minimum
limitations for high risk threshold.

Risk Assessment
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441 Who should conduct Al assessments in courts?

As courts increasingly integrate Al and other data-driven technologies, the need for specialised personnel

to manage digital systems and court data becomes more acute. This need will intensify under Phase 3 of the
eCourts project, which introduces more advanced digital infrastructure. Yet most courts rely on a small number
of staff with minimal technical qualifications, rather than on formally recruited cadres with a stable professional
pathway™.

A dedicated IT and data cadre in High Courts and district courts is therefore necessary, following the examples of
Kerala, Patna, Allahabad, Uttarakhand, and Manipur High Courts™.

« This cadre should comprise professionals with varied technical and data competencies, supported by regular
capacity building to keep pace with emerging technologies.

« At the High Court level, such a cadre should be headed by an official equivalent to a Chief Information
Officer (CIO) or Chief Technology Officer (CTO) in a company, reporting to the Chief Justice’s nominee or the
Computer Committee.

- Designated implementation and compliance officers should support the CIO/CTO in overseeing the rollout of
systems and ensuring compliance with ethical frameworks.

- As and when a “Judicial Digital Data Management Policy”" is brought into effect, High Courts will also
require an Implementation Officer and Compliance Officer.

« The cadre could include systems architects, enterprise engineers, software engineers, data scientists, Al/
ML specialists, cybersecurity officers, and Al safety and ethics officers, among others.

- Dedicated staff will also be required at district and trial court complexes to oversee systems administration
and user support.

« To account for variations in capacity across High Courts, the cadre framework should permit flexible hiring
models, including outsourcing or contractual appointments where needed™.

A stable technology cadre would have multiple benefits from:

. establishing institutional memory, lifecycle planning, and ability to build resilient, future-proof
systems,

« ensuring continuity, maintenance, troubleshooting, and iterative improvement of technology
development,
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. granting courts autonomous capability to evaluate, negotiate, co-develop with, supervise, and
hold vendors accountable

. building trusted, in-house capacity for Al governance and data stewardship, and

. providing robust support, while enabling judges to remain final decision-makers.

4.2 Institutional Readiness Assessment

Before deployment of an Al tool, the court must assess whether the problem it seeks to address is clearly
defined, and whether adequate regulatory frameworks, institutional capacity, infrastructure, data, and monitoring
mechanisms are in place to support its safe and responsible use. This is necessary because Al adoption in the
judiciary represents a fundamental shift in how courts process information, make decisions, and deliver justice.
This framework enables courts to evaluate their readiness considering regulatory scaffolding, institutional
infrastructure and knowledge base required to support Al use. In addition, foresight and planning can ensure Al
serves the interests of justice.

The questions for courts cover the following themes:

> Regulatory framework
Before adopting Al tools, courts should establish clear policies governing their use. This includes
creating frameworks that define permitted and prohibited Al uses, set rules for handling sensitive
data, establish disclosure requirements to litigants about Al use, and create grievance redressal
mechanisms. The framework should also provide for an oversight mechanism supported by experts in
technology, data governance, information design, and procurement.

} In-house capacity
Given that Al differs significantly from traditional software, courts need comprehensive training
programmes for judges and staff on Al fundamentals, limitations, risks (including hallucinations and
bias), and responsible use. Training should be integrated into the curricula at judicial academies and
entry-level programs with periodic refreshers.
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} Technical Infrastructure
In terms of digital infrastructure, courts must ensure adequate hardware (computers, reliable
internet, uninterrupted power, secure encrypted networks), high-quality audio/video equipment for
transcription services, and appropriate data storage infrastructure. Critically, court data must also be
digitised and maintained in machine-readable formats.

} Problem definition
It is vital that courts articulate the problems they seek to address, and assess whether Al is the most
appropriate solution as opposed to stronger data analytics or process reforms. Courts should guard
against “shiny objects syndrome”, where Al is assumed to be the default solution. Courts must also
survey the market to determine whether commercial, off-the-shelf solutions exist or if customised
development is required. For emerging technologies, Expression of Interest (EOI) documents should
focus on outcome-based requirements rather than prescribed technical inputs, allowing vendors to
propose innovative solutions.

