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Why Traditional Search Falls 
Short for Legal Teams

Modern law firms manage an extraordinary volume of information: 

contracts, case law, internal memos, emails, and more. Yet traditional 

search methods, like keyword and metadata filters, are proving 

increasingly inadequate. They depend heavily on how information 

was originally labeled, stored, or phrased, placing an undue burden 

on legal teams.


Beyond technical limitations, many legal teams operate within a file-

centric culture that restricts access to valuable precedents 

contained in prior work and institutional knowledge. AI-powered 

retrieval offers a smarter way forward. It connects the dots across the 

firm’s knowledge base, regardless of where or how information is 

stored. As legal data grows in complexity and volume, this shift is 

necessary. 


In this guide, we’ll explore how this technology is helping firms unlock 

the full value of their internal knowledge: accurately, efficiently, and 

at scale.
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The New Standard: AI-
Powered Knowledge Retrieval 
AI-powered retrieval isn't a single feature; it’s a set of interlocking 
capabilities designed to surface the right information with speed and 
accuracy. These methods move beyond basic keyword search to 
understand meaning, intent, and relevance, mirroring the way legal 
professionals think and work. Its core capabilities are:

Semantic search 

Semantic search is an AI-driven search method 
that interprets the meaning and intent behind a 
user’s query, rather than relying solely on exact 
keywords or metadata. It uses natural language 
processing (NLP) to understand the context of 
both the query and the underlying documents, 
enabling it to retrieve relevant results even when 
there’s no exact match in wording

Example: “Look for non-compete language from a 
senior hire offer letter.”  

Keyword search might miss documents unless they’re 
tagged as “non-compete”; semantic search can retrieve 
documents with similar meaning (e.g. “employee shall 
not engage with competitors for 12 months”).

Example: “What was our client’s position on liability 
caps in the Acme contract?” 

The AI reviews contracts, negotiation notes, and emails, 
and returns a clear answer with source citations.

Generative Q&A with  
RAG (Retrieval-Augmented Generation) 

In AI-powered knowledge retrieval, this search 
allows lawyers to ask a natural-language question 
and receive a generated answer based directly  
on the firm’s internal documents and data. It’s the 
equivalent of asking a well-briefed associate to 
synthesize relevant materials and give you a clear, 
sourced response. This approach, known as Retrieval-
Augmented Generation (RAG), ensures that the 
answer is both contextually accurate and verifiable.
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Auto-Tagging and Classification 

AI-powered knowledge retrieval can also 

automatically label documents and content based 

on their substance – such as topic, clause type, client 

matter, or risk category. For example, when a lawyer 

uploads a new contract to the firm’s document 

management system, instead of the lawyer having 

to manually tag the file, AI can automatically  

scan its content and apply relevant metadata tags.

Recommendation Systems 

In addition to search, AI-powered retrieval  

can surface knowledge through intelligent 

recommendations. By analyzing patterns in past 

work, user behavior, and matter context, these 

systems proactively suggest relevant documents, 

clauses, or insights – often before a lawyer  

knows to look for them. It’s a way of turning firm 

knowledge into a continuous, contextual resource.





Comparing Traditional Search and 
AI-Powered Knowledge Retrieval

To understand the value of AI-powered retrieval, it helps to compare it 
with traditional search. The differences reveal how each approach 
handles complexity, context, and the realities of legal work.

Feature Traditional Search AI-Powered Knowledge 
Retrieval

Search Method Keyword- or metadata-based Context- and meaning-based 
(semantic, generative)

Understanding of Intent Literal interpretation of query Interprets user intent and 
context

Results Returned List of documents or files Summaries, direct answers, 
relevant excerpts

Dependency on Tags High; relies on consistent 
manual tagging

Low; uses auto-tagging and 
content classification

Document Discovery Exact matches only Includes similar concepts, 
paraphrased content

Time to Insight Slower; requires manual 
document review

Faster; delivers answers, 
summaries, or clause-level data

User Mental Load Requirement High; must know how/where  
to search

Lower; intuitive, natural 
language queries

Leveraging Past Work Limited; past work is hard to 
surface

High; makes prior work easily 
discoverable and reusable

Personalization One-size-fits-all results Tailored to user role, history, and 
workflow

Scalability in Big Data Era Breaks down with volume Scales with increasing data 
complexity
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Use Cases for Knowledge Managers

Meet Tight Deadlines Without 
 Compromising Quality 

Free Up Time for Strategic Research Initiatives 

Firmwide Search Across Systems 

AI-powered retrieval surfaces relevant, cited 

information in seconds, reducing reliance on 

manual search and freeing up time to review, 

refine, and contextualize content under pressure


By automating repetitive lookup tasks and 

surfacing prior work quickly, AI gives KMs more 

bandwidth to focus on proactive knowledge 

development, taxonomy refinement, and high-

value content curation.


AI enables a single point of access across the DMS, 

email, chat, and internal wikis. It dissolves knowledge 

silos and makes firmwide content truly searchable, 

no matter where it lives or how it’s phrased.



