FROM BOTTLENECK TO BANDWIDTH: RETHINKING THE CONTRACT LIFECYCLE
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The Problem: Where Legal Teams Lose Time
and Leverage

Contract review queues back up during peak deal cycles, delaying revenue and procurement

Risk flagging varies by reviewer experience and workload, creating inconsistent playbook adherence

Outside counsel spend absorbs a large share of legal budgets for routine, repeatable review work

Repository sprawl makes it hard to answer basic questions: what did we agree to, and where

Obligation and renewal tracking is often manual, spreadsheet-based, and prone to missed dates
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Where Al Applies Across the Contract
Lifecycle

e Clause extraction: pulling key terms (indemnity, liability caps, termination) into structured data

Playbook comparison: flagging deviations from approved fallback positions automatically

Redline suggestions: proposing edits aligned to precedent language for attorney review

Repository search: natural-language queries across thousands of executed agreements

Obligation tracking: surfacing renewal dates, notice periods, and post-signature commitments
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Contract Clause Extraction and Playbook
Comparison

e Al models identify and categorize clauses across incoming paper at intake

Extracted terms are compared against a codified playbook of preferred and fallback positions

Deviations are ranked by risk tier so reviewers triage instead of reading start to finish

Works best on structured clause types (payment terms, liability, IP) versus novel or bespoke language

Output is a starting point for attorney judgment, not an approval or rejection decision
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Redline Suggestion and Drafting Assistance

Al proposes redlines against known precedent and playbook language, with rationale shown inline

Speeds first-pass markup on high-volume, lower-complexity agreements (NDAs, order forms, vendor paper)

Suggestions are drafts for attorney acceptance, rejection, or modification — never auto-applied to executed

documents

Less reliable on highly negotiated or jurisdiction-specific language requiring nuanced judgment

Track-changes transparency is essential so reviewers see what changed and why
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Repository Search, Litigation Review, and
Legal Research

Natural-language search across the contract repository answers questions in minutes, not days

Obligation dashboards surface upcoming renewals, auto-renewal risk, and reporting deadlines proactively

In litigation, Al-assisted document review accelerates first-pass relevance and privilege screening at scale

Legal research tools summarize case law and statutes but require citation verification before reliance

All research and review outputs need attorney validation before use in filings or advice
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lllustrative Scenario: A Legal Ops Deployment

e lllustrative scenario, not a verified case study — for discussion purposes only

* A mid-size legal department pilots Al-assisted review on NDAs and vendor agreements first

Playbook rules are codified before go-live so the tool has a clear standard to compare against

Attorneys retain sign-off on every agreement; Al output is advisory in the review workflow

Pilot scope narrows to a handful of contract types to build trust before broader rollout
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Accuracy and Liability: What Al Is and Is Not

Al drafting and review tools are assistive — they do not replace attorney judgment or sign-off

Model outputs can miss context, misread intent, or generate plausible but incorrect language (hallucination risk)

Human review remains non-negotiable for final execution, litigation filings, and regulatory submissions

Liability for contract terms and legal advice stays with the attorney of record, not the tool

Establish clear internal policy on what Al may draft versus what always requires attorney origination
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Confidentiality and Privilege in Third-Party Al
| [ele]

Contract and matter data often includes privileged, confidential, or client-sensitive material

Vendor data handling terms must specify no model training on customer data without explicit consent

Confirm data residency, retention, deletion, and encryption practices meet your compliance obligations

Attorney-client privilege preservation requires care in how Al tools are positioned in the workflow

Run new Al tools through the same vendor security review as any other legal technology
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Integration with CLM and Matter
Management Systems

e Al review tools deliver the most value embedded in existing CLM workflows, not as a separate step

Look for native integration with your contract repository, e-signature, and matter management platforms

Avoid duplicate data entry or parallel systems that create reconciliation burden for legal ops

API-based integrations allow extracted clause data to flow into reporting and risk dashboards

Integration maturity varies significantly by vendor — validate with a live technical review, not a demo
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Measuring Efficiency Gains

Report gains as industry-reported ranges, not guarantees — actual results vary by contract complexity

First-pass review time reductions are commonly cited in the range of moderate to substantial, depending on

contract type

Track internal baselines (cycle time, review volume per attorney, outside counsel spend) before and after adoption

Treat vendor-provided benchmarks as directional, not audited fact, unless independently validated

Efficiency gains should free attorney time for higher-judgment work, not simply increase throughput targets
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Vendor Selection Considerations

Prioritize vendors with demonstrated legal-domain training data and transparent model limitations

Require clear documentation of accuracy testing methodology and known failure modes

Evaluate data security, confidentiality terms, and audit rights as contract terms, not marketing claims

Assess playbook customization depth and how easily fallback positions can be updated internally

Reference-check with peer legal departments in similar industries before committing to a long-term contract
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Change Management in a Conservative
Function

» Legal teams are appropriately risk-averse — adoption requires trust built through transparency, not mandates

Start with low-risk, high-volume contract types to demonstrate reliability before expanding scope

Involve attorneys in playbook codification so the tool reflects their judgment, not a black box

Provide training on when to trust, verify, or override Al suggestions

Set explicit escalation paths for edge cases and maintain a feedback loop to refine the tool over time
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Governance and Risk Guardrails

» Define which contract types and clause categories are in scope for Al assistance versus excluded entirely

Require human sign-off checkpoints at intake review, redline finalization, and execution

Log Al-suggested changes separately from attorney-approved changes for audit traceability

Periodically sample Al output against attorney review to monitor drift in accuracy

Assign clear ownership for tool performance, vendor relationship, and policy updates within legal ops
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Next Steps and the Ask

* Approve a scoped pilot on one to two contract types (e.g., NDAs, standard vendor agreements)

Form a small working group of legal ops and attorneys to codify the initial playbook

Complete vendor security and confidentiality review before any data access is granted

Set a 90-day pilot checkpoint with defined success metrics tied to internal baselines

Decision needed: budget approval and attorney time allocation to launch the pilot this quarter