} Performance metrics and Impact
Courts must prepare themselves to define success with specific, measurable outcomes, such as
reduction in case backlogs or decreased disposal times, and establish baseline measurements of
current metrics before Al deployment to enable meaningful evaluation. Key Performance Indicators
(KPIs) should be linked directly to identified objectives and supported by a robust monitoring and
evaluation framework that allows for timely adjustments.

Courts should also assess who will be affected by the Al tool, the duration and reversibility of impacts,
and potential risks to rights, equality, dignity, privacy, and procedural fairness. Courts also need to
identify the necessary policy, rule, or process changes required to support Al adoption, including
amendments to data policies, procedural rules relating to e-filing, and authorisation of digital
processes.

4.3 Risk Assessment

While considering Al deployment for a specific use case, courts must assess whether the task is suitable
for automation, identify potential risks to rights, and evaluate whether specific case or litigant types may be
particularly vulnerable to harm.

60 Al for Justice: Ethical, Fair and Robust Adoption in India’s Courts



} Suitability of the Al system for the identified use case
Al regulation experts caution that public institutions like courts tend to treat Al as a one-stop
solution to address institutional issues™, especially as Indian courts are challenged by backlogs
and bottlenecks in case disposal. Courts might pilot Al in use cases without examining whether Al is
the most appropriate solution given the context. In turn, widespread deployment may cause courts
to overlook tensions between Al systems and fundamental rights, as well as their own institutional
readiness to deploy Al in a manner consistent with these rights.

Applying the proportionality principle can harmonise some of these tensions™. Proportionality
requires courts to clearly articulate the goals to be achieved in a particular use case, examine the
alternatives to Al in meeting these goals, and explain why Al serves as the best possible solution™°.

Thus, the primary question courts must ask themselves at the outset is this: is Al necessary, or the
only means for a use case??' What problem is the court seeking to resolve, and how might Al assist
in the same?

} Nature of Al system required for the identified use case
The proposed risk assessment framework identifies model design as a key source of potential harms
to fundamental rights. General-purpose tools that are neither domain-specific nor tailored to court
requirements can pose significantly higher risks of inaccuracy, contextual misunderstanding, and bias.
This is particularly so when courts have little control over the datasets used for training, confidentiality
safeguards, and other compliance standards. Such limitations can have serious consequences,
including the compromising of private information, an increased likelihood of errors, and reduced
capacity to correct biases and discriminatory patterns in the dataset.

} Case and litigant type controls
Al systems can disproportionately harm litigants from socially and economically vulnerable
backgrounds. Further, harms caused by errors and bias in certain case types or proceedings, such as
loss of privacy and inaccuracies may even be irreversible or challenging to undo.

> Dataset quality and ownership
An Al output is only as good as its dataset. Biased and discriminatory outcomes are linked to
the quality of the dataset, which is determined by i) who has created or provided the dataset and
ii) whether the dataset has been treated and tested for discrimination, errors and domain context.
Questions of data ownership and data security are also closely tied to the protection of judicial
data and of litigants’ privacy. For instance, granting vendors access to data in the absence of
cybersecurity measures could have serious implications for fundamental rights. In such cases,
personal data may be particularly vulnerable to compromise.
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} Safeguards proposed
Safeguards such as human oversight of Al outputs primarily address case-specific harms. However,
mechanisms for aggregate review of system performance with a focus on patterns of errors and bias
are necessary to mitigate longer-term harms.

} Categorisation of risks
Human rights-based approaches to Al governance reject a simplified division™? of systems as simply
“high-risk” and “low-risk.” Instead, they advocate for multiple tiers to assess risks™3. A multi-tiered
approach better accounts for how harm may vary depending on the interaction between Al product,
the specific use case, and both case and litigant type.

In line with recommendations from rights-based commentators™*, this report recommends a four-
tiered framework to categorise Al harms in courts, recognising the variable impact of Al on rights and
identifying specific use cases to prohibit the use of Al. Table 5 illustrates a scale and the rationale for
the different risk levels.