Here’s how it can create measurable impact across legal workflows:

Precedent Reuse at the Clause Level


Enable Lawyers to Self-Serve More Effectively


Beyond retrieving whole documents, AI tools can 

surface specific clauses or provisions relevant to 

the matter at hand, even if phrased differently. 

This supports smarter reuse of firm-approved 

language and reduces risk in drafting.


AI tools embedded in familiar environments  

like Outlook or Teams make it easier for lawyers  

to access firm knowledge directly, reducing 

bottlenecks and allowing KMs to focus on more 

complex support.
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AI-powered knowledge retrieval is becoming a cornerstone capability 

for knowledge managers focused on scaling expertise and improving 

firm-wide efficiency.



Conclusion:  
The New Era of Findability


Ready to make your firm’s best work repeatable and reusable?


Get in touch to see how Alexi transforms your knowledge into leverage.





Alexi gives knowledge managers the power to turn templates, checklists, 

and past work into scalable, AI-powered workflows. Drive consistency 

 and quality at scale across the entire firm.



Knowledge management is evolving into a discipline focused on 

precision, context, and strategic value. The goal is clear: deliver the right 

insight at the right time, in the right workflow. AI makes this possible, 

connecting vast amounts of legal data to the moments when it 

matters most. With the right tools in place, knowledge doesn’t just sit in 

systems – it drives the firm forward.

Matters

Today

GreenTech v. ApexBuild So

Vexora Holdings v. Stratos
E6455

Yesterday

Brightridge Manufacturin
B8821

Ironvale Logistics v. Nexar
R6171

Gabriela Silva

Admin settings

GreenTech v. ApexBuild Solutions
California, State

Hide documents

Create a chronology that will help me build a reply to the defendants' argument 
that my client’s breach of contract action is barred by the limitation period. 

Overview

In California, the limitation period for construction defects is primarily governed by 
the California Code of Civil Procedure (CCP).  of the CCP sets out a 10-
year statute of limitations for latent construction defects.  of the CCP 
provides a 4-year limitation period for patent construction defects.

Section 337.15
Section 337.1

The California Supreme Court in 
 clarified that the 10-year period under section 

337.15 of the CCP begins from the date of substantial completion of the 
construction project, regardless of when the defect is discovered (at 656).

Lantzy v. Centex Homes, 2 Cal.Rptr.3d 655, 31 
Cal.4th 363, 73 P.3d 517 (Cal. 2003)

Included in this chronology are facts and documents that:

 provide a general overview of the case
 are relevant to the issue of whether the defects are patent defects or latent 

defects; and
 are relevant to the date of discoverability (for any patent defects).

Chronology

A. Pre-Construction Phase

 January 2015 - Contract Execution

Agreed Facts:

 A written contract was signed between GreenTech (Plaintiff) and 
ApexBuild Solutions (Defendant)

 The contract included detailed specifications, timelines, and 
performance standards

 Both parties agreed on a completion date of September 2016.

Disputed Facts:

 Plaintiff argues that the contract included implied warranties that 
were not explicitly mentioned

 Defendant claims that any such warranties were expressly disclaimed 
in the contract terms.

Relevant Documents: 

 Contract: Contract_Agreement_Jan2015.pdf
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B. Construction Phase

 March 2015 - Initial Construction Setup

Activity: Groundbreaking and Initial Setup

Agreed Facts:

 Construction began with site preparation and foundational work
 Defendant provided a comprehensive initial construction schedule 

with detailed milestones.

Disputed Facts:

 Plaintiff claims reliance on Defendant's expertise for appropriate site 
selection and preparation, including addressing any potential 
geotechnical issues

 Defendant asserts that all preparatory work was conducted according 
to industry standards.

Relevant Documents: 

 Initial Construction Schedule: Construction_Schedule_Mar2015.pd
 Geotechnical Survey Report: Geotechnical_Survey_Mar2015.pd
 Site Inspection Report: Site_Inspection_Report_Mar2015.pdf
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 May 2015 - Foundation and Structural Work

Activity: Laying Foundation and Erecting Structural Elements

Agreed Facts:

 Foundation and structural framework were completed according to 
the Defendant's schedule

 Defendant provided assurances that all foundational work was up to 
code.

Disputed Facts:

 Plaintiff argues that crucial structural reinforcements were internally 
embedded within concrete, making visual identification impossible

 Defendant claims that all reinforcements were installed as per design 
and inspected.

Relevant Documents: 

 Engineering Design Documents: Engineering_Design_May2015.pd
 Concrete Pour Records and Logs: Concrete_Log_May2015.do
 Non-Destructive Testing Reports: NDT_Report_May2015.pdf 5
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 September 2015 - Installation of Infrastructure

Activity: Installation of Plumbing, Electrical, and HVAC Systems

Agreed Facts:

 Systems installed and initially tested without any issues
 Defendant provided documentation confirming successful installation.