Table 5: Risk categories

Risk level Framework in India

. Presents minimal to no risk for users or intended beneficiaries of
A Low risk
the Al tool

Increased likelihood of negative impacts such as rights violations
which can be mitigated with good practices

A Medium risk

Higher likelihood of negative impacts which require robust and
stricter mitigation measures

A High risk recommending
prohibition

Assured likelihood of harm irrespective of safeguards
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4.4 Technical Assessment

Assessments so far have focused primarily on the institutional context of courts, including readiness, capacity and
proactive governance. As courts move towards testing and deployment, scrutiny must shift to the specific Al tools
under consideration and the entities developing them.

An assessment completed by solution providers as part of due diligence can enable predictability in evaluation,
guide questioning during demos or live presentations, and enable meaningful comparison across vendors,
regardless of procurement mode. Such an assessment supports informed decision-making about the suitability
of a particular tool. Questions in this assessment focus on model transparency and documentation, performance
tracking mechanisms, and how the tool may support appropriate oversight protocols.

> Transparency
Vendors must disclose their investors, funders, and organisational structure to safeguard judicial
independence and prevent conflicts of interest. Courts should be informed of vendors’ political
interests and financial ties to industries and parties that could undermine neutrality. For nonprofits, this
includes transparency around funder identity and sustainability of funding pipelines. For commercial
entities, this includes disclosure of sources of funding, including private equity and business revenue.

> Data

Vendors must specify what additional data they need from courts beyond what is in their possession,
explaining data sources, quality, and procurement methods. Where court data is used, vendors

must demonstrate how they address data limitations and ensure representativeness across case
types, litigants, and geographic regions. Any use of synthetic data must be disclosed, along with its
provenance and limitations.

Vendors must also address some critical ownership questions: Who owns training data, and who

owns data created during the project lifecycle? They must disclose whether they will retain rights to
aggregated or anonymised insights and whether court data will be used to train commercial models
deployed elsewhere. Finally, vendors must detail privacy and security measures in place, including
encryption, role-based access controls, and secure storage procedures, with attention to sensitive
data about minors, survivors of sexual violence, medical records, and confidential financial information.
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Explainability

Vendors must provide courts with detailed documentation on the algorithms and models used,
including the choice of variables and Al techniques used (such as supervised, unsupervised, or
reinforcement learning). They should inform courts about whether they are compliant with recognised
standards like ISO 42001 or SOC 2, and such compliance must be substantive rather than symbolic.
Documentation provided to courts must be sufficiently detailed to enable independent auditing,
validation, and maintenance without vendor dependency.

Given the need for open justice, Al tools used in courts must be explainable. This means that vendors
should be able to justify how their tools arrive at decisions in terms understandable to laypeople.
While full technical explainability may not be feasible for complex deep learning models, vendors
should provide to courts human-understandable explanations of the model’s logic, parameters, and
performance to the extent possible. Where intellectual property constraints limit transparency, courts
should consider requesting custom algorithm development or treating the tool as unsuitable for
judicial deployment.

Bias testing and harms modelling

Vendors must document their processes for testing datasets for biases and unexpected outcomes,
maintaining data cards, model cards, and audit documentation. They should explain the mitigation
strategies used to address low-quality or unreliable datasets, including data augmentation and
resampling when gaps or bias risks are identified.

It is also necessary that vendors conduct comprehensive harms modelling for the proposed

tool. This involves identifying, assessing, and addressing potential negative outcomes, including
violations of privacy, equality, and procedural fairness across different stakeholder groups. Harms
modelling should specify the categories of bias tested, the likelihood and severity of biased outputs,
stakeholders most at risk, frequency of potential harms, and whether users will be able to recognise
bias when it appears. The assessment should consider both individual and systemic impacts, including
dehumanisation, public shaming, loss of effective remedy, interference with private life, forced
association, digital exclusion, economic loss, and social detriment.