Disputed Facts:

 Plaintiff asserts that installations were concealed behind walls, 
undetectable without invasive inspection

 Defendant contends that all systems were correctly installed and 
passed necessary tests.

Relevant Documents: 

 System Installation Diagrams: Installation_Diagrams_Sep2015.pd
 Initial Test Results: Initial_Test_Results_Sep2015.do
 Compliance Certifications: Compliance_Certs_Sep2015.pdf
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 January 2016 - Exterior and Interior Finishing

Activity: Exterior Cladding and Interior Finishing

Agreed Facts:

 Finishing work completed, providing a polished appearance
 Defendant submitted a detailed progress report indicating 

completion.

Disputed Facts:

 Plaintiff highlights that critical structural elements were encapsulated 
by finishes, imperceptible without dismantling

 Defendant maintains that finishes were applied only after all 
inspections confirmed compliance.

Relevant Documents: 

 Progress Reports: Progress_Report_Jan2016.pd
 As-Built Plans and Specifications: AsBuilt_Plans_Jan2016.pd
 Correspondence with Interior Design Consultants: Design_ 

Correspondence_Jan2016.doc
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 June 2016 - Final Inspections and Adjustments

Activity: Conducting Final Inspections and Making Necessary Adjustments

Agreed Facts:

 Final inspections were conducted with no major issues reported
 Defendant provided a completion certificate post-inspection.

Disputed Facts:

 Plaintiff argues that inspections focused on visible and surface-level 
compliance, missing deeper-seated structural flaws

 Defendant asserts all necessary inspections were thorough and 
complete.

Relevant Documents: 

 Final Inspection Reports: Final_Inspections_Jun2016.pd
 Punch List Documentation: Punch_List_Doc_Jun2016.pd
 Inspector Statements: Inspector_Statements_Jun2016.doc
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 August 2016 - Project Completion and Handover

Activity: Completion of Construction and Handover to Plaintiff

Agreed Facts:

 Project was handed over with a Certificate of Completion
 Plaintiff made the final payment after receiving assurances of 

compliance with all contractual obligations.

Disputed Facts:

 Plaintiff contends that latent defects, concealed by design and 
construction methods, were impossible to detect without invasive 
inspection or manifesting over time

 Defendant asserts the project was completed to the agreed 
specifications, with no known defects.

Relevant Documents: 

 Certificate of Completion: Completion_Certificate_Aug2016.pd
 Final Payment Confirmation: Final_Payment_Aug2016.pdf 17
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C. Discovery Phase

 June 2020 - Initial Signs of Defect

Agreed Facts:

 Plaintiff noticed minor issues such as cracks and water leakage
 Plaintiff commissioned an independent inspection report.

Disputed Facts:

 Plaintiff alleges that the initial inspection was inconclusive due to the 
hidden nature of the defects

 Defendant contends that the inspection report should have prompted 
further investigation by the Plaintiff, revealing the defects earlier.

Relevant Documents: 

 Independent Inspection Report: Independent_Inspection_Report_Jun 
2020.pd

 Plaintiff's Defect Observation Log: Defect_Observation_Log_Jun

      2020.do

 Communication with Inspection Firm: Inspection_Communication_ 
Jun2020.doc
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 August 2022 - Major Discovery of Defect

Agreed Facts:

 Plaintiff discovered significant structural issues
 Plaintiff hired a structural engineer who confirmed the existence of 

defects.

Disputed Facts:

 Plaintiff maintains that these defects were latent and only 
discoverable upon the August 2022 inspection

 Defendant argues that these issues were present and discoverable at 
the time of project completion in 2016.

Relevant Documents: 

 Structural Engineer's Report: Structural_Engineer_Report_Aug

      2022.pd

 Plaintiff's Detailed Defect Assessment: Defect_Assessment_Aug 
2022.doc
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D. Litigation Phase

 October 2022 - Commencement of Suit

Agreed Facts:

 Plaintiff filed a lawsuit in California Superior Court for breach of 
contract and negligence

 Plaintiff seeks damages for repair costs and loss of use.

Disputed Facts:

 Plaintiff asserts that the statute of limitations is 10 years as the defects 
are latent

 Defendant insists the statute of limitations is 4 years as the defects are 
patent and should have been discovered with reasonable diligence 
during the construction phase. Defendant argues that the limitation 
period commenced in 2015 or  2016 and has expired.

Relevant Documents: 

 Statement of Claim: SOC_GreenTech_v_ApexBuild_2022.pdf 24

 December 2022 - Defendant's Motion to Dismiss

Agreed Facts:

 Defendant filed a motion to dismiss based on the statute of 
limitations.

Disputed Facts:

 The parties dispute when the defects were or should have been 
discovered, impacting the applicability of the statute of limitations.

Relevant Documents: 

 Defendant’s Motion to Dismiss: Motion_to_Dismiss_Dec2022.pdf 25

If you’d like more details for any part of this chronology, just ask!
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