Vendors must further explain how their systems handle outliers and edge cases, particularly those
involving underrepresented groups whose needs they may not have considered. They should
demonstrate comprehensive risk mitigation plans, detailing concrete measures for preventing,
detecting, and responding to identified risks.
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} Audit

Vendors must maintain audit trails recording all outputs, clearly identify key decision points, and
document all changes to the model over time. Al tools should generate explanations for outputs in
plain language, and audit trails must specify the exact tool version used for each decision as well as
the identity of the authorised decision-maker. Vendors also need to establish robust mechanisms

to collect user feedback, enable processes for contesting Al-generated outputs, and ensure human
override capabilities.

Vendors must agree to periodic third-party audits (especially crucial for frequently updated
generative Al models) and provide timely, up-to-date documentation and record maintenance. The
tool should incorporate privacy-by-design principles from the concept stage, with clear explanations
about whether the tool operates offline/isolated or relies on external cloud services and APIs, and if it
incorporates appropriate safeguards against data leakage.

Testing

> Vendors must agree to sandbox testing before large-scale deployment for medium and high-risk
tools. They should outline proposals for testing duration, scale, protocols, and use of representative
dummy datasets. Vendors must also define acceptable thresholds and confidence scores required
for wider deployment and explain how success will be evaluated against baseline metrics.

In addition, vendors must provide courts with comprehensive technical documentation, instructions
for use, automatic event logging, and secure, accessible logs for authorised personnel. The
service of auditors is also necessary to enable independent court oversight without forced vendor
dependency.

4.5 Ongoing and continuous assessment

Technical partners must assist courts in developing protocols to monitor the performance of tools over time,
through traditional KPIs to track how their Al tools improve, adapt, or degrade over time. This should include
evidence of performance in both controlled testing environments and real-world pilots, while acknowledging that
actual courtroom conditions can be complex and differ from controlled settings.

Safety stop mechanisms are essential in Al tools. These include kill switches for emergency intervention, blinding

techniques to prevent learning from sensitive variables (like caste), and boxing techniques to isolate systems from
external networks. For reinforcement learning systems particularly prone to producing harmful outcomes, vendors
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must explain techniques to ensure agents generalise well without overfitting. Vendors should also clarify whether
systems have automatic feedback / retraining loops or human-in-the-loop review processes.

Evaluation through benchmarking

The process of benchmarking involves identifying tasks that enable comparison of the relative
performance of Al systems. These may include simple side-by-side comparisons of easily available
tools on the same function; for example, entering domain-specific prompts into ChatGPT, Claude, and
DeepSeek to compare accuracy, comprehensiveness, or merit of generated responses.

Existing benchmarks have been criticised for relying on broad “anglo-centric and domain-agnostic”
parameters. In response, recent efforts have focused on developing more diverse datasets, tests, and
formal evaluation objectives to facilitate more “culturally and contextually aware evaluation”™. These
include tasks that are multilingual or involve lesser-known dialects and hybrid languages, as well

as questions that are both domain-specific and jurisdiction-specific. As courts begin using Al more
across use cases, it is important to build a protocol for benchmarking, so that tools can be built using
the best-performing models for an Indian judicial context.

Teams have developed structured technical evaluations for models that collect detailed performance
data and assign weights to compute scores. Beyond quality, speed, and cost, such rankings may also
factor in parameters like domain-specific skills, memory usage, or safety in order to support informed
model selection. In addition, Al-generated outputs may be scored by expert human evaluators for
relevance and grounded thinking.
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4.6 After the assessment: Mitigating and responding to risks and harms

Al use in court settings carries the risk of rights violations. To ensure Al systems improve the quality of delivery
of justice, it is imperative to invest resources in capacity building, continuous performance monitoring, and need-
based correction of new systems.

Below, we highlight some good practices, including both mitigation and response strategies, that courts (judicial
officers and court staff) can adopt to manage risks arising from Al use. Recognising that certain limitations, like
hallucinations in large language models, cannot be fully addressed at the application level, we recommend
sustained vigilance and consistent communication with vendors and developers. Actions marked [C] indicate
activities to be undertaken by the court and those marked [D] indicate responsibilities of developers and
vendors. Where the court itself functions as the developer and can undertake checks (e.g., assessing data
representativeness), we use [D].

Data limitations: Drawbacks in the training dataset

1. Data entry errors
11 Data documentation standardisation
(e.g., datasheets with pre-defined formats;
rule-based detection of anomalies) [D]

2. Gaps in data: Lack of
representation, context, 21 Legal language glossary for machine learning [C]

non-digitised data

2.2  Representativeness checklists [C]

2.3  Data audit to check for representativeness [D]

2.4  Edge case checklist for context [C] + [D]

2.5 Systematic digitisation of legacy records based
on case activity (prioritise pending cases), legal
importance (prioritise constitutional law and personal

[C] Action to be undertaken by the Al-adopting court liberty cases) and physical condition of records [C]
[D] Action to be undertaken by the Al developer
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3. Annotation errors

4. Data does not capture
legal syllogisms

4.2  Allow descriptive data capture [C]

5. Biases in data

Model limitations: General issues at the model training and deployment stages

1. Generalisation / overfitting

[C] Action to be undertaken by the Al-adopting court

. [D] Action to be undertaken by the Al developer

©o
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2. Hallucinations
21 Be vigilant — log hallucinations [C]

2.2  Seek information from model developer —
strategies to mitigate risk of hallucinations [C]

3. Developer constraints: Biases
of the developer, incorrect
assumptions and variables

4. Model drift

5. Lack of explainability

[C] Action to be undertaken by the Al-adopting court
. [D] Action to be undertaken by the Al developer
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Other sources of risks and harms

1. Misuse or manipulation

2. Privacy violations

[C] Action to be undertaken by the Al-adopting court

. [D] Action to be undertaken by the Al developer

The steps outlined above depend on sustained cooperation between courts and the entity that has developed Al
systems and trained their underlying models. In general, some good practices include:

« maintaining thorough documentation, including datasheets and model cards that are updated regularly,

. continuously monitoring model performance against agreed metrics to detect performance “drift” or
degradation over time,

« maintaining detailed logs of errors, hallucinations, and failure rates,

« ensuring proactive and continuous communication with vendors or developers, treating them as partners in
building India’s judicial capacity and infrastructure and not one-off service providers, and

« checking the tool for compliance with applicable laws and standards such as ISO 27001 and SOC2 for Al system
risk management and data management.

-
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On the institutional side, to protect the rights enumerated above in addition to our guiding principles like
transparency, do no harm, fairness and non-discrimination, data protection, and human oversight and
accountability, we propose the following safeguards to be considered across various use cases and risk
categories:

« Domain expert consultation during Al tool R&D

« Clear public disclosure requirements

« Human-in-the-loop (with legal/substantive domain knowledge) ensures that no Al output is applied without
human approval

- Mandatory oversight requires judicial, registry, or counsel verification of Al-generated summaries,
translations, or recommendations before use

- Data minimisation and privacy-by-design rules

- Enabling litigants (and their lawyers) to opt out or restrict the use of Al in their proceedings

+ Dedicated complaint/redress mechanisms for reporting Al-related errors

« Seeking technical expertise on possible cybersecurity and data security measures that should be developed
- Bias and fairness auditing requirements

« User-based audit logs that log all Al interactions for accountability, so they may be reviewed and/or

challenged when needed

This list is not exhaustive and should be understood as a minimum set of good practices. Courts are
encouraged to adopt additional safeguards and strengthen their capacity to implement and monitor them
over time.
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Moving Forward: Priorities for Courts
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Al can support courts and improve justice delivery, but only when adopted carefully and with strong
safeguards.

» The report proposes a four-part adoption process: assessing institutional readiness, identifying
rights-based risks, evaluating technical quality, and monitoring Al tools throughout their lifecycle.

» Responsible Al use must be backed by robust contracts, clear rules for data use, and practical
guidance for everyday use by judges and court staff.

» Courts need supporting institutional structures, including dedicated Al Committees, trained
technical cadres, and a central register to track all Al tools and pilots.

» Moving away from ad hoc experiments toward structured testing, sandboxes, and time-bound pilots
will improve accountability and learning.

» With sound governance, Al can strengthen efficiency, fairness, and public trust; without it, Al risks
deepening inequality and undermining judicial legitimacy.

Responsible adoption of Al in courts requires a structured framework that involves systematic assessments

by both courts and technology vendors and is anchored in sound contractual safeguards. We recommend a
four-part assessment framework encompassing the Institutional Readiness Assessment (evaluating capacity

and infrastructure), the Risk Assessment (identifying harms at the use case level), the Technical Assessment
(evaluating technical aspects of the Al tool), and Ongoing/Continuous Assessment (monitoring impacts over time).
To protect judicial independence and sensitive data, engagements with IT vendors must be governed by robust
contractual agreements. Minimum contractual clauses are documented in Annexure 1. Recognising that Al use can
extend beyond court-directed tools, especially given the increasing ubiquity of easy-to-use generative Al tools,
we provide a guidance list for responsible use of Al in day-to-day work in Annexure 2.

However, assessment tools alone are insufficient. These frameworks and contractual protections will be effective
only when embedded within broader institutional structures in courts that support them. As Indian courts
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move from early experimentation towards deeper institutional engagement with Al, the need for responsible

Al adoption becomes increasingly clear. This requires reimagining technology governance structures within
courts, establishing mechanisms that ensure transparency to advocates and litigants, and investing in ongoing
capacity building for informed use. Without this scaffolding, Al use will remain fragmented, personality-driven, and
vulnerable to misuse, over-reliance, and public distrust.

At the institutional level, formal oversight mechanisms are necessary. Adequately empowered Al Committees
in High Courts and the Supreme Court should sit at the centre of the new governance architecture, and these
committees must go beyond ad hoc advisory roles and take responsibility for the full Al lifecycle. Their roles
should include defining acceptable and prohibited use cases, establishing safeguards and standards, managing
partnerships with Al vendors, coordinating capacity building efforts for judges and staff, and commissioning
audits.

For these committees to function credibly, they should be balanced and multidisciplinary, combining expertise of
judges with technologists, data protection experts, Al ethicists, and other experts. Gender and age diversity are
also essential to reduce cognitive bias and ensure sensitivity to the varied needs of court users. Institutionally,
these Al Committees must have a clearly defined relationship with existing Computer Committees and the
eCourts Committee. While Computer Committees focus on infrastructure, digitisation, and IT systems, Al
Committees must function separately, ensuring that Al governance is treated as a pathway towards innovation
rather than routine technical upgrades.
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Additionally, these Committees require the support of skilled technology cadres within the judiciary. Given the
push to make courts natively digital, this cadre is vital for ensuring that technology is introduced thoughtfully
and with necessary safeguards. Establishing a defined career progression pathway, together with opportunities
for regular upskilling, will help retain skilled professionals within the judiciary and build the institutional memory
needed for effective long-term governance.

Internal capacity must be complemented by system-wide coordination and visibility. To prevent fragmented
experimentation and uneven adoption, the Supreme Court eCommittee should consider creating a central
Judicial Al Register that documents all Al initiatives across courts in India, including ongoing pilots, proposed
projects, discontinued efforts, or full-scale adoption. This register should record the tools in use across India, their
specific use cases, details of vendors, collaborators, and funding models (including Public-Private Partnerships),
details of contractual arrangements with vendors, sandbox and pilot outcomes, and documentation of risks and
remedial actions. A public-facing version of this register (excluding sensitive data) could enhance transparency
and pubilic trust. An internal version could support cross-learning among courts, enable benchmarking of maturity
levels, and inform evidence-based decisions on scaling Al use.

Given the significant technological shift represented by Al, structured capacity building for judges and court staff
is imperative. Such training must be institutionalised and ongoing rather than episodic. It should cover a technical
understanding of Al; ethical risks and constitutional rights implications; relevant safeguards, and mitigation
strategies; responsible-use norms; and practical guidance on how Al should and should not be used.

Courts must also transition from informal pilots to a structured pipeline for innovation. Drawing on established
procurement processes in public services, from presentations of early prototypes by developers, courts should
consider engaging in a collaborative process where vendors can refine the tool with feedback from the court.
Courts should also experiment with sandboxes, which are controlled testing environments in which tools are
first evaluated on synthetic data and subsequently on real-world data, to measure performance, ensure ethical
compliance, and test explainability. Eventual pilots should be time-bound and jurisdiction-specific with clearly
defined success metrics, reporting obligations, and feedback loops. The Al Committee should develop testing
and evaluation protocols that define acceptable thresholds and confidence scores for deployment at scale.

Crucially, these processes must be designed to endure beyond individual tenures. The deployment of Al in courts
must be backed by long-term planning and adoption frameworks that outlast transfers of judges. Without multi-
year strategies, Al adoption will remain vulnerable to discontinuity, perpetual pilots, and dependence on vendors.
Structured adoption processes, strong institutional memory, and continuity in contractual arrangements are
essential to transform isolated experiments into reliable digital infrastructure and scalable reforms.

Al must be adopted in courts with care, but caution should not translate into technological paralysis. If governed
well, Al can improve processes and make courts more effective. If governed poorly, it risks entrenching inequality
and weakening the credibility of the judiciary. The measures recommended in this report emphasise cautious
adoption while enabling stronger and more relevant implementation of Al tools that target key pain points in the
judicial system. Courts must remain open to informed experimentation, draw on global experience, and adapt to
the evolving technological landscape, while remaining firmly anchored in constitutional values and their duty to
deliver justice.
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Annexures

Annexure 1: Contractual terms

Data protection

1.

The agreement should eliminate any ambiguity that could allow the vendor to use court data, whether directly
or indirectly, for Al training, analytics, or commercial development, or for integration into external systems. No
other use, whether analytical, developmental, or derivative, should be permitted. The emphasis should be on
safeguarding judicial data from repurposing or external use.

The vendor should disclose its data retention policy, including period of storage, storage platform and access
controls.

Where necessary (e.g., upon completion of the project period), the vendor should be obligated to securely
delete all court data (including backups and derivative copies) within a defined number of hours and provide a
formal certificate confirming permanent and secure deletion.

The contract should mandate full compliance with the Digital Personal Data Protection Act, 2023 (DPDP Act)
and its accompanying Digital Personal Data Protection Rules, 2025 (DPDP Rules) and any applicable data
localisation laws and regulations in force at the time of execution and throughout the term of the agreement.

Safety and security

1.

The agreement should require the vendor to ensure robust privacy and security practices. The court may
request documentation or evidence of periodic independent audits or assessments of the vendor’s privacy/
security controls, to ensure ongoing compliance and accountability.

The vendor should be obligated to maintain end-to-end encryption and security standards consistent with
applicable Indian data protection laws, ISO/IEC 27001, and any government-prescribed or subsequently
notified technical standards.

The vendor should provide documentation for model design, training data provenance, bias/fairness
mitigation measures, impact assessments, human oversight for decisions where appropriate, and, where
feasible, explainability or output rationale, especially for decisions affecting individuals (e.g., classification,
inference, recommendation).
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Audits and incident reporting

1.

A standardised incident-reporting protocol should be defined, specifying timelines (e.g., within six hours of

a serious incident, consistent with CERT-In Directions), escalation levels, reporting content, and supporting
documentation. The vendor should also cooperate with regulatory bodies and support post-incident forensic
analysis.

The vendor must maintain detailed logs (traffic, access, modification, deletion) for a specified retention period
(e.g., at least one year after completion of processing), including immutable, tamper-proof logs, with secure
storage, and accessible for audit.

The agreement should provide for both periodic and for-cause audits, including in situations of breach

or suspected non-compliance. Audit scope should expressly cover data localisation, encryption controls,
integrity of logs, and security practices, not merely IT/operational controls. The vendor should be required to
implement corrective measures within a defined timeframe and at the vendor’s own cost, as agreed upon by
parties.

Ownership and intellectual property

1.

78

The contract should clearly define ownership of any tools, source code, datasets, algorithms, or models
developed during the engagement, and should expressly state the scope and extent of how such intellectual
property (IP) relates to the court or resulting from the engagement vests exclusively in the court. The vendor
should not assert residual rights, nor reuse any court-related IP, models, or configurations in commercial
products or deployments.

The vendor should be required to provide periodic disclosures of ownership and control throughout the
duration of the contract, in order to pre-empt risks arising from change of control, mergers, acquisitions, or
restructuring activities.

Any subcontracting (including non-core services with identifiable data exit and entry points such as UX
development) should require prior written approval from the court. The vendor should remain fully liable for all
subcontractors and should ensure that all confidentiality, localisation, data processing, and audit obligations
flow down contractually to such parties. A current subprocessor register should be maintained and made
available for court review.

Confidentiality obligations should survive termination of the contract and continue indefinitely, with no end
term, including after the completion of the project.
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Annexure 2: Court User Guidance for Al

In some courts, use of only approved Al tools is allowed; however, in many others, they are not sanctioned but
not banned and many individuals are using them to streamline their work. These are some good practices for the
latter category.

The use of generative Al is set to increase, with wider access and improving performance in day-to-day tasks.
Given considerations of privacy, judicial impartiality and non-discrimination, it is essential that court users relying
on LLM-based applications approach use responsibly. Drawn from guidelines regulating the use of Al in other
jurisdictions, this document offers a list of dos and don’ts for court personnel (judges, court staff, clerks and

researchers) while using an Al system that has not been officially sanctioned, for daily work.

1. Check and verify every output that is generated by the Al application for accuracy.
Conduct a three-step check for -
. relevance (is the output appropriate to the case?),
. accuracy (are the facts, spellings, citations correct?) and
- bias (has any issue, litigant or case type been unfairly framed?)

2. Avoid free trials or applications of Al. Trial-based or free continued use of Al may have limited
protections for maintaining data privacy and may permit wider sharing of entered data with third
parties.

3. Provide detailed, specific and narrow prompts. Vague or broad prompts reduce reliability. A legal
research prompt that lacks specificity may produce incomplete or irrelevant precedents. For
example, use cases like legal research assistance might not be able to provide a comprehensive
list of precedents pertaining to a proposition you seek if provided with a vague prompt.

4. Before using any Al system for an actual work task, run test prompts with dummy data to
understand how it behaves.

5. Where feasible, note when and for what purpose Al was used and what prompts were used
(without storing sensitive data) to enable audits.

6. Al assistance must be disclosed for each use case. For example, if Al has been used for
transcribing a hearing, this must be clearly disclosed before proceedings and in the final output
documentation.
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1. Do not use unsanctioned Al for judicial decision-making, analysing a pending case, tasks involving
sensitive case types or litigants, or tasks that can undermine judicial independence.

2. Do not enter personal or sensitive information of persons who are parties or in any way involved in
cases (e.g., full name, identifying documents such as Aadhaar/PAN card numbers, health records,
bank details) to an Al system.

3. Do not provide permission for use of data for further training. Many applications allow users to opt
out of model-training; ensure this setting is enabled.

4. Do not assume that the model will correctly understand the context of a case. Even if the tool
approved for court use is domain specific (law), the various number of case and litigant types in a
court mean that the tool cannot be fully relied on to understand the context for the task. Ensure
that human judgment remains the primary filter.

5. Do not use Al for official work in your personal devices (phones, laptops, tablets).

Being wary of hallucinations

Due to the probabilistic nature of Large Language Models (LLMs), outputs can include hallucinations
or fabricated responses that are inaccurate.
Hallucinations may be identified and corrected at the:

(i) prompt level, where models are instructed to provide chain-of-thought reasoning or admit to
uncertainty/lack of knowledge rather than providing guesses,

(i) model level, where a structured ontology is embedded within the model and used to guide or
validate the explainability of responses,

(iii) agent level, where the LLM agent cross-verifies the response against a provided database/
through an internet search or runs a query across multiple agents to seek inconsistencies, or

(iv)  through human checking.

Given widespread concerns about hallucinations, developers are increasingly implementing technical
guardrails within their models and Al systems.
